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were not levied. We could do more for the
poor by the repeal of all this legislation than
we can possibly do by the special enact-
ments designed to help the poor.

That was a rapld summary of some com-
plex pieces of legislation, but rather than
elaborate on this topic, I want to take the
few minutes remaining to analyze two other
proposals. We are all puzzled by the fact that
our children receive so much schooling but
80 little education. Without dwelling on this
point, let me just say that this is the in-
evitable consequence of subsidizing teachers
and schools. If we bought a product and
let free enterprise compete to see who
could win the customers’ favor, we would
get a better product. But if we subsidize
production with no competition for cus-
tomers, we are guaranteed either a lousy
product or a terribly expensive product or
both. That is why we are getting lots of
schooling at great expense and little
education.

How can we cure the situation? Let schools
compete for customers. How can that be ar-
ranged? Stop giving money to schools. If you
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want to give money away for education, give
the parents of school age children vouchers
which they can use to pay tultion at what-
ever school that can attract their patronage.
If it costs $600 a child to operate the Omaha
school system, give the parents of your school
children vouchers good for up to $600 to
pay tuition at any school. Public schools
would then have to compete with each other
and with private schools to see whose prod-
uct can attract customers. Parents who want
their children in programs with an abun-
dance of individual attention or other espe-
clally expensive features could add the $200
or $300 required to pay the tuition in schools
offering such programs. Present public
schools would have to compete with each
other for students as well as with private
schools. The badly run schools would lose out
to the well run schools. Schools would be-
come more efficlent in their use of resources
as well as producing a better product in the
competition to obtain students.

It's time we applied the free enterprise
principle to this socialized arena in order to
get our children educated. It's time that we
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stop putting children in jails labeled school
from 9 to 3 every day.

This would have the advantage not only
of improving the education of our children.
It would also slow the indoctrination of our
children with a socialist theology. The em-
ployes of a soclalized enterprise are not likely
to feel much loyalty to the free enterprise
principle. (There are, of course, some excep-
tions.) Thelr analysis of the virtues of
socializing economic activity is not likely
to be balanced with more than a pass-
ing nod to the disadvantages. Their analysis
of the defects of free enterprise is not likely
to be balanced with equal enthusiasm for the
discussion of the advantages of a free enter-
prise system.

You are killing the political support for
the free enterprise principle by your support
of socialized schooling. If you in this
suicidal course, you will continue to get
costly education and poor education for your
children and an erosion of the free enter-
prise arena. Free enterprise will continue to
die by the salami technigue—slice by
slige. . .-«

SENATE—Monday, August 24,

The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. RUSSELL).

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

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for the
world in which Thou has placed us. Help
us to learn its laws and to trust its
mighty powers.

We thank Thee for the world within
us, fashioned for Thy presence—for the

silent spaces of the soul and the kingdom
of the mind.

We thank Thee for the world of the
spirit revealed to us in the Man of
Nazareth, for the vastness of His love,
the purity of His life, and the grace of
His forgiveness.

Let that mind be in us which was in
Him that we may be gentle as He was
gentle, true as He was true, brave as He
was brave, loyal as He was loyal, and
prompt as He to do the Father’s will.
Grant that we may so live this day that
Thy kingdom may be advanced in and
through us.

For Thine is the kingdom and the
power and the glory forever. Amen.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Since
the Senate adjourned on Friday, August
21, 1970, without a quorum, the first order
of business is to obtain a quorum.

The Chair directs the clerk to call
the roll to ascertain the presence of a
quorum.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll and the following Senators
answered to their names:
[No. 265 Leg.]
Byrd, W. Va.
Cook

Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin

Fannin

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Burdick

Fong
Grifin
Hansen
Harrls
Hart
Hatfield
Holland
Hruska
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Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Mansfield
Mathias
MeClellan Ribicoif
McGovern Russell

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BayH), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Caxnnon), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURcH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Gore), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr, HucHES), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr, InouYE), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
Senators from Minnesota (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY and Mr. MowpaLE), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonTOoYA), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELsON),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PeLL), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SymineToN), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr, TaLmapce), the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. Typings), the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Wirriams), and the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. YoUNG) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) is absent be-
cause of the death of a friend.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIXKEN), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
TON), the Senator from Florida (Mr,.
GurNEY), the Senator from New York
(Mr. JaviTs), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MurpHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) , the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxse), the Senators from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr and Mr.
ScHWEIKER), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. SmiTH), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr, Stevens), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. ToOwER) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baker) and the Senator from Maine

McIntyre
Metcalf
Muskie
Packwood

Sparkman
Spong

Stennis
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.
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(Mrs. SmiTH) are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MounpTt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER)
is temporarily absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I move that the Sergeant at Arms
be directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After some delay the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Brooke Goldwater
Byrd, Va. Goodell
Case Hartke

Cooper Hollings
Cranston

Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Thurmond

Curtis Yarborough

Dole
Fulbright

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A quo-
rum is present, and the clerk will pro-
ceed to call the roll again on the final
passage of H.R. 18127, the public works
appropriation bill.

The clerk will proceed to call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr., BYRD cf West Virginia, I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. Bayn), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannoN), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. GoRe), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GrAVEL), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HucHES), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc-
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CARTHY), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA), the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLsow), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
ToN), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
TALMADGE), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. TyYpinGs), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. WiLriams), and the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. Young), are necessarily
absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasTORE), is absent
because of the death of a friend.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MonNToYa), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PAsTorE), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
L1ams), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youne), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Cannon), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Gore), and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL) would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIxeN), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GURNEY), the Senator from New York
(Mr, Javits), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MvurpHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEArRsSON), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxee), the Senators from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr and Mr.
ScHWEIKER), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. SmitH), the Senator from Alasksa
(Mr. STevENs) and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. ToweR) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baker) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SMITH) are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER)
is temporarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont (Mr, A1keEN), the Senator from
Florida (Mr. GurneY), the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. MimreEr), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), the Senator
from California (Mr. MurPHY), the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. Pearson), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScoTT),
the Senator from Maine (Mrs. SmrTH),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. SmiTH),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 266 Leg.]
YEAS—82

Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater
Goodell
Griffin

Hansen
Harris

Hart

Hartke
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
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McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcall
Moss
Muskie

Packwood
Percy
Prouty
Randolph
Ribicofl
Russell
Sparkman

NAYS—1
Proxmire
NOT VOTING—37

Javits Schweiker
Eennedy Scott
McCarthy Smith, Maine
Miller Smith, Ill.
Mondale Stevens
Montoya Symington
Mundt Talmadge
Tower
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Young, Ohio

Spong

Stennis
Thurmond
Williams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N, Dak.

Alken
Baker
Bayh
Cannon
Church
Cotton
Dodd
Gore
Gravel
Gurney
Hughes
Inouye Pell
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So the bill (H.R. 18127) was passed.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table,

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amendments
and request a conference with the House
of Representatives on the disagreeing
votes on the two Houses thereon, and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
President Pro Tempore appointed Mr.
ELLENDER, Mr. RusseLL, Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. HoLLAND, Mr, STENNIS, Mr. PASTORE,
Mr. RawporpH, Mr. Youne of North
Dakota, Mr. Hrusga, Mrs. SmitH and
Mr. ArroTT conferees on the part of the
Senate.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I rise merely
1o underscore my hope that, at the first
opportunity; namely, on the first supple-
mental appropriations bill, we will be
able to add funds sufficient to begin to
mount a fight under the old Refuse Act
of 1899—the one weapon immediately
available to protect against further
deterioration of our navigable streams
and waters.

As the able chairman knows, I had in-
tended initially to offer an amendment
to the bill just passed in the amount of
$4 million, which would give the Corps
of Engineers about 200 additional per-
sonnel to undertake this effort. With his
counsel, I have come clearly to recog-
nize the desirability of seeking to do that
on the first supplemental appropriation.
I am grateful for his counsel, and hope
we will be able to arm the Corps of Engi-
neers effectively to enforce the old Ref-
use Act.

In a recent message to Congress, the
President of the United States warned:

We face the prospect of ecological disaster.

The President went on to say:

There are still large gaps in our environ-
mental knowledge, but a great deal of what
needs to be done can be identified. Much of
this already has begun, and much more can
be started quickly if we act now.

I agree both with the expression of
urgency and with the call to action.

The President made these comments
in connection with the first annual re-
port of the Council on Environmental
Quality and went on to urge congres-

Murphy
Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
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sional action on a series of legislative
recommendations.

Congress is considering those pro-
posals, and I am confident will act on
those it thinks valuable in the fight
against pollution.

However, I was disappointed to find no
recommendation dealing with one anti-
pollution measure already on the books,
a measure which if more fully enforced
could enable the administration to act
with the urgency the President asks of
the Nation and of Congress.

I refer to the Refuse Act of 1899.

The act establishes criminal penalties
for dumping refuse of any description
into navigable waters without a permit
from the Corps of Engineers.

When written it was intended to pre-
vent sediment from clogging up ship
channels.

However, the language of the act is
well suited to the fight against pollu-
tion. As as matter of fact, the adminis-
tration has on a few occasions used the
act to move against polluters, most re-
cently in connection with reports of mer-
cury pollution.

However, corps officials told the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Energy, Natural
Resources and the Environment that the
budget request for fiscal year 1971 did
not include enough funds to enforce this
act as an effective antipollution weapon
and that no additional funds would be
requested until next fiscal year.

Apparently, budgetary restraints was
the main reason the corps was not ask-
ing additional funds.

Mr. President, here is a clear example
of what many of us mean when we say
our spending priorities are out of whack.

The administration warns of a dire en-
vironmental crisis and warns that we
must act quickly if we are to avoid
disaster,

Yet when it comes to providing funds
to enforce fully a law which could stop
present and prevent future poisoning of
our waters, the administration begs off
until next year.

How does that position square with the
urgent call to action?

Following our hearings, the corps has
said it could use an additional $4 million
to begin to move toward full scale en-
forcement of the act this year.

I will urge that we add to the first
supplemental appropriations bill the $4
million, or as much of that figure as the
corps can use for the portion of the
fiscal year remaining when the bill be-
comes law.

I hope for and seek the support of the
administration in this request.

If Congress provides the money and
the administration spends it, then the
Federal Government will have indeed
moved with a sense of urgency against
pollution.

If we do not, we can only expect re-
newed criticism from those who point to
the gap between the rhetoric of the Na-
tion's leaders and the reality of their
actions.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
indicated to the distinguished Senator
from Michigan last Friday, we had no
hearings at all on the proposal that he
made to the Senate, and under rules that
were established long ago by the sub-
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committee of which I am chairman, we
did not present for consideration on the
floor any proposals on which he had held
no hearings.

I wish to assure the distinguished
Senator from Michigan, as well as to re-
iterate to the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin, that there will be a supple-
mental bill soon, and I believe that on at
least two of the subjects suggested by
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin, that is the Great Lakes demonstra-
tion and planning project, and the re-
search program on inland lakes, there
will be forthcoming some budget esti-
mates, and I am very hopeful we might
also be able to get a budget estimate for
the program that has been mentioned by
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan. I assure both Senators that I shall
do all that I can to see that adequate
hearings are held on these programs and
that a good case can be made for these
programs so that the amounts they have
asked for can be incorporated in the
next supplemental appropriation bill.

Mr, HART. I thank the Senator from
Louisiana. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that an information bul-
letin issued by the Corps of Engineers
early in August be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the informa-
tion sheet was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

Facr SHEET—CORPS CAPABILITY FOR REFUSE
Act ENFORCEMENT

1. Section 138 of the River and Harbor Act
of 1899 (83 U.B.C. 407), known as the Refuse
Act, makes it illegal to throw, discharge, or
deposit, or cause, suffer, or procure to be
thrown, discharged, or deposited either from
or out of any ship, barge, or other floating
craft of any kind, or from the shore, whari,
manufacturing establishment, or mill of any
kind, any refuse matter of any kind or de-
scription, whatever other than that flowing
from streets and sewers and passing there-
from in a liquid state, into any navigable
water of the United States, or into any tribu-
tary of any navigable water from which the
same shall float or be washed into such navi-
gable water. The Corps of Engineers has in
the past limited its enforcement of this
provision of law to discharges carrying sus-
pended material which becomes obstructive
to navigation. Recent court decisions and the
import of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act, the Water Quality Improvement
Act of 1970, and the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 have all stressed urgency
of a more literal application of the law.

2. In testifying before the Subcommittee
on Energy, Natural Resources and Environ-
ment of the Senate Commerce Committee on
29 July 1970, Mr. Robert Jordan, III, General
Counsel to the Secretary of the Army and
Speclal Assistant to the Secretary of the
Army for Civil Functions acknowledged this
urgency and announced that he was direct-
ing the Corps of Engineers to publicize the
need for a permit for all future discharges
into navigable streams and tributaries there-
to (see attached press release). He also re-
ported on steps being taken to reach an inter-
agency agreement with the Departments of
Interior and Justice on Enforcement proce-
dures under this law. However, he noted limi-
tations in the capabillity of the Corps of
Engineers to increase its surveillance, in-
vestigation and reporting of cases for legal
actlon, indicating that a budgetary request
for the necessary funds would be initiated
for fiscal year 1972, the next such oppor-
tunity.

3. To initlate such expanded activity, it is
estimated that an average of 45 persons per
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Engineer District would be necessary, or a
total of about 200 persons Corps-wide. With
appropriate travel funds and administrative
expense, it is estimated that additional funds
in the amount of $4,000,000 would be re-
quired under General Regulatory Functions.
If these funds and personnel spaces were
avallable in FY 1971, this expanded eflect
to improve water quality could be started
one year earlier.

CoRrrs OF ENGINEERS ANNOUNCES NEwW PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS

The Corps of Engineers today announced
new permit requirements under the Refuse
Act (33 USC 407) concerning all discharges
into navigable waters. Permits will be re-
quired for all industrial discharges into navi-
gable waters and their tributaries. New per-
mits will be required where existing permits
were granted without adequate consideration
of the quality of the effluent. Permits will
also be required for current discharges into
navigable waters where no permits have been

ted.

Applicants of new permits are now re-
quired to identify the character of the ef-
fluent and to furnish pertinent data such
as chemical content, water temperature dif-
ferentials, toxins, sewage, gquantity of solids
involved and the amount and frequency of
discharge.

The Corps’ revised requirements are in
compliance with the Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 which requires agencies to con-
sider environmental impact in the adminis-
tration of public laws, and with the Water
Quality Improvement Act of 18970 which re-
quires applicants for Federal permits to file
a certification from the appropriate State
that the discharge “will not violate applica-
ble water quality standards.” Under the re-
vised procedures, the effects of discharges
on water quality will be considered in proc-
essing the permit.

While permits will be required for all fu-
ture discharges into navigable waters and
their tributaries, the Corps of Engineers will
initially concentrate on major sources of
industrial pollution not covered by existing
permits. The Corps hopes that through wide-
spread knowledge of its new permit require-
ments including State certification, it will,
alone with other Federal, State, and local
anti-pollution activities, encourage indus-
tries to accelerate their own anti-pollution
efforts.

All actions under the Refuse Act having
Water Quality implications are being closely
coordinated with the Federal Water Quallty
Administration to insure unity in the Fed-
eral Water anti-pollution program.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I want to
congratulate the senior Senator from
Louisiana, Senator ELLENDER, for his ex-
cellent effort in bringing this legislation
to the Senate.

The Public Works Appropriation bill
contains a variety of items of importance
to the American people. In recent years,
it has received special attention from
those of us who are interested in the fight
to preserve the Nation’s environment.

The appropriation for water pollution
in 1968 and 1969 did not keep pace with
the level of funding authorized in 1966;
however, because of the strong commit-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana, last
year the Senate voted the full $1 billion
authorized for fiscal year 1970. The final
$800 million figure agreed on by the con-
ference indicated to States and local gov-
ernment that the Federal Government
would keep its commitments to pay part
at cost of construction of needed waste
treatment facilities.

Once again this year, the Appropria-
tions Committee in the Senate has acted
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to fund the water pollution program at
a level which will evidence good faith
and continue to honor the commitment
the Congress made in the Clean Water
Restoration Act of 1966.

The $1 billion appropriated for fiscal
year 1971 is less than that which I had
hoped and is less than that which I un-
derstand the chairman of the subcom-
mittee recommended. It may be the max-~
imum that can be effectively spent in the
next 12 months. It will stimulate the con-
struction of new waste treatment plants.
It will stimulate States which have been
slow to inventory their needs and move
ahead. It will help honor the Federal
promise to reimburse those States which
acted in anticipation of full Federal
funding, and most importantly it will
mean that less sewage is dumped un-
treated into the Nation's waterways.

As a result of the formula included in
the bill, 20 percent of that $1 billion or
$200 million will be available to reim-
burse States which have prefinanced the
Federal share the cost of projects since
1966. The remaining 80 percent will be
allocated on the formula established in
the existing law, a formula which is under
review by the Subcommittee on Air and
Water Pollution.

Many States, according to the infor-
mation available, will not utilize their
allocation this year. However, fiscal year
1971 funds not used by some States will
be reallocated next June to other States
which have greater needs. These two
innovations: First, setting aside 20 per-
cent of the appropriation for reimburse-
ment and, second, providing for the real-
location of the 1971 appropriation after
1 year, rather than the statutorily estab-
lished 18 months, should expedite fund-
ing of State and local waste treatment
plant construction.

Mr. President, I would like to take this
opportunity to make a few comments on
the statistical information made avail-
able by the administration on the cost
of the waste treatment plant construction
program. As Members of the Senate will
recall, earlier this year the President
indicated that there was a $10 billion
backlog of needed waste treatment fa-
cilities. The President estimated the Fed-
eral share of constructing those facilities
would be $4 billion and, in his environ-
mental message, recommended funding
that $4 billion over a 9-year period with
authority to obligate these funds in 4
Years.

Since that message, additional infor-
mation has been provided to the Sub-
committee on Air and Water Pollution,
which indiecates that the Federal Govern-
ment intends to fund $3.2 billion of that
$10 billion in the next 4 years. The re-
maining $800 million will be made avail-
able at the rate of $200 million a year to
fund projects which have been approved
for reimbursement and which the States
are expected to fund ahead of the avail-
ability of Federal grants.

Since the President’s message on the
environment, additional information
has been provided the Subcommittee on
Air and Water Pollution which sug-
gests that the pending proposals for
Federal funding are even less adequate
than originally suggested. According to
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& study provided by the National League
of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, re-
tirement of the backlog of waste treat-
ment plants will cost an estimated $33
to $37 billion. In other words, the $3.2
billion represents something less than
10 percent of the actual cost.

After Labor Day, the Subcommittee
on Air and Water Pollution will begin to
mark up pending water pollution legis-
lation. These figures, as well as other
information available to the Subcom-
mittee, will be the basis for determining
the degree of funding to be provided for
this program. I only mention these
figures now so that my colleagues will be
aware of the fact that this program will
be expensive and will require a continued
massive injection of high priority of
Federal funds.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at this point in the Recorp
a staff memorandum on this subject.

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

Aucusr 21, 1970.
To: Senator EpMunND S. MUSKIE,
Subject: Estimates of Federal Cost for
Grants for Waste Treatment Plants

According to information developed by the
Administration, there is a backlog of grant
requests In excess of funds available for ob-
ligation of $132 milllon According to the
same information, the proposed appropria-
tion of $1 billion together with the $435 mil-
lion carry-over from 1870, will meet or exceed
by varying amounts the estimated needs of
4] states, and will fall short of the estimated
needs of 13 states.

At such time as the funds are reallocated
from the first 41 states, the reallocated
amount will be less than the demand of the
other states by the above mentioned $132
million. This is due to New York’s demand
of $504 million which, in fact, exceeds their
eligibility for funds under the Clean Water
Restoration Act of 1966.

The Administration now estimates reim-
bursements to be $197 million. I understand
that the new figure is the amount actually
advanced by the states for the Federal share
of projects cost. It does not include the Fed-
eral share that will be advanced for projects
approved but not under construction, nor
does it include the Federal share of the re-
maining portion of projects under construc-
tion. In others words, it only represents the
actual out-of-pocket cost that the Federal
Government would have incurred had ade-
quate funds been avallable to fully fund these
projects. The earlier reimbursement figure
of $814 milllon has been deleted from these
calculations except for the $197 million ac-
tually owed.

These are projects which have been ap-
proved and for which the states have al-
located a portion of Federal funds for pre-
ceding years, but on which construction has
not begun, and for which no actual funds
have been expended. The Federal obligation
for these projects is in excess of $600 million,
an amount which should be a part of any
calculation of demand for Federal funds. If
the amount is included, the total demand
would be $2.28 billion.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a statement prepared by the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Mon-
TOYA), together with an insertion.

There being no objection, Senator
MonToYA's statement and insertion were
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR MONTOYA IN SUPPORT
oF H.R, 18127, PusLic WORKS FOrR WATER,
POLLUTION CONTROL, AND POWER DEVELOP-
MENT AND AroMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
APPROPRIATION BiLL, 1971
Mr. MoNTOYA. Mr. President, the Senate

today passed a bill that will have far-reach-
ing effects on many aspects of the nation’s
water resources. It funds numerous projects
that fulfill the needs of citizens in many
localities, including the state of New Mexico,
These programs are designed to insure that
man can control these water resources to his
best advantage rather than being victimized
by their excesses. Programs for flood control
will prevent extensive damage to munici-
palities and industry, and especially to our
agricultural lands, The money spent for such
programs is an investment that pays excel-
lent dividends, Studies have shown that the
potential damage in areas affected by the
projects far exceed the costs of the measures
taken.

But beyond merely preventing damage,
these projects harness the water resources
and put them to use in supplying power, in
satisfying irrigation needs, in fulfilling com-
merclal and municipal needs for water, In
meeting recreational desires, and in serving
numerous other needs.

More than a billion and a half dollars is
being appropriated in the bill for dams, reser-
voirs, and other public works projects that
are to be undertaken by the Army Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.
This money will be used for general investi-
gations as well as construction at varlous
sites across the country. More than a billion
dollars is allocated for other water and power
projects of a more regional nature such as
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the South-
eastern Power Administration, and the Bon-
neville Power Administration.

Mr. President, these programs are all very
worthwhile, but in recent years many citizens
have come to realize that there is more
to the water resources program than merely
making water avallable in the necessary
quantities. What is equally important is the
quality of the water being supplied. A multi-
million dollar dam may be quite efficlent in
supplying water to a local municipality, but
that expenditure has been useless if the water
is thoroughly polluted.

FEDERAL WATER QUALITY ADMINISTRATION

Congress recognized the dangers of water
pollution in 1966 when it passed the Clean
Water Restoration Act. This bill authorized
levels of spending for federal waste treat-
ment grants that were to increase from an
initial outlay of 150 million dollars in 1967,
to 1 billion dollars last year, to 134 billion
dollars for fiscal year 1971. Last year heated
debate occurred with regards to the level
of appropriations for these projects. Despite
the clear recognition of the urgency of the
problem by many groups, including the
Water Resources Council, who, in their report
of November 1968 estimated that the total
water requircment by the year 2020 will be
over 400 percent greater than the amount
used in 1965, the administration requested
only 214 million dollars. This was sub-
sequently raised to 600 million in the Senate
Appropriations Committee and, after an
amendment raising this figure to the full
billion dollar authorization passed the Sen-
ate, a conference report set the compromise
figure of 800 million dollars.

This year the committee has recommended
1 billion dollars for the Federal Water
Quality Administration, which administers
these waste treatment programs. This is still
less than the 11} billion dollars authorized
and is a minimal amount to even begin
meeting needs in this area.

This money, according to the provisions
of the 1966 act, is distributed in the form
of grants made to the state or local munic-
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ipalities. However, several problems have
arisen. In expectation of full funding at
the levels authorized by Congress, local gov-
ernments have embarked upon ambitious
projects for which funding has not been
forthcoming. They have ended up footing the
brunt of the bill. Also, because the bill
provided that funds would be distributed
proportionate to population in each state,
rather than water needs, some states have
been unable to get sufficient funds, while
others have not utilized their money. Meas-
ures are being taken to correct some of these
inequites, but in the meantime the water
needs of many communities remain serious.

During fiscal year 1970 New Mexico re-
celved 2,436,460 dollars for 14 different pro-
grams in 8 different localities. This amount
was below the amount that the localities
were potentially eligible had full funding
been available.

We cannot be sparing in dealing with the
water pollution crisis. Newcomers to Wash-
ington are dismayed to see the sorry state
of the historic Potomac River., The Great
Lakes are rapidly becoming incapable of life
support. And even the almighty Mississippi
River has taken on a brownish hue. The
gloomy prophecies of the ecologists, once dis-
missed as mere sclentific daydreaming, have
become a stark reality to many Americans
who find their local streams, rivers, and lakes
no longer suitable for swimming, for fish-
ing, or even for drinking.

I am in general agreement with the ecolo-
gists about the gravity of the situation, but
I am not as pessimistic as some. The very
technology that has inadvertently created
many of these problems can be just as easily
put to work to solve them, provided the com-
mitment of the nation is there. A nation
that can land a man on the moon within a
decade can surely clean up her waters and put
them to work for her in many useful ways.
Expenditures of several billion dollars are
far from unrealistic when considered in light
of the tremendous amount spent on defense
and, in particular, for as-yet-unproved de-
fense missile systems. Mr. President, we are
spending biilions of dollars to protect our-
selves against a nuclear war that is becoming
increasingly unlikely of ever occurring, But
to guard against natural disasters that are
sure to come if we do nothing, we quibble
about relatively small sums. Also, the money
spent on these water resources programs, un-
like cdollars down the drain for defense, are a
real investment in the country and its
people.

ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Mr. President, this bill funds several proj-
ects that are vital to the state of New Mex-
ico. The money appropriated for the Corps of
Engineers includes 170,000 dollars for seven
survey projects that will determine the need
for construction of water facilities. This sum
will only allow for the completion of three
of these surveys. All three were to be com-
pleted last year but now they require extra
funding because of cost overruns due to un-
anticipated Increases in interest rates,

The completed projects are Santa Fe River;
Rio Hondo and Rio Felix and tributaries;
and Rio Puerco and Rio Salado (tributaries
of the Rio Grande). Funds would also be
allocated for continuation of work on four
other survey projects. They are: Rio Grande
and tributaries in New Mexico and Colorado;
Pecos River and tributaries at Carlsbad;
Pecos River Basin above Santa Rosa; and
the Pojoaque River and tributaries. Most of
these projects will remaln far from com-
pletion with the limited funds included in
this bill.

Floods in the areas affected by the surveys
have caused considerable property damage
and, in some cases, a loss of lives. In Octo-
ber, 1954, the Rio Hondo and Rio Felix caused
total damages of 2 milllon dollars and a loss
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of eleven lives. The Pecos River caused a mil-
llon dollars damage at Carlsbad in 1966.
Other flooding caused damages to the metro-
politan areas of Santa Fe and Roswell, and
considerable damage to agricultural areas In
the vicinlty. Surveys being conducted by the
Corps will investigate the need for bullding
dams, reservations, diversions, and channel
improvements, Besides flood control the fa-
cilities will be almed at meeting needs for
irrigation, munlicipal and industrial water
supplies, water gquality control, recreation,
and fish and wildlife conservation.

Three projects in New Mexico are now un-
der construction by the Corps and further
funds would be allocated to them in this bill.
The 700,000 for the Albuquerque Diversion
Channels would almost allow the completion
of the project. Authorized by the 1954 Flood
Control Act, the project consists of two di-
version channels designed to intercept storm
sewers, which otherwise would be funneled
through arroyos and washes onto heavily
populated areas of Albuquerque. Only the
Northern Diversion Channel has been com-
pleted thus far,

The Cochitl Dam and Reservoir Project, au-
thorized by the 1960 Flood Control Act and
P.L. 88-203, will bhe one of the major parts
of the comprehensive plan for development of
the water resources of the Rio Grande wa-
tershed. The reservoir will control 11,695
miles of dralnage area and will assist in pre-
venting flood damage in Albuquerque, the
Middle and Espanola Valleys, and the smaller
urban areas of Bernalillo, Los Lunas, Belen,
and Socorro. The reservoir and dam will also
be a major recreational site for northern New
Mexico, contributing substantially to the
economy of the area. Almost seven million
dollars is allocated for the project in this bill,

Finally, the bill includes 200,000 dollars for
additional work on the Los Esteros Dam and
for modifications of the Alamagordo Dam.
This reservoir would help to stop property
damage and loss of life caused by frequent
flooding of the Pecos River and its tributaries,
as well as providing for irrigation storage.
Although the allocation is somewhat higher
than it was last year, the project is still far
from completion,

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Mr. President, the Bureau of Reclamation
also operates many multi-purpose water re-
source projects in seventeen western states.
They have expanded the scope of their activ-
ity greatly in recent years. Originally this
agency devoted their efforts largely to irri-
gation problems. Now only 40% of their re-
sources are devoted to such programs, Fi-
nancial resources devoted to power develop=-
ment have increased to over 30 percent, mu-
nicipal and industrial water to 10 percent,
flood control to about 10 percent, and rec-
reation and other functions to about 7 per-
cent.

The economic growth stimulated by fed-
eral reclamation projects has become evident.
The Bureau estimates that 700 million dol-
lars in federal internal revenue collections
was attributable to reclamation projects
throughout the seventeen western states
during fiscal year 1960. The success of the
programs is seen through increased agricul-
tural production especially. For instance,
federal reclamation projects alone produce
about 20 percent of the nation’s supply
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of vegetables, fruits, and nuts, according to
their estimates.

Of the more than 300 million dollars ap-
propriated for the Bureau, 234,700 dollars
have been appropriated for three survey
projects in New Mexico. These funds would
allow completion of the Gallup survey, which
seeks to find alternative sources of water to
meet the projected potential needs of the
city and other potential customers in the
area., The Colorado River Basin is one such
source that is currently under consideration.

Also to be completed is the Mora survey,
which was initiated in order to find a way
to alleviate water shortages experienced on
about 11,000 acres. The New Mexico State
Water plan survey, a comprehensive state-
wide reconnalssance report on present and
future water resources, is scheduled to be
completed in fiscal year 1073. Seven other
general investigations that each effect sev-
eral western states, including New Mexico,
are to be funded at the level of nearly 3
million dollars. Three of these projects would
be completed during the fiscal year.

In additon, more than a million dollars will
fund further construction for three projects
operated by the Bureau—the water salvage
project at the Pecos River Basin, the Carls-
bad project, and the Tucumcari Project. Also,
of the participating projects that are part of
the Upper Colorado River Storage Project,
two include New Mexlec—the Animas-La
Plata project and the San Juan-Chama proj-
ect, for which more than three million dol-
lars would be appropriated.

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

Mr. President, the bill we are now consid-
ering also includes funds for the Atomic
Energy Commission. The state of New Mexico
has benefitted greatly from the many pro-
grams operated there by the AE.C. In fact, it
could well be sald that New Mexico is the
“AE.C. state.” It was here that the first
atomic bomb was tested at Alamogordo. It is
here that the A.E.C. operates one of its most
vital facilities, the Los Alamos Scientific
Laboratory. The Sandia Corporation and the
Lovelace Foundation are just two of the many
large contractors that do work for the Com-
mission in the state. Total costs Incurred by
the AE.C. In New Mexico In fiscal year 1969
were 374 million dollars, a sizeable portion
of its total budget.

It is obvious, therefore, that the AE.C.
has been -quite important to the economy
of New Mexico. But perhaps more important-
1y, the work conducted in New Mexico has
been of vital importance to the nation.
Through the efforts of the Atomic Energy
Commission the United States has been able
to maintain a position of leadership in the
field of nuclear technology.

While the discovery of atomic energy may
be said by some to be a curse upon mankind,
we must recognize that the benefits of nu-
clear power are potentially crucial to man's
existence, and must be developed to the
point where they outweigh the risks. Nu-
clear power is a tool, and a tremendously
powerful tool, that can be used just as easlly
for our salvation as for our destruction.

The A.E.C. is exploring the many possible
uses of nuclear power. It is increasing our
knowledge and sophistication in this area
s0 that we will be able to use nuclear power
to our best advantage. Many citizens do not
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realize the great diversity of AE.C. programs,
a large percentage of which involve pure re-
search, the fruits of which will have wide-
ranging applications in the sclentific fleld.

One important program is the reactor de-
velopment program, which is almed at facili-
tating the use of nuclear power for a num-=-
ber of non-military purposes. The program
is designed to provide cooperative assistance
to industry and to other federal agencles. It
seeks to make use of the full potential energy
available in nuclear fuels, and thus open up
vast reserves of energy. For instance, one
facet of the program is an exploration of the
possibilities of a nuclear process for desalting
water.

The appropriation of more than 56 million
dollars in plant and capital equipment for
the program Includes a 1 million dollar al-
location for Project Rover, which is being
conducted at the Los Alamos Scientific Labo-
ratory, as well as for the Nevada Test Bite.
The money will be used for the modification
and/or expansion of facilities and systems
that will allow these Institutions to keep pace
with the latest developments in the fleld.
Progress in the field of nuclear research re-
quires a flexibility that will allow the plants
to adapt to changing conditions, and the pro-
posed level of support will fully fund these
changes.

The other major program of the AE.C. is
the physical research program. This supports
theoretical and experimental investigations
required to support the Commission’s imme-
diate and long-range research objectives. This
basic research is directed at a greater uader-
standing of atomic energy and its uses. Fun-
damental research Is undertaken in the flelds
of physics, chemistry, metallurgy and mate-
rials, and controlled thermonuclear re-
search. Included in the total appropriations
of 129 million in plant and capital equip-
ment for the program are 1014 million dol-
lars for the Meson Physics Facllity of the
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, This
amount, plus the 38 million dollars appro-
priated in previous years, will leave only
some seven million dollars to be requested
in the fiscal year 1972 for the completion of
the project, the total cost of which is 56
million dollars. The project provides for the
construction of a nuclear physics research
complex consisting of an 800 Mev linear pro-
ton accelerator, 2,600 feet long, and attend-
ant experimental and support facilities,

Ld - * - L]

Mr. President, the total appropriations for
this year's public works bill is nearly 490
million dollars higher than it was last year.
Although this increase is not nearly enough
to meet the needs it is designed to serve,
it is a step In the right direction. I. is a
step towards the re-ordering of priorities
that 1s so desperately needed today. We see
in many parts of the bill a growing concern,
for the first time, of the effect of the projects
on our environment. We are coming to
realize that for every action there is a reac-
tion and are trying to fathom out just what
that reaction will be in each Instance. The
agencies are moving to implement provi-
sions of the Natlonal Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 that relate to water resources.

Mr. President, in authorizing these ap-
propriations we are making an investment
in our country, its natural resources, and
its people.

PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS INCLUDED IN H.R. 18127 THAT DIRECTLY AFFECT THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

Total Federal
estimated cost

prior to Allocation
fiscal year 1970 fiscal year 1970

Allocated
Tentative

Additional
fiscal year 1971

to complete

Atomic Energy Commission: Ly
Project Rover, Los Alamos Scientific Labora

Meson Physics Facility, Los A!amuercigntiﬁc bomtori......_._.:_::::

Army Corps of Engingers, general in tions:
Pecos River Basin above Santa Rosa._ ... ..

Pecos River and tributaries at Carlsbad .- . . o ooeoisces
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PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS INCLUDED IN H.R. 18127 THAT DIRECTLY AFFECT THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO—Continued

Total Federal
estimated cost

prior to
fiscal year 1970

Allocated
i Allocation
fiscal year 1970

Additional
to complete

Tentative
fiscal year 1971

Pojoaque River and tributaries_ ..
Rio Grande and tributaries, New
Rio Hondo and Rio Felix......
Rio Puerco and Rio Salado..
Santa Fe River, Santa Fe

Army Corps of Engineers, construction:
Albuguerque Diversion Channels
Cochiti Reservoir, Rio Grande___

Los Esteros Reservoir and modification of Alamogordo Dam.

Bureau of Reclamation, general investigations:
Gallup._ _
Mora._.. ek,
New Me tate
More than 1 State: -
Lower Colorado, comprehensive survey (4 States)_

$255, 000
1,535, 000

Lower Colorado, general (4 States).

Regional Planning Service, region 4

Upper Colorado River Basin, comprehensive survey (4 States)_ ...
Upper Gila River (Ariz.-N. MeX.). - o oo e

est Texas and east N. Mex. import.

Western U.S, water plan (various States). .

Bureau of reclamation, construction:

Pecos River Basin, water salvage project (N. Mex.-Tex.).
Carisbad project____

Tucumeari project.

Bureau of Reclamation, upper Colaradg River storage project: (Participatory projects):

San Juana-Chama (Colo,-N. Mex.

13, 506, 000
12, 349, 000

566, 984
2,443, 55{!’;

$2, 000 $225, 000

0 A ) 1, 516, 000
149, 000 0
105, 000 % 0
134, 000 % 0

1, 094, 000
41, 504, 000
606, 000 12, 200, 000

9, 325 5 ¥ 0
27,000 000

B2, 284 0
271, 065 371,935

0
1,241, 000
850, 003

0

241, 584
13, 202, 000
1,007, 218
2,959, 274
1,121, 000

18, 126,772

11,211,123
1 140, 726
11,311,768

5,947, 000 1,747, 000

I Allocated to date.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to place the follow-
ing communications in the RECORD.

The first is a telegram from Gov. Nel-
son A. Rockefeller in which he strongly
recommends appropriation of additional
funds for construction of sewage treat-
ment plants. He points out that the State
has prefinanced $405 million of the Fed-
eral share of these plants, and the State’s
municipalities have prefinanced $370
million, for a total of $775 million as of
June 30, 1970.

In addition the State provides its own
30-percent share of the costs, and the
municipalities provide 20 percent for its
own share.

The second is a recent letter from Mr.
Syd Askoff, chairman of the Sewer Com-
mittee of the Suffolk County Legislature.
The effect of Federal underfinancing on
New York State taxpayers in assuming
this huge burden is set forth by Mr.
Askoff. He points out that a homeowner
in Suffolk County can expect to pay ap-
proximately $300 more a year in property
taxes for at least 40 years for sewage
disposal facilities. This amount would be
dramatically decreased if the Federal
Government obligated its full 50 to 55
percent of its share of the cost, instead
of an average of 7 percent as at present.

I think it is unfair for New York and
its localities to have to bear the burden
of financing the Federal Government's
obligation, particularly in these days of
soaring interest rates. It is my hope that
adequate funds will be appropriated so
that the Federal Government will be
able to meet its obligation to repay funds
prefinanced by State and local govern-
ments.

There being no objection, the com-
munications were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

Senator CHARLES E. GOODELL,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

It 18 my understanding that the Senate
is about to take actlon on appropriation bill
H.R. 182127 which includes appropriations
for water pollution control authorized under
the clean water restoration act of 1966.

I strongly support adoption of the amend-
ment you are sponsoring to provide for full
funding of the $1.25 billion authorized in
ald for construction of sewage treatment
plants. In the last four years, Federal ap-
propriations have lagged nearly 81 billion
behind the amount authorized with the
result that Federal participation in New York
State's pure waters program has averaged
only seven percent, even though all projects
qualify for fifty percent in Federal funding
and most for fifty-five percent.

Because of the shortage, New York has
pre-financed $405 million of the Federal
share in addition to providing its own thirty
percent grant share. The State’s municipali-
ties have pre-financed another $370 million
along with their basic share, for a total of
$7756 million in pre-financed funds which are
owed by the Federal Government to the
State and its municipalities,

Under the State’s program 211 additional
projects valued at $1.495 billion and eligible
for $822 milllon in Federal funds are ex-
pected to be approved during the current
Federal fiscal year. The combination of the
$775 million that New York and its munici-
palities have prefinanced and the 822 mil~
lion for which we are eligible in new projects
totals $1.597 billilon which New York alone
can use during the present fiscal year.

I also urge deletion of the provision which
extends by an additional six months the
time hefore which unused funds appropri-
ated for fiscal 1970 can hecome available for
reallocation. Deletion will permit these un-
used funds to become avallable as soon as
possible for projects ready to go In States like
New York.

The shortage in Federal funds, along with
the funding and reallocation provisions of
the Federal program with their lack of con-
sideration to need or ability to use funds
has served to penalize New York because of
the size and advanced position of our effort
to restore New York's waters. Your favorable
consideration of these recommendations will
help to correct this imbalance in the Federal
program.

NeLsoN A. ROCKEFELLER.

CoUNTY OF SUFFOLE,
Babylon, N.¥Y., August 10, 1970.
Hon. CHARLES E. GOODELL,
New York City, N.Y.

DeAR SENATOR GoOoODELL: In the very near
future the construction of sewerage disposal
facilities will begin in certain areas in the
County of Suffolk. The major part of this

work, costing approximately three hundred
miilion dollars, in direct cost, will be done in
& very small portion of the southwest area of
County.

As Chalrman of the Committee in charge
of this work, it has become glaringly ap-
parent to me that even with State and Fed-
eral aid, the taxpayers of this District are
going to be confronted with a tremendous
increase in their yearly taxes unless some way
can be found to get additional ald.

So that we can acquaint you with the prob-
lem, I have called a meeting of September 186,
1970 at 10 AM. at the County Center in
Hauppage. At the meeting we hope to have
our various representatives in attendance
so0 that we can acquaint them with the prob-
lem and also to have our various local officlals
there to let them know as best we can what
the anticipated costs for this work will be.

I would very much appreciate your advis-
ing me as quickly as possible whether or not
you can be there so that we can make our
plans accordingly.

This particular area is presently burdened
with intolerable school taxes, as well as vari-
ous and sundry municipal taxes. In my opin-
ion, it is one of the most highly taxed areas
in the County, if not in the State. It is also
clear that a homeowner who has a home
valued at approximately $30,000 can expect
to pay somewhere in the neighborhood of
$300 per year more for sewerage disposal for
at least 40 years. I think 1t is incumbent upon
all of us to direct our attention to this matter
since before long the necessity of installing
sewers throughout the County will raise simi-
lar problems elsewhere and the matter of
financing should be looked into now.

Sincerely,

SYD ASKOFF.

PUBLIC WOREKS APPROPRIATIONS: INSURING

CONTINUED PROGRESS IN AMERICA

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, a
few minutes ago we passed one of the
most important matters that Congress
must act on each year and that is the
funds for vital public works projects in
America. These projects are what make
the wheels of progress in America turn
and insure continued improvement of
life in our country.

The public works appropriations bill
for this year is a comprehensive measure
that deals fairly with the vast problems
that exist in every State. I wish to com-
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mend the distinguished chairman of the
Public Works Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, Senator ELLENDER, and the other
distinguished members of the committee
for their hard work in producing this
bill. I am particularly pleased that the
committee acted favorably on many im-
portant Texas flood control, navigation,
and reclamation projects.

In the interest of time, I shall not
speak of each one on these projects indi-
vidually; however, I would like to com-
ment on certain projects that are of par-
ticular significance.

First, I am particularly glad that my
colleagues on the Senate Appropriations
Committee agreed to provide an addi-
tional $100,000 for the Millican Dam
project. Together with the $50,000 appro-
priated by the House, this project will
receive a total of $150,000 for precon-
struction planning and a study of the
effects of this project on the ecology of
the area. These additional funds will en-
able orderly progress to continue on this
important project while insuring that the
ecological features of this area are not
destroyed.

Mr. President, the Millican Dam proj-
ect is vital to the future economic devel-
opment of the Brazos Valley of Texas.
Progress must be made on it this year.
In my opinion, this dam and reservoir
when completed, will be a lasting memo-
rial to Gen. Earl Rudder, the late pres-
ident of Texas A. & M. University, who,
during his life, believed in this project
and worked hard for it.

Mr. President, I am also pleased that
the committee approved my request for
an additional $1 million for construction
of the Lakeview Reservoir flood control
project. When combined with the $112,-
000 provided by the House, the total ap-
propriation for this important project
will be $1,112,000. This means that real
progress can be made on this project
which is an integral part of the overall
Trinity River development plan.

In addition to approving these addi-
tional sums for Texas projects, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee agreed to
my request that significant increases for
Texas projects which were voted by the
House, over the budget request, be re-
tained.

Among these significant increases are
the $100,000 appropriated for planning
Aquilla Reservoir in Hill County for
which the President did not request any
funds; an additional $45,000 for planning
the Cedar Bayou flood control project
near Beaumont, which when combined
with the $15,000 originally requested by
the administration for this project,
brings the total appropriation for Cedar
Bayou flood control project to $60,000;
an additional $2 million for the San
Gabriel River project in Williamson
County—with this additional $2 million,
a total of $4 million is provided for this
important project; and $15,000 for the
Osa Creek flood control in Robstown,

Nueces County. This project was also
not included in the budget by the ad-
ministration.

Other important Texas projects for
which the Senate and the House have ap-
propriated funds are:
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I—Flood control and navigation projects
Arkansas-Red River chloride con-

Aubrey Reservoir

Bachman and Joe's Creek

Belton Reservolr (raise
level)

Big Pine Reservoir

Brazos Island Harbor

Brazos Island Harbor at Browns-
ville

Brazos River and tributary

Buffalo Bayou and tributary._._

Burnett, Crystal and Scotts Bay._

Cibolo Creek

Colorado River and tributary.---

Cooper Reservolr.

Corpus Christl S8hip Channel____

Delaware Creek

Denison Reservoir

Dickinson Bayou

Duck Creek Channel

water
1, 688, 000
40, 000
770, 000

15, 000
425, 000

1, 055, 000
10, 000

24, 000
24,000

2, 800, 000
385, 000
30, 000
110, 000
30, 000
182, 000
220, 000

2, 800, 000
2, 000, 000
115, 0C0

Freeport and vicinity

Galveston Bay navigation study_-.

Guadalupe and San Antonio Riv-
ers L

Gulf Intercoastal Waterway

Highland Bayou

Lake Kemp Reservoir

Lavon Reservoir

116, 000

Sabine—Neches Waterway
San Antonio Channel
San Jacinto Rlver
Taylors Bayou
Texas City Hurricane Protection. 2,200, 000
Texas coast hurricane
Texas water supply and pollu-

tion study
Trinity River Bridges 2, 760, 000
Trinity River project 500, 000
Vince and Little Vince Vayous--.. 1, 000, 000
Wallisville Reservoir

11 —Bureau of reclamation
Cameron County
Hidalgo and Willacy counties
Santa Maria project
III.—Study projects

Texas Basin projects
West Texas and Eastern New Mex-
ico Import

In conclusion, Mr. President, I again
wish to commend my colleagues on the
Appropriations Committee for their fine
work on this bill. They have demon-
strated their concern for the well-be-
ing of our people by their efforts for this
bill. I am pleased that my colleagues
have given this bill their overwhelm-
ing support.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DICKEY-LINCOLN
SCHOOL DAM

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, New Eng-
land and New York have suffered major
power shortages this summer, and we
are now told that fuel scarcities will lead
to power shortages this winter.

When air-conditioning units shut
down, when subways stop running, or
when there is no heat in the winter, the
differences between private and public
power no longer matter.

The Northeastern United States needs
all the electric power it can generate with
a minimal impact on the environment.
Our crisis is of major proportions. Our
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reserves of reliable power are low, and we
cannot afford to postpone any longer the
construction of needed facilities. Charles
Luce, chairman of the board of Consoli-
dated Edison, stated in hearings before
my Subcommittee on Intergovernmental
Relations on August 3 that electric power
from the Dicky-Lincoln project could
have helped alleviate the power shortage
that reached crisis proportions in New
York City during the last week in July.
As each year passes, the peaking power
from Dickey-Lincoln is missed more and
more in the major metropolitan areas
of the Northeast.

The benefits of this project are vital
to New England. When construction of
the Dickey-Lincoln facility was author-
ized in 1965, consumer rates for electric-
ity in New England were among the
highest in the Nation because New Eng-
land has no “Federal yardstick.” This
situation has not changed. The people of
Maine continue to pay some of the high-
est electricity bills in the Nation, as the
promise of 100,000 kilowatts of public
power that was made in 1965 goes
unmet.

The benefit/cost ratio of the Dickey-
Lincoln Dam continues to be almost 2 to
1. This year we have been told of the
added benefits of Dickey's potential for
the irrigation of potato farmlands. The
following excerpts from House hearings
on Public Works appropriations discuss
this new benefit:

ExcerprTs From HoOUsSE HEARINGS ON PUBLIC
WORKS APPROPRIATION

Colonel BANE. Sir, there does seem to me to
be an increasing awareness of the need for
dependable and economic power.

IRRIGATION POTENTIAL FOR POTATO GROWING

I should also note another area of poten-
tial significant benefit that has not been pre-
viously considered. Last month a member of
my staff attended a meeting sponsored by
Congressman Hathaway relative to the irriga-
tion needs of Aroostook County, Discussed
was a report by the Department of Agricul-
ture which Iindicated that the Aroostook
County potato crop yield had been declining
since 1964, This reduced yield is attributed
to the lack of proper irrigation.

It was estimated that the net income in-
crease to the main potato growers would be
between $8 and $20 million annually if the
irrigation were provided.

Mr. Boranp. Who developed the report?

Colonel Bawe. Department of Agriculture,

Mr. Borann. I know Congressman Hatha-
way has been tremendously interested in this
project and has done everything within his
power to see it funded and on its way to con-
struction. I notice in the Congressional Rec-
ord of March 4, yesterday, that he indicates
that Dickey could help stabilize and increase
the potato crop and improve its quality by
providing water for irrigation. This is a bene-
fit which had not heretofore been considered,
I understand.

Colonel BaNE. That is correct.

Mr. Boranp. He also said:

“Irrigation would assure that water is
available whenever needed. Conservative es-
timates are that water from the Dickey Res-
ervoir, by increasing yield on 150,000 acres
currently in cultivation and improving crop
quality, could improve the revenue of Maine
potato growers by $20 million annually.”

He has indicated he has asked the U.S,
Corps of Engineers to investigate the pos-
sibility with respect to the irrigation benefits.

Can you comment on this? You have indl-
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cated you are aware of the new proposal to
frrigate potato fields in Aroostook County
and he says in his opinion this is important
as you have indicated, by the Department of
Agriculture report, and such irrigation would
improve potato quality and again would in-
crease the yield of revenue to the potato
growers by $20 million.

Does the Corps have plans to explore the
feasibility of adding an irrigation benefit to
this project?

Colonel Bane. We have just received the
Agriculture report and naturally we have
no money for this year so I do not have the
capablility right now to explore it in depth.
But offhand, based upon the information we
have, perhaps a hundred to 200,000 acre-feet
of water would be required for this irriga-
tlon purpose, which would be a relatively
small amount when we consider the gross
storage that would be included in the Dickey
project of 7.7 million acre-feet.

Mr. Borawp. Do you have any estimate of
cost for exploring the feasibility of imple-
menting this idea?

® L * L *

Colonel Bawe. Not now, I do not. I can
provide it.

Assuming that about 2 years would be the
minimum required to complete planning,
what further increase in the project cost
would you anticipate?

Colonel BaANE. We would anticipate 14 per-
cent.

Mr. Boranp. How much would that be?

Colonel BanE. It would be $35 million more.

Mr. BoranDp. So this would mean this proj-
ect is now going to cost $280 million plus,
is that right?

Colonel Bane. Yes, sir.

Mr. RHODES. Will the chairman yield?

Mr. BoLaND. Yes.

IRRIGATION

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have the capability of
finding the beneft-cost ratio of these irri-
gation features?

Do you have any funds in shop to do this?

Colonel BANE. No, sir; not without robbing
some other project.

Mr. RHoDES. I was sure that would be the
answer, We really will have problems con-
sidering this new element until we can get
some idea of what the cost would be as well
as the return.

Do you have any idea of what the annual
rainfall is in Aroostook County?

Colonel Bane. Thirty-six inches, I believe,
sir. But the problem here, as I understand
it, is that there are certain periods that re-
quire 1 inch per week and there are certain
drought periods, say 1 week, where they have
no rain, for example, and maybe more rain
at other times, and this is, according to the
Agriculture report, affecting both the quality
and quantity of the crops.

Mr. RHODES. So this would be really sup-
plemental irrigation?

Colonel Bane. Right, sir.

Mr. Ruopes. And if you have 200,000 acre-
feet available, you probably would be able to
service about 200,000 acres on a supple-
mental basis?

Colonel BANE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ruopes. I would not imagine it would
take more than 1 foot per acre.

Colonel BANE. Yes. I might add on this, as
you know, we have already spent consider-
able money on the preconstruction planning,
better than $2 million. We are getting aw-
fully close to completing it and this other
aspect as far as we are concerned would cer-
tainly be advisable if we could at least com-
plete the planning on the project.

Mr. Boranp. You have indicated that you
do not at this moment know what the ca-
pability would be for implementing the irri-
gation benefit, and you are going to try to
determine what dollar estimate you can place
on this benefit.

When will you be able to determine what
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you would need for a restudy of this potential
new benefit that has now been developed?

Colonel BAnE. This is all part of the overall
thing, sir.

Mr. BoLAND. Irrigation was never considered
in connection with the over-all study?

Colonel BANE. It would have to be consid-
ered in conjunction with the over-all study.

Mr., BorLAanp. When you arrive at some fig-
ure, why do you not supply it for the com=-
mittee?

Colonel Bane. All right, sir.

(The information follows:)

“The cost of the irrigation study 1is
$125,000.”

Mr. Borawp. The beneflt-to-cost ratio is
shown as, 1.9 to 1. Does the escalation and
price increase of this project alter the ratio?

I know that the value of the benefits is in-
creasing also.

ANNUAL BENEFITS

Colonel BANE. Annual benefits have also
increased, $1.515 million, sir. Actually, the
BC ratio has changed practically none since
last year. This amounts to a rounding off of
the figures.

Mr. Borawp. Would this new Iirrigation
benefit increase the benefit-to-cost ratio?

Colonel BanE. Again, sir, we would have to
see what it could cost to do it, and I do not
have the money right now is what I am say-
ing.

Mr. Boranp. What interest rate has been
used in the determination of the current
1.9 to 1 benefit-to-cost ratio?

Colonel BANE. Three and one-quarter per-
cent, sir.

Mr. Boranp. Will you provide for the rec-
ord a detailed breakdown of how the request
of $807,000 would be utilized, indlcating the
items in order of priority?

I note that $630,000 would be required to
complete the preconstruction planning, as
you have indicated, after fiscal year 1971.

Colonel Bane. Yes, sir.

(The information follows:)

The recommended appropriation in the
amount of $807,000 for fiscal year 1871 would
Le used to perform preconstruction engineer-
ing and design work as necessary to permit
commencement of construetion on the diver-
sion works at the Dickey site early in the
third quarter of fiscal year 1973 and on the
main dam at Dickey in the third quarter of
fiscal year 1974, The above amount would
be allocated as follows:

a. Complete the mapping of the
main damsite at Dickey and the
sites of the saddle dikes and the
cross sectioning of the St. Johns
River between the Dickey site
and the Lincoln School site_...

. Continue and complete the sub-
surface exploration and sam-
pling of borrow areas for em-
bankment materials for Dickey-
Lincoln School dams and the
quarry for concrete aggregates.

. Supplement the previously com-
pleted program of preliminary
foundation explorations as nec-
essary to verify the foundation
conditions as final deslgn pro-
ceeds on items under (f), (g).
and (i) below.

. Commerce surveys and subsur-
face explorations for relocation
of roads and cemeterles and
start final design

. Develop the preliminary master
plan and complete the prepara-
tion of property maps and real
estate planning precedent to
the initial construction aec-
tivities

. Initiate and continue the final
design of the works for diver-
sion and control of the BSt.
Johns River at Dickey and start
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preparation of contract plans
and specifications

g. Initiate and continue the pre-
liminary design of the power-
plants Dickey-Lincoln
School

h. Commence final design of the
main earth embankments and
spillway at Dickey.

Mr. BoLanD, Are there any questions?
Mr. ReEODES, I have a few questions.

Again this year, Mr, President, the
Senate has included $807,000 for the final
year of preconstruction planning for
Dickey-Lincoln School. Again this year,
the House has refused to recognize the
immediate and urgent need for the proj-
ect’s electric power.

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLEnDER) has worked with my colleague
from Maine (Mrs, SmiTH) on the Appro-
priations Committee to overcome resist-
ance to this project, and the people of
Maine and New England appreciate his
continuing support.

PORT JEFFERSON HARBOR DREDGING PROJECT

Mr. GOODELL, Mr. President, the bill
provides $50,000 to commence the pre-
construction survey of the Port Jefferson
dredging project. The funds would per-
mit the Corps of Engineers to examine
the plan of improvements and the proj-
ect economies.

There is no question that additional
receiving facilities will be required to as-
sure an adequate supply of petroleum for
Long Island. If they are not provided,
the cost of heating oil, gasoline, and
other petroleum products would soar.

A number of alternatives to Port Jef-
ferson have been suggested. I hope if
funds are provided in the bill that is ap-
proved by Congress the survey conducted
by the corps will include an examination
of alternatives.

However, we do not have an evalua-
tion of the environmental advantages
and disadvantages of such a project, and
this is an area that is of increasing con-
cern to our citizens. In light of the na-
tional environmental policy statement
issued June 7, 1970, by the Chief of Army
Engineers, Lt. Gen. F. J. Clarke, I would
expect the corps to insure conformity
with the purposes of the 1969 National
Environmental Policy Act and the
1970 Environmental Quality Improve-
ment Act. General Clarke’s statement
and these laws emphasize the examina-
tion of environmental values and how
these values directly affect economic,
technical, and social factors of federally
sponsored programs.

I am pleased that my distinguished
senior colleague from New York (Mr.
Javirs) has stated he expects the corps
to insure conformity with the purposes
of these acts. Environmental values must
be weighed not only with regard fo Port
Jefferson, but with regard to alternatives
that might be considered.

The rapid population growth on Long
Island points to the need of a detailed
study of the environmental effects of
projects that are proposed for the area.
In this connection, I note that the Suffolk
County Charter Revision Commission re-
cently recommended that the county
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adopt an environmental bill of rights,
which reportedly is the first for any
county in the Nation. The commission
urged that the county’s basic policy be to
“conserve and protect its natural re-
sources, the quality of its environment
and natural scenic beauty, and to en-
courage the conservation of its agricul-
tural lands.”

In view of these considerations and in
order to assure that the quality of Suf-
folk County’s environment will be pro-
tected, a comprehensive study of environ-
mental and other factors should be made
in connection with this project.
ENVIRONMENT QUALITY: A CONTINUING BATTLE

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I wish
to commend the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) for his
fine work in reviewing the public works
appropriations bill of 1971, HR. 18127. 1
am most impressed by the fact that the
hearings held on the various sections of
this bill were among the most complete
ever held on these subjects.

I have voted for the bill because I be-
lieve it moves us a step forward in the
vital battle to do something about our
environment and the conservation of our
resources.

This is not to say that I approve every
crossed “t” and dotted “i” in this legis-
lation. But, on balance, I believe that the
funds for pollution control under the
waste treatment construction grants pro-
gram, the Clean Waters Act, and other
parts of the legislation can be of value to
improving our environment.

The bill, as reported, provides new ob-
ligational authority of $5,258,195,000.
This figure is roughly $5 million less than
the budget request and $27 million more
than was authorized by the House. I feel
that on the whole the sums appropriated
are necessary to the administration of
programs covered by this bill. While I do
have reservations about certain of the
projects funded, I voted to pass this
measure, for it is basically sound.

I wish to add my praise for the work
of the committee in resolving a most dif-
ficult situation with regard to the appro-
priation for the waste treatment con-
struction grants program. This program
has long been the vietim of inverted pri-
orities and consequently has never been
fully funded. Last year, this trend was
significantly reversed when the commit-
tee recommended full funding of this
program at the level of $1 billion. While
the final conference figure was reduced
to $800 million, it was still almost four
times the amount requested by the ad-
ministration.

This was a significant action, for it
broke a longstanding logjam of needed
construction of waste-treatment facilities
for the control of water pollution.

Yet we are all painfully aware that
this was only a beginning. What remains
is a backlog of many billions of dollars
of needed construction and, as a result
of a lack of Federal funding in the past
5 years, a sum of $800 million of pre-
financed and reimbursable obligation by
the States. Now it is painfully evident
that this backlog must be eliminated. Be
the figure $33 billion advanced by the
Association of State and Local Govern-
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ments, or $25 billion advanced by the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE), or
$10 billion advanced by the administra-
tion, we must move to eliminate this
backlog or our Nation’s waters will un-
dergo further and fatal deterioration.

There is no doubt that funding of this
scale requires full Federal participation;
State and loecal governments simply do
not have the revenue sources to raise
these sums of money without seriously
inflating an already tight bond market.

It is for these reasons that I have fol-
lowed the committee’s deliberations with
regard to this program with utmost in-
terest, Of all the pregrams traditionally
funded by this appropriation, the water
pollution control programs have been the
only ones consistently underfunded, Last
vear's breakthrough, in my opinion, had
to be continued and enlarged.

I am most happy to see that this atti-
fude was shared by the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and by
its members. We have before the Senate
the continuation and enlargement that
I had hoped for. And we have solid evi-
dence in the bill before us that this trend
will continue.

This bill recommends the sum of $1
billion for the waste treatment facili-
ties construction program. This is an
increase of $200 million over last year’s
appropriation. While there has been crit-
icism that this sum is $250 million less
than was authorized by the Clean Waters
Act of 1966, I feel that the committee
was justified in determining this level of
funding.

Because of the long delay in approving
appropriations for this program last
year, a sum of over $400 million still re-
mains to be obligated from sums appro-
priated for fiscal year 1970. When the
committee recomimendations are ana-
lyzed to consider the outside factors af-
fecting this program, I believe that the
recommended funding is the best level
that could be arrived for this year.

The committee has arrived at a sound
solution to the problem of continuing the
impetus provided last year while at the
same time providing that legislation to
reform this program now pending before
the Senate, will be adopted with a clean
slate upon which to work. First, the level
of $1 billion, as I have mentioned before,
is $200 million more than was available
last year. Second, the committee has rec-
ognized the tremendous fiscal burdens by
some States, my own State of New Hamp-
shire included, that have prefinanced
significant amounts of construetion in
the expectation of Federal reimburse-
ment. Here the committee has allowed
20 percent—or $200 million—of the
funds appropriated to be used to reim-
burse these States, This compromise
maintains the current funding levels for
all States while also giving an added
measure of relief to those States that
have led the way.

Yet there is still more to be considered
in analyzing this bill. First, the commit-
tee has recognized that a most signifi-
canf problem with this program is that
its formula for allocation of funds to the
States has not been satisfactory and has
worked “hardship upon smaller States,
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like my own, by basing allocations on
population. Many States have, there-
fore, received amounts in excess of their
need or capacity to use, while others
have received relatively small sums as
compared to their needs. Under existing
law, sums obligated by the States remain
in limbo for at least 18 months before
they can be reallocated. From last year,
for instance, over $400 million remains
unallocated, while some States have a
desperate need for additional funds.

New Hampshire, for instance, received
only between $3 and $4 million last year
out of a total appropriation of $800 mil-
lion. Yet the State’s projected needs for
waste treatment facilities over the next
several years have been established at
$156 million. This need goes unmet while
over $400 million remains in Federal
coffers unused.

The committee, wisely recognizing this
problem, has recommended that funds
unobligated under this year’s appropria-
tion by the end of the fiscal year will be
reallocated to States in need of these
funds before the end of the current fiscal
year. This will accelerate the realloca-
tion process by approximately 7T months
and allow for the reallocation of all un-
used funds appropriated under the Clean
Waters Act of 1966 before the expiration
of that act in June 1971. Thus those
States most active in this program will
be assured of the opportunity to share in
all unused funds before a new authoriza-
tion and appropriation are enacted for
the next year.

I feel that these recommendations re-
flect a profound recognition of existing
problems faced in the administration of
the waste treatment facilities construc-
tion program and present a sound tem-
porary solution to these problems. I
might also add that these recommenda-
tions reflect changes in this program
proposed both by President Nixon and by
Senator Muskie. These changes could
not be enacted in time to affect this ap-
propriation, and the committee wisely
used sound discretion in implementing
some needed changes on a temporary
basis for this year. This action, I am cer-
tain, will greatly assist a sound transi-
tion when new programs are enacted
next year.

I would also like to add a note con-
cerning the other aspects of this appro-
priation as they relate to environmental
quality considerations. Over $1.75 billion
or roughly 32 percent of the funds ap-
propriated by this bill will be used in
environmentally related activities. This
reflects an unprecedented commitment
on the part of the agencies affected by
this bill and can serve to correct past
difficulties relating to the environmental
effect of certain Federal activities. No-
table among these expenditures are an
appropriation for the ereation of an Of-
fice of Water Resources in the Corps of
Engineers to develop and implement
environmental guidelines for field plan-
ners, the creation of the post of Assistant
to the Commissioner for Environmental
Quality in the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the creation of an Office of Health
and Environmental Science in the Ten=

nessee Valley Authority. It is my hope
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that these activities can provide a full
measure of protection for environmental
quality in the future activities of these
agencies,

In concluding my remarks, I would
like to mention my keen interest in seek-
ing funds for activities authorized by the
Water Quality Improvement Act of 18970.
This bill authorized a sum of $38 mil-
ion for this fiscal year for research into
the effect of pesticides on inland waters,
the control of algae and agquatic plants,
and for demonstration projects involving
new pollution-control techniques on the
Great Lakes. I feel that these funds are
vitally important if we are to solve some
of the most dramatic instances of water
pollution now facing this Nation. Our
lakes are unique entities. Unlike rivers,
they cannot flush themselves of accumu-
lations of pollutants; and these pollut-
ants remain in these waters to greatly
accelerate the natural process,
eutrophication, leaving, after relatively
short periods of time, dead waters in-
capable of supporting most forms of life.

Because of my concern, I joined in
an offering amendment to the bill to
provide for funding of vital research and
demonstration projects authorized by the
Water Quality Improvement Act, On Fri-
day, the committee raised objections to
the amendment on the ground that it
had not held hearings on these matters.
Both I and the other sponsors of the
amendment have acceded to this objec-
tion only with the greatest reluctance.
I am satisfied, however, by the comments
of the distinguished chairman (Mr.
ELLENDER), which indicated that he will
hold hearings to include these items in
the supplemental appropriation soon to
be submitted by the administration. I am
satisfied that the Senator shares my deep
concern about this matter and I wish
to assure him that he has my full sup-
port in seeking these funds.

On the whole, the bill reflects many
months of hard work. It is a good bill. T
feel that it is imperative that the funds
appropriated by this measure be made
available as soon as possible, especially
those for water pollution control and
water resources management. I have,
therefore, added my vote to approve this
bill. I am hopeful that the minor differ-
ences with the House bill can be quickly
ironed out in conference so that these
necessary funds can be put to use.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to express
my full support of the public works ap-
propriation bill for fiscal 1971 as report-
ed by the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee.

In particular, I would like to bring to
my colleagues’ attention the $300,000 for
the start of the Upalco unit of the cen-
tral Utah project and $300,000 for the
Jones Hole Fish Hatchery in northeast-
ern Utah which the committee added
o the House bill at my request. I sin-
cerely hope these figures will be retained
when the bill goes to conference.

I was very pleased that the committee
agreed with Utah's water experts and
provided us with a realistic budget for
our vital projects. The $12.9 million ap-
proved for the Bonneville unit for the
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central Utah project assures a more
progressive construction program. It pro-
vides for completion of water hollow
tunnel and open channel No. 2, as well as
acquisition of land for the Strawberry
Reservoir enlargement and collection
works. Contracts also will be awarded for
the construction of Soldier Creek Dam;
for Currant Creek Dam; Currant Creek
road rehabilitation; Water Hollow Diver-
sion Dam and pipeline; layout tunnel and
access road; Layout Creek diversion
dam, pipeline, and feeder pipe; Currant
Tunnel and access road; and the reloca-
tion of U.S. Highway 40 to bypass the
enlarged Strawberry Reservoir. The pro-
gram also provides for initial land ac-
quisition for the Jordan Aqueduct sys-
tem and the awarding of a contract for
E{:mst}'uetion of Jordan Aqueduct sec-

on 1.

The $500,000 provided for the Jensen
unit of the central Utah project will go
for the continuation of design and prep-
aration of designs and specifications for
Tyzack Dam and Reservoir. Rights-of-
way will also be purchased with these
funds. This was one of two new reclama-
tion starts included in the President’s
budget request for fiscal 1971. The Jensen
unit will provide municipal, industrial
and irrigation water to the Vernal and
Jensen areas.

The $300,000 for the start of the Upal-
co unit, which the Senate committee
added, is particularly gratifying to me.
This unit is an irrigation development of
the Lake Fork and Yellowstone Rivers
north of Roosevelt, Utah. The project,
which will eventually cost upward of $18
million, will include a dam on the Lake
Fork River below Moon Lake Reservoir.
It will serve as a supplemental water
project for the Uintah Basin.

I am also pleased with the $150,000 in
new funds for the Little Dell flood con-
trol project which is included in the
measure. This will add to approximately
$400,000 appropriated late last year and
just recently released by the administra-
tion for use, giving the Corps of Engi-
neers about $550,000 for planning in fis-
cal 1971.

I also support the $100,000 provided
for planning purposes for the Dixie proj-
ect in southern Utah.

Mr. President, I cannot overemphasize
the importance of these reclamation
projects to my State. I would also like to
point out that the reimbursable costs of
these projects, which represent 90 per-
cent of the total cost, will be paid back to
the Federal Government.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
August 21, 1970, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of executive
business, for action on nominations.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider executive business.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of William Robert McLellan,
of California, to be an Assistant Secre-
tary of Commerce,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Miles W. Kirkpatrick, of
Pennsylvania, to be a Federal Trade
Commissioner.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read sundry nominations in the
Environmental Science Services Admin-
istration.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of legislative
business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR CHURCH ON WEDNESDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the dis-
position of the Journal on Wednesday
next, and after the disposition of unob-
jected to items on the Calendar, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) be recognized for not to exceed
30 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.




29774

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, S. 3070, a bill to encourage
the development of novel varieties of
sexually reproduced plants to make them
available to the public, providing protec-
tion available to those who breed, de-
velop, or discover them, and thereby pro-
moting progress in agriculture in the
public interest, was reported by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
on August 21, 1970. Since there is sub-
ject matter in the bill over which the
Subcommittee on Patent and Copyrights
of the Committee on the Judiciary has
jurisdiction, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of unobjected
to measures on the Calendar, beginning
with Calendar No. 1144, to and including
Calendar No. 1150.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXPENDITURES BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES

The resolution (S. Res. 440) increas-
ing the limit of expenditures for hear-
ings before the Committee on Armed
Services was considered, and agreed to,
as follows:

5. Res. 440

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed
Service hereby is authorized to expend from
the contingent fund of the Senate, during
the Ninety-first Congress, $10,000 in addition
to the amount, and for the same purposes,
specified in section 134(a) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act, approved August 2,
1946.

EXPENDITURES BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR
AFFAIRS

The resolution (S. Res. 448) authori-
zing the Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs to expend additional funds
from the contingent fund of the Senate
was considered and agreed to, as foliows:

5. REs. 448

Resolved, That the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs is hereby authorized to
expend from the contingent fund of the
Senate, during the Ninety-first Congress,
$10,000 in addition to the amount, and for
the same purpose, specified in section 134(a)
of the ILegislative Reorganization Act ap-
proved August 2, 1946.

EXPENDITURES BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON FINANCE

The resolution (8. Res. 451) to author-
ize the Committee on Finance to expend
$10,000 in addition to the amount, and
for the same purpose, specified in sec-
tion 134(a) of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 1946 was considered and
agreed to, as follows:
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8. Res. 451

Resolved, That the Committee on Finance
is hereby authorized to expend from the
contingent fund of the Senate, during the
Ninety-first Congress, $10,000 in addition to
the amount, and for the same purpose, specl-
fled in section 134(a) of the Legislative Re-
organization Act approved August 2, 1946.

RESOLUTION PASSED OVER

The resolution (S. Res. 452) authoriz-
ing of the 71st annual report of the Na~
tional Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution as a Senate docu-
ment was announced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Over, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be passed over.

COPIES OF “EDUCATION IN ISRAEL"

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 679) authorizing the printing of ad-
ditional copies of “Education in Israel”
for use of the Select Subcommitiee on
Education was considered and agreed to.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No 91-1133), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

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

House Concurrent Resolution 679 would
authorize the printing for the use of the
House Select Subcommittee on Education of
10,000 additional copies of its report entitled
“Education in Israel.”

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by
the Public Printer, is as follows:

Printing-cost estimate
Back to press, first 1,000 coples_.__- §1,397.08
9,000 additional coples at $407.02
per thousand

3,663, 18

Total estimated cost, House

Concurrent Resolution 679. 5, 060. 26

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR FRANK-
LIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMO-
RIAL COMMISSION

The bill (H.R. 156351) to authorize ad-
ditional funds for the operation of the
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial
Commission was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
91-1131), explaining the purpcses of the
measure.

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

H.R. 15351 would authorize the expenditure
of §75,000 for the continued operation of the

Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Com-
mission.

The Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial
Commission was established by Public Law
372, 84th Congress, approved August 11, 1955,
to consider and formulate plans for the de-
sign, construction, and location of 8 perma-
nent memorial to Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
The Commission is composed of 12 members
appointed as follows: four persons by the
President of the United States, four Members
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of the Senate by the President of the Senate,
and four Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, The Commissioners serve
without compensation, but are relmbursed
for expenses incurred by them in carrylng out
the duties of the Comymission,

In 1959, a 27-acre portion of West Potomac
Park between Independence Avenue and the
inlet bridge was reserved for the site of the
proposed memorial.

A national competition was authorized in
1059, and as a result a memorial design was
selected. Eventually this design was rejected.
The Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial
Commission was then directed to produce a
modified design, and the Commission is cur-
rently working to develop an acceptable
design.

Since 1955 the total authorization for the
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Com-
mission has been $285,000. Of this sum,
$110,000 was prize money for the deslgn com-
petition, and $40,000 was expended to orga-
nize and conduct that competition. Another
$47,500 was spent on the latest modification
of the memorial design. The remainder of the
total authorization, $80,500, has been ex-
pended for the operation of the Commission
since 1855. H.R. 15351 would authorize an
additional 875,000 for the continued opera-
tion of the Commission.

INVESTIGATIONS PERTAINING TO
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 442) to investigate
matters pertaining to constitutional
rights which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion with an amendment on page 1, line
1, after the word “Resolved,”, strike out
“The S. Res. 336, Ninety-first Congress,
second session, agreed to February 16,
1970 (authorizing a complete study of
any and all matters pertaining to con-
stitutional rights), is hereby amended
by striking out “$230,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘$240,000.” and insert
“That the Committee on the Judiciary is
authorized to expend from the contingent
fund of the Senate $10,000, in addition
to the amount, and for the same pur-
poses and during the same period, spec-
ified in Senate Resolution 336, Ninety-
first Congress, agreed to February 186,
1970, authorizing a study of matters per-
taining to constitutional rights.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-1132), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

Senate Resolution 442 as referred would

increase by $10,000, from $230,000 to $240,-
000, the limitation on expenditures by the
Committee on the Judiciary for the study
of matters pertaining to constitutional
rights it i1s currently engaged in pursuant to
Senate Resolution 336 of the present Con-
gress.
Senate Resolution 336 as agreed to by the
Senate on February 16, 1970, authorized the
Committee on the Judiclary, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, to ex-
pend not to exceed $230,000 from February
1, 1970, through January 31, 1871, to ex-
amine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining
to constitutional rights.
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The additional funds which would be au-
thorized by Senate Resolution 442 are re-
quested by the Committee on the Judiciary
to enable it to meet the costs of the salary
increase granted by Public Law 91-231, ap-
proved April 15, 1970.

The Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion is reporting Senate Resolution 442 with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute.
This action is taken by the committee upon
the advice of the Parliamentarian of the
Senate, who has recommended that this new
format be employed for a resolution to in-
crease the limitation of expenditures by a
Senate committee for an inquiry or in-
vestigation authorized by a prior Senate
resolution.

The committee has also amended the title
of Senate Resolution 442 to conform to the
amended text.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended was agreed
to.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“Resolution authorizing additional ex-
penditures by the Committee on the Ju-
diciary for a study of matters pertaining
to constitutional rights™.

PROGRAM—ORDER FOR ADJOURN-
MENT UNTIL TOMORROW

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr. President, while we
have many Senators in the Chamber, I
should like to ask the distinguished ma-
jority leader whether he could give the
Senate some guidance and information
as to the program for the remainder of
the day and the remainder of the week,
if possible.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would be delighted to respond to the
distinguished acting minority leader by
stating that, after discussion, it is the
intention of the joint leadership to bring
up later in the afternoon, unless some-
thing contravenes which makes it im-
possible to do so, Calendar No. 1151,
H.R. 17575, an act making appropria-
tions for the Departments of State, Jus-
tice, and Commerce, the judiciary, and
related agencies.

In view of what happened last Friday
night, which was most embarrassing so
far as the Senate was concerned, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 9 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(Later the order was modified to
provide for an adjournment until 8:30
a.m. tomorrow.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I call to the
attention of the Senate that there is
supposed to begin a 2-day recess begin-
ning at the conclusion of business on
September 2, a week from Wednesday.
It is only a 2-day recess, and it takes in
Labor Day. At the rate we are proceed-
ing, we will be on the pending bill until
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sometime close to the election. So I think
it is time for the Senate to forget its
outside activities, including campaign-
ing—and I have a campaign underway
myself—and to attend to the business
of representing the people, which is our
primary responsibility.

I think the Senate should be on notice
that the joint leadership has also dis-
cussed the possibility—and it is a very
strong possibility—that the Senate will
meet this coming Saturday. We will just
have to put our collective nose to the
grindstone—to invent a new saying—
get down to business, and try to come to
some agreement in an effort to expedite
business.

One of the matters to be taken up is
the Hatfield-Goldwater amendment,
seeking to create a volunteer army. It
was possible to vote on that measure last
Thursday, but, unfortunately, no agree-
ment could be reached. Now that I see
the three principals on the floor, I won-
der whether it would be possible at this
time to arrive at a time certain when
we could vote on the Hatfield-Goldwater
amendment. I will direct my question
first to the distinguished Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. GRIFFIN. First, a point of clarifi-
cation. Is it in fact the case that the
amendment is pending?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No amendment is
pending.

Mr. GRIFFIN. It has not been offered
vet?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The reason is, of
course, as the Senator from Oregon will
explain, that he wanted ample time to
be able to bring the matter before the
Senate and have interested Senators
make their views known, both for and
against. He always has been most will-
ing—more than willing—to arrive at a
reasonable time agreement so that a
final up and down vote could be had on
the amendment, of which I happen to be
& cosponsor.

It is true that the proponents of this
amendment have been anxious to get
underway with laying the amendment
before the Senate and then going into
a full-fledged debate. We have been
reluctant to lay the amendment before
the Senate until we could reach some
kind of time agreement which, hopefully,
would ineclude the proviso that we would
vote the whole amendment up or down
on the merits of the case, rather than
to make a decision with a parliamentary
procedural vote, such as a vote to table
the amendment.

Having failed to achieve that agree-
ment, we have discussed with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services, the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STeENN1s), the possibility
of reaching a time agreement without
the proviso on the matter of tabling
the amendment—hopefully, the Senate
would not move in that direction. We
are willing to set up a 6-hour time agree-
ment, the time to be divided equally, 3
hours on each side, along with an hour
on each amendment which may be of-
fered to the amendment, the time to be
equally divided.
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I believe that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, in a previous conversation with
the distinguished coauthor of the amend-
ment, the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER) and myself, indicated a
willingness to agree to that kind of limi-
tation.

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

Mr., MANSFIELD., I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. At the proper time, Mr.
President.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is there no possi-
bility of reaching an agreement now?

Mr. STENNIS. When I am called
upon, I will state my position. The Sena-
tor from Montana called on the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. My intention was to
ask now for the thoughts of the Senator
from Mississippi if the Senator from
Oregon has concluded.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, no one
would be more anxious to dispose of this
amendment than I would after it is
really presented and understood by the
Members of the Senate. This is one of
the most far-reaching amendments that
have been offered on the floor of the
Senate, without any hearing, during my
entire service as a Senator. That is the
reason why I did not agree to a quick
vote on it.

As parf of my effort to bring this mat-
ter before the Senate, I have here a let-
ter dated August 21, from Mr. Timmons,
who is assistant to the President, di-
rectly stating that he is replying to my
telephone conversation with Mr. Kis-
singer on this amendment, and that be-
cause of the President’s temporary ab-
sence from Washington, he asked that
I confirm Mr. Kissinger's conversation.

I will ask permission later to insert
this letter in the REcoRD.

The President, through Mr. Timmons,
gives four reasons why he is totally op-
posed to this amendment in its present
form, to any amendment at this time on
the subject matter of a volunteer army.

So I feel that that is a rather substan-
tial witness on the subject.

I am ready to vote on the matter. I do
not know yet what amendments may be
offered, but I am willing to vote on the
matter at any reasonable time, say
tomorrow. The reason I say tomorrow is
that that is a good time for Senators to
be advised so that they can get here.
The way this matter came up, though,
without any hearings, without any con-
sideration by the committee—I do not
remember it being mentioned to the
committee or asking it to pass on it—
I am not willing to go into a unanimous-
consent agreement here. It would cut the
opposition to the amendment off from
using any parliamentary rule that may
be available. So, as I understand these
agreements to vote at a certain time, it
precludes all kinds of motions—to com-
mit, to recommit, to table, and so forth—
which I am not going to waive. My pur-
pose is to defeat the amendment, because
I think it would be a disaster for the
country if it became law now. So I am
not walving any procedure, on behalf of
those who are opposed to the amend-




29776

ment. There will be a good many Sena-
tors who will be interested in debating it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon consider
the suggestion made by the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee and the
manager of the bill, the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) ?

I make this request only in view of
the fact that we are moving very slowly
on the bill, and if there is no action, it
may well take us beyond Labor Day
making the Senate’s schedule that much
more difficult.

So far as I am concerned, I would op-
pose any tabling motion on the amend-
ment because I think that an amendment
of this significance and importance is
entitled to an up-or-down vote. In short,
there are no circumstances present that
warrant the tabling device, in my judg-
ment. But I also have to face up to the
realities and the practicalities of the
situation.

If I may ask, would the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from Arizona,
who are the chief cosponsors of the
amendment, give this matter some
thought and see if it might be possible
to come to an agreement which would
not foreclose the use of a tabling motion,
which I would eppose under any and all
circumstances, in the interest of ex-
pediting the business of the Senate and
of getting this matter disposed of one
way or the other?

There are some who think that a
tabling motion is a way out. It is not. It
has, in certain respects, the same effect
as an up or down vote. A vote against
a tabling motion is a vote in favor of

what the Senators from Oregon, Arizona,

Montana, and others are seeking to
establish. If we vote for it, it means that
we are not in favor of the concept cr at
least we have doubts in our minds about
bringing it up at this particular time.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Before the Senator re-
sponds, would the Senator from Arizona
permit me to say a word?

Mr, MANSFIELD, Surely.

Mr. GRIFFIN. First of all, I want to
indicate that the Senator from Missis-
sippi, the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, of course, does accu-
rately refiect the position of the adminis-
tration concerning the amendment.

The President, as is well known, is very
much in faver of the goal of a volunteer
army but, at this particular time and in
this particular way, it is my understand-
ing the administration is constrained to
oppose adoption of the amendment as it
is being presented.

As the majority leader has already in-
dicated, I think we should keep in mind
that unanimous-consent agreements can
be with or without the reservation of the
right to offer a motion to table. It is quite
common, in faet, for the motion to table
to be offered at the coneclusion of the time
reserved for debate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not common, may I
say to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Not unusual, I should
say.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a rare occasion.
It is a procedure that should not be em-
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ployed lightly and indiscriminately, not
that that is the case here—it is not. But
it seems to me that a vote on the merits
is justified on this matter.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I only wanted to say
that if there is an appropriate time for a
motion to table, it is in a situation where
normally the ordinary procedures of the
Senate have to be followed, where there
have not been adequate hearings on a
very important and far-reaching matter
and where the Senate might justifiably
not want to vote on the merits of the
amendment.

Thus. I want to indicate that the dis-
tinguished chairman is entirely within
his rights in insisting upon having, at
least, the opportunity to offer a motion
to table. I would hope that the Senator
from Arizona and the Senator from Ore-
gon would give serious consideration to
an agreement which would preserve this
procedural right for such procedural
rights are very important in the Senate.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say—as I
sald already—that the Senator from
Mississippi is entirely within his rights.
I find no fault with what he seeks to do,
because it is a procedure allowable to a
Senator.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the Parliamentarian
the rule on this.

The PRESIDING 'OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia). The Senator
from Arizona will state his inquiry.

Mr. GOLDWATER.:. As I understand,
once a time certain has been agreed to,
a motion to table is not in order. I
should like to address that query to the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If a time
certain to vote on an amendment is
agreed upon, a motion to table would not
be in order unless it is acknowledged in
the agreement.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would it be within
the rules cf the Senate to agree to an
agreement allowing the Senator from
Mississippl to move to table at any time
during the debate on the amendment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, but I wouid
hope the Senator is just inquiring——

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is all that I
am doing. I just want to get it clear in
my own mind.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Mississippi is a man of honor and in-
tegrity and would bear in mind I am
certain that if someone decides to in-
voke the tabling device they would do
so when all time had expired.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I just wanted to
make it clear for my own sake, and for
the sake of others, what can be done in
the circumstances. I certainly do not
want to deny my chairman the right to
do anything he wants. As the Senator
from Montansa has indicated, he is prob-
ably one of the most honorable Members
in this body. Whatever he wants to do,
while I may not agree with him, he
certainly has the right to do.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
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should like to respond to the statement
of the majority leader.

We are certainly not going to hold up
the business of the Senate on the matter
of a unanimous-consent agreement prob-
lem. We want, basically, the time neces-
sary to express our viewpoints and to dis-
cuss this amendment. There is so much
misunderstanding about the amendment
today that I think 6 hours is certainly a
reasonable time to try to clear up the
misunderstandings.

This is not an amendment to end the
draft. We are not tampering with the
draft whatsoever. Under the amendment,
we are merely laying the groundwork for
a period of experimentation on the basis
of whether we can achieve sufficient vol-
unteers within the military to move to an
all voluntary army when it comes up in
June 1971,

I should like to stress again fo the
Senate the point that if we do not take
this kind of action now, the Senate will
be up against the wall, come June 1971,
when the matter will be presented to the
Senate to extend the draft. I know that
there is much sentiment in the Senate
today not to extend the draft for another
year or 2 years. But I want to say, for
the sake of practicality, that we cannot
move from one system to another system
overnight. If we do not have the basis
for this move to a new system well es-
tablished, we will be facing the inevitable
request from the administration to ex-
tend the draft another year or 2 years.

I do not think it is fair for the young
men of this country to have to face that
indecision on the part of Congress. It
is a matter of indecision if we do not
make some kind of statement of pelicy
now. So I think it will necessitate at
least 6 hours to get this sufficiently
understood. I certainly will not hold up
the business of the Senate by demand-
ing what I think was within our rights
under a unanimous-consent agreement
to ask for a no-tabling motion, but I will
agree with him on that, if it is a matter
of getting on with the business of the
Senate, at the same time providing us
with adequate time to get clearly under-
stood what the amendment does and
what it does not do.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That sounds fair to
me. I would request the Senator from
Mississippi if he is agreeable to a 6-hour
limitation on the Hatfield-Goldwater
amendment and a 1-hour limitation on
other amendments thereto. I know of
only one, the Harris amendment, with
the proviso that—I would not even put in
a proviso, knowing the Senator from
Mississippi, there would be no motions
made of any kind until all the time had
expired or been yielded back.

Would the Senator from Mississippi
agree to that?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want
to be sure that I understand the effect
of any agreement with respect to the ex-
ercise of any motion by any Senator.

I am not speaking only for myself.
I speak for anyone opposed to the
amendment. I would not want to cut any-
one off whether he is opposed to it or not.
My idea is that whatever we agree to as
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the time for that debate it be used as
long as either side wants to use it before
I would agree to any motion to recommit,
table, or follow any other rule allowed by
the Senate. I would not want to enter into
an agreement to cut anyone off.

Mr, President, since this matter has
been argued at some length, I would like
to read a letter from the assistant to the
President on this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Montana yield for that
purpose?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, the let-
ter is dated August 21, 1970. This was
prompted by a call from me to the White
House, first to Mr. Kissinger, as I re-
lated on the floor, and later I told him
that I would like to have something in
writing. The President was in Mexico at
the time.

The letter reads:

TrE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, August 21, 1970.
Hon. JoOHEN STENNIS,
Chairman, Armed Services Commitiee, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SEnaTOR STENNIS: I am taking the
liberty of further reply to your CONVErsa-
tion with Henry Kissinger on Amendment 765
to HR, 17123.

Because of the President’s temporary ab-
sence from Washington, he has asked that I
confirm Henry Kissinger's conversation with
you and, more specifically, reafiirm his stead-
fast determination to establish an All Volun-
teer Force and bring the draft calls {o zero
at the earliest possible date consistent with
the needs of national security and fiscal
responsibility.

As you know, the President sent to Con-
gress, earlier this session, legislation designed
to begin implementation of the goals recom-
mended by the Gates Commission. This legis-
laticn would provide a 207% pay increase for
first-term enlisted personnel effective Janu-
ary 1971. Additional pay and benefit aug-
mentations are planned for fiscal year 1972.

Even though the amendment In question
has the same stated goals, the President is
opposed to it for several cogent reasons, as
follows:

1. There can be no certainty that the pro-
posed changes in pay and incentives will
attract sufficient volunteers to permit can-
cellation of the draft on June 30, 1971, as
implied in Amendment 765.

2, It would enact into law a large number
of personnel policy changes without knowl-
edge of elther their effectiveness or compara-
tive costs with quite possibly more efficient
alternative proposals,

3. It would add several billions of un-
planned increased costs to the FY "T1 budget.

4. And, provide no opportunity for the
Armed Services Committees to hear the views
of the Department of Defense or other in-
creased witnesses.

In closing, permit me again to assure you
that the President's intent to eliminate the
draft calls and in concert with the establish-
ment of an All Volunteer Force has not
changed. The Administration looks forward
to cooperating with you during your soon to
be scheduled hearings on this broad and
important subject.

With highest regards,

Sincerely,
WiLLiaMm E, TIMMONS,
Assistant to the President.

Mr. President, I thank the leader for
yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
states that under the previous order, the
able Senator from Oregon (Mr. Pack-
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woon) was to have been recognized im-
mediately after the disposition of the
reading of the Journal and the disposi-
tion of the unobjected to items on the
consent calendar.

Does the able majority leader at this
time wish to ask unanimous consent that
the specizl order be delayed until the cur-
rent colloguy is completed?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; briefly. I had
discussed the matter with the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon prior to
the vote on the appropriation bill.

I had no idea that the matter would
take this Iong. If the Senator from Ore-
gon would be amenable, I would like to
see if we could bring this matter to a
head. To make sure that the time granted
to the Senator not be infringed upon,
I ask unanimous consent that the special
order to be delayed until the completion
of this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, be-
cause the Senator from Maine (Mrs.
SwmITH) is absent on official business, she
has asked me to act as leader on this
side on the military procurement bill.

It is my judgment that the amend-
ment is a mistake. I shall oppose it. But
I wanted to say that I also think it is
necessary to preserve our procedures, and
the position taken by the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi is substantiated
by me.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, if I
may have the attention of the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
SrennNis), the manager of the bill, the
distinguished Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Harrierp), and the distinguished Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr, GOLDWATER), as
well as the acting minority leader, I send
to the desk on behalf of both of us a
unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the unanimous-consent re-
quest.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That on the Hatfield-Goldwater
Volunter Army amendment to the pending
measure the time be limited to 6 hours to
be equally divided and controlled by the
sponsors and the Senator from Mississippl
(Mr. STENNIS) and that any amendment to
that amendment be limited to 1 hour to be
equally divided and controlled by sponsor
and Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD)
if Senator HaTFIELD i85 opposed to the amend-
ment; but If Senator HatFiELD 15 in favor
then the time in opposition is to be con-
trolled by the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS),

Provided further, That no tabling or other
motions will be in order until all time allo-
cated Is consumed on the question to be
tabled.

Provided further, That the time will com=~
mence to run under this agreement upon
the further consideration of the unfinished
business on Tuesday, August 25, 1970.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
amendment has not been offered as yet.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; but I am sure
that we can make a unanimous-consent
request. The matter has been discussed,
and the reasons why the amendment has
nlot been offered have been made quite
clear.

Mr., HOLLAND. Would this mean that
the time would begin to run from the
time of the adoption of the unanimous-
consent request or at the time the
amendment is offered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, With the beginning
of the consideration of the unfinished
business tomorrow. I would hazard a
guess that would be about 9:05 a.m.

Mr. HOLLAND. And this would take
place regardless of whether the amend-
ment had been called up or not by that
time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
amendment would be called up at that
time. It would be called up this after-
noon, or almost immediately, so that it
would be a maftter of record.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I over-
looked the fact that the amendment had
not been offered.

Mr. President, is that the situation?

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, the
amendment has been printed. It is at the
desk. It has not been called up.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, would
the Senator yield for a point of inquiry.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
yield.

AMENDMENT NO. B44

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent at this point to lay
the amendment before the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
Senator could call up his amendment and
make it the pending business on the basis
of the unanimous-consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to laying the bill before the
Senate at this time so as to make it in
order to call up the amendment?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am not
agreeing to the unanimous-consent re-
quest until I make some inquiries. I have
no objection to making the amendment
the pending business.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr., President, to
clarify the situation, I ask unanimous
consent to call up my amendment and
make it the pending business.

Mr. HOLLAND. That satisfies the sit-
uation as I see it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection
and it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1971 for pro-
curement of alrcraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, and tracked combat vehicles, and other
weapons, and research, development, test,
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength of the BSelected Reserve of each
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Reserve component of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will now state the amendment
offered by the able Senator from Oregon.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) and others
propose an amendment, No. 844, as
follows:

At the end of the bill, insert the follow-
ing language:

HR, 17123

Sec. . The Congress hereby finds that—

{1) the Armed Forces of the United States
can be materially improved and strengthened
by Increasing and improving the economic
and educational benefits of the members
thereof, by elevating the status of military
personnel generally and by developing and
maintaining a system of military manpower
procurement based on the free choice of the
individusal;

(2) involuntary service in the Armed
Forces is a discriminatory tax-in-kind up-
on those persons required to serve because
it falls upon a relatively small number of
the total population;

(3) the military manpower requirements
of the Nation can be adequately met through
the effective administration of a voluntary
system;

(4) a voluntary system should be insti-
tuted and given a fair test as soon as prac-
ticable while providing necessary safeguards
in the event that unforeseen circumstances
create a need for additional milltary man-
power;

(5) the President, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Secretaries of the military depart-
ments should exercise all authority available
to them to promote the success of a volun-
tary system of meeting the military man-
power needs of the Nation; and

(6) the Reserve forces should be main-
tained at adequate strength levels and
should be better trained and equipped to
meet emergency combat assignments.

CONTINUED REGISTRATION

Sec. . Notwithstanding the delimiting
date specified in section 17(c) of the Mili-
tary Selective Service Act of 1967, the Presi-
dent shall provide for the continued regis-
tration under such Act of all male persons
in the United States between the ages of
eighteen and twenty-six years in order that
the involuntary induction of persons under
such Act may be reinstituted without serious
delay in the event the President determines
pursuant to section 4 of this Act that such
action Is necessary and legislation au-
thorizing conscription is enacted pursuant
to such determination,

ACTION FOR REINSTITUTING CONSCRIPTION

Sec. . If at any time after the termina~
tion of induction of persons into the Armed
Forces under the Military Selective Service
Act of 1967 the President determines that
the military manpower needs of the Nation
are not being adequately met through a
voluntary system and that conscription is
necessary for the national security, he shall
promptly notify the Congress of such de-
termination, and of the facts upon which
such determination is based, and submit to
the Congress such recommendations for
legislation as he deems necessary and de-
sirable to provide for the involuntary in-
duction of persons into the Armed Forces.
CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES RELATING TO THE

IMPROVEMENT OF THE ARMED FORCES

Sec. . (a) The President, the Secretary
of Defense, and the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments shall exercise the author-
ity vested in them by law to provide for the
military manpower needs of the Nation
through a voluntary program of enlistments.
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In the exercise of such authority, the Secre-
taries of the military departments shall, un-
der the direction and supervision of the Sec-
retary of Defense, specifically provide for—

(1) the inducements necessary to take
fullest advantage of career selection mo-
tivations in attracting persons to military
careers;

(2) the improvement and expansion of the
program for utilizing civililan personnel in
lieu of military personnel for noncombat-
ant services;

(3) the improvement and expansion of pro-
grams under which the education of spe-
clalists, such as doctors and dentists, is paid
for by the Armed Forces in return for an
obligated period of military service by the
person receiving the educatlonal assistance;

(4) the improvement and expansion of
officer training programs, particularly pro-
grams to facilitate the qualifylng and train-
ing of enlisted members who wish to become
officers;

(56) the improvement and expansion of
military recrulting programs;

(6) a more effective incentive program for
recruiting personnel under which (A) suc-
cessful recruiting personnel would be af-
forded the opportunity to earn extra pay or
bonuses as well as accelerated promotions,
and (B) quota systems would no longer be
in effect; and

(7) the institution of any other appropri-
ate actions designed to upgrade the condi-
tions of military service and the status of
military personnel generally.

(b) In implementing subsection (a) (2) of
this section, relating to increased utiliza-
tion of clivillan personnel, the Secretary of
Defense shall, as soon as practicable, (1)
conduct a position-by-position analysis of
all military jobs within the Department of
Defense with a view to determining which
jobs should be performed by military per-
sonnel and which should be performed by
civillan personnel, and (2) develop accurate
and current data for determining whether
it is less expensive to have any such job per-
formed by military or ecivillan personnel.
The position-by-position analysis and the
development of data required under this
subsection ghall be completed not later than
elghteen months after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(c) Not later than eighteen months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secre-
tary of Defense shall submit to the Congress
a detailed report regarding the operation of
the voluntary system of meeting the military
manpower needs of the Nation and for the
improvement of the Armed Forces, and shall
ineclude in such report such recommendations
for legislation to improve such system as he
deems appropriate.

INCREASE IN PAY RATES FOR MEMBERS OF THE
UNIFORMED SERVICES

SEC. . The Secretary of Defense shall
formulate as soon as practicable after the
date of enactment of this Act a revised basic
pay schedule for members of the uniformed
services incorporating the increases in the
baslec pay of enlisted personnel and officers
listed in the table below and such adjust-
ments in the basic pay of other personnel as
the Secretary deems necessary and appropri-
ate to insure equitable pay differences be=-
tween different grades.

Enlisted
personnel

Officer
personnel

Years of service:
1

August 24, 1970

BPECIAL PAY FOR PHYSICIANS, DENTISTS, AND
VETERINARIANS MADE PERMANENT, INCREASE
IN SPECIAL PAY FOR PHYSICIANS AND DEN-
TISTS
SEC. . (a) Sections 302 and 302 of title

32, United BStates Code, are amended by

striking out “and before July 1, 1971.” each

time it appears in such sections.

(b) Bection 302(1) of such title is amended
by deleting the comma after *1947" the sec-
ond time such date appears therein.

(¢) Section 302(b) of such title is amended
to read as follows:

“(b) The amount of special pay to which
an officer covered by subsection (a) of this
section is entitled is—

“(1) 8150 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has not completed two years
of active duty in a category named in that
subsection;

“(2) $200 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed two years of
active duty in a category named in that sub-
section;

“(8) $450 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed three years of
active duty iIn a category named in that
subsection;

“(4) $600 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed four years of
active duty in a category named in that
subsection;

“(b6) #750 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed five years of
active duty In a category named in that
subsection;

‘“(6) #9000 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed six years of
active duty in a eategory named in that sub-
section; or

“(7) #1,050 a month for each month of ac-
tive duty if he has completed seven years of
active duty In a category named in that sub-
sectlon.”

MORE EFFECTIVE USE OF PROFICIENCY PAY FOR
ENLISTED MEMBERS

See. . (a) The Secretary of Defense shall,
at the earliest practicable date, promulgate
regulations under which the Armed Forces
will Increase the utilization of proficliency
pay authorized by sectlon 307 of title 37,
United States Code, for the purpose of at-
tracting and retalning enlisted members who
are specially proficient in military skills.

(b) Section 307 of title 37, United States
Code, is amended by redesignating subsec-
tion (d) as subsection (e) and inserting after
subsection (¢) a new subsection (d) as fol-
lows:

“(d) Proficlency pay under subsection (a)
(1) or (a)(2) of this section shall be made
available to enlisted members with critical
skills after such members have satisfactorily
completed their training in such skill, Pro-
ficiency pay under this section shall be paid
to enlisted members who qualify therefor
without regard to whether they are career
members or not.”

HOSTILE FIRE FAY INCREASE
Sec. . Section 310(a) of title 10, United

States Code, Is amended by striking out
“$65" and inserting in lleu thereof “$200.”
COMBAT ZONE PAY

Sec. . (a) Chapter 5 of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 310 a new section as follows:

“§ 310a. Special pay: duty in a combat zZone

“(a) Except in time of war declared by
Congress, and under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary of Defense, a member of the
uniformed services may be paid at the rate
of $656 a month for any month in which he
was entitled to baslc pay and was serving
in a combat zone,

“(b) A member may not be pald special
pay under this section for any month for
which he receives special pay under section
310 of this title, but may be paid special pay
under this section in addition to any other




August 24, 1970

pay and allowances to which he may be
entitled.

“(e) The provisions of section 310(¢) of
this title relating to determination of fact
under that section shall apply in the case
of the determination of fact under this
section,

“(d) The Secretary of Defense shall re-
port to the Congress by March 1 of each
year on the administration of this section
during the preceding calendar year.

“{e) As used in this section the term
‘combat zone' means any area which the
President by Executive order designates as
an area in which Armed Forces of the United
States are engaged in combat.”

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 5 of such title is amended by
inserting immediately below
*“810. Special pay: duty subject to hostile

fire.”

the following:
“310a. Special pay: duty in a combat zone."”.

EXTENSION OF TIME WITHIN WHICH EEENLIST-
MENT BONUSES MAY EBE PAID

Sec. . Section 308(a) of title 37, United
States Code, Is amended by striking out
“within three months” and inserting in lieu
thereof “within six months".

TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES AND
DISLOCATION ALLOWANCES FOR ENLISTED
MEMBERS IN LOWER GRADES
SEC. (a) Section 406(a) of title 37,

United States Code, is amended by inserting

“, including a member in pay grade E-4 (four

years or less service), E-3, E-2, or E-1,"” im-

mediately after “A member of a uniformed

service".

(b) Section 407(a) of such title is cmended
by striking out “uniformed service—" and
inserting in lleu thereof “uniformed serv-
ice, including a member in pay grade E-4
(four years or less service), E-3, E-2, or
E-1—",

ENLISTMENTS AND DISCHARGES

Sec. . (a) Section 505(c) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(c) The Secretary concerned may accept
original enlistments in the Regular Army,
Regular Air Force, Regular Marine Corps, or
Regular Coast Guard, as the case may be,
(1) of male persons for the duration of their
minority or for a period of two years, and
(2) of female persons for a period of two
years. The Secretary concerned may accept
an original enlistment in the case of any
person for a specified period longer than two
years, but not more than four years, where
the cost of special education or training to
be afforded such person would make a short-
er enlistment period impracticable.”

(b) Section 505(e) of such title is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(e) The Secretary concerned may accept
reenlistments in the Regular Army, Regular
Navy, Regular Air Force, Regular Marine
Corps, or Regular Coast Guard, as the case
may be, for unspecified periods and for
periods commensurate with the cost of any
special education or training to be received
by any member, as may be prescribed In
regulations of the Secretary concerned. In
no case shall the Secretary concerned specify
& period of more than four years of obligated
service because of special education or train-
ing to be recelved by any member.”

(c) Section 509(a) of such title i1s amend-
ed by striking out “Under” and inserting in
lieu thereof *“Subject to the provisions of
section 505(e) and”.

(d) The Secretary of Defense sghall
promptly conduct a comprehensive study to
determine the term of service which should
be required of enlisted members who receive
various types of special education or training
P . The Secretary concerned shall, on
the basis of the conclusions reached in such
study, prescribe by regulation the term of
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service required to be performed by enlisted
members who receive special education or
training.

(e) Section 1169 of such title is amended
to read as follows:

“§ 1169. Regular enlisted members: limita-
tions on discharged

“Any enlisted member who has completed
his original period of enlistment and who
has been reenlisted for an unspecified period
shall be discharged upon written request,
except that—

*{1) the Secretary concerned may refuse
to grant a discharge during any period of
war or national emergency;

“{2) a member shall be required to fulfill
a term of service commensurate with the cost
of any speclal education or training received
by him, as prescribed in regulations of the
Becretary concerned;

*(3) the Secretary concerned may refuse
to grant a discharge to any enlisted member
who has been assigned to sea duty or duty
outside the United States; or

“(4) as otherwise provided by law.”

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS SCHOLARSHIP
PROGRAM INCREASE

SEcC. . Section 2107(h) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(h) Not more than the following number
of cadets and midshipmen may be in the
financial assistance programs under this sec-
tion at any one time:

“Army program: 10,000

“Navy program: 10,000

“Alr Force program: 10,000.”

GREATER TUTILIZATION OF CIVILIAN MEDICAL
FACILITIES AND PERSONNEL

Sec. . (a) The Secretary of Defense shall,
as soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this Act, formulate plans for
utilization, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, of civillan medical facilities and per-
sonnel to serve the medical needs of military
personnel and their dependents. In formu-
lating such plans the Secretary shall give
consideration to more extensive use of a
medical insurance program for retired per-
sonnel and their dependents and for the de-
pendents of active duty personnel.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to the Congress the plans formulated
pursuant to this section not more than nine
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, together with such recommendations for
legislation as may be necessary to effectuate
such plans.

FORMULATION OF NEW SALARY STRUCTURE FOR
THE UNIFORMED SERVICES

Sec. . (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
formulate as soon as practicable after the
date of enactment of this Act a new pay
structure for the uniformed services. Such
pay structure shall—

(1) provide salary schedule of pay which
combine basic pay rates and present allow-
ances for quarters and subsistence;

(2) provide for cash contributions to a re-
tirement system similar to the civil service
retirement system provided for Federal civil-
lan employees; and

(3) take into account the amount lost as
the result of the termination of separate al-
lowances for quarters and subsistence and
the amount which will be contributed to a
retirement system, inecluding the loss of any
tax advantage realized under current law.

The Secretary is authorized to include such
other features in any new pay structure as he
determines necessary or appropriate to make
such pay structure fair and equitable and to
attract qualified personnel to the uniformed
services.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to the Congress the new pay structure formu-
lated by him pursuant to this section not
later than nine months after the date of en-
actment of this Act.
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EFFECTIVE DATE
Sec. . This Act shall became effective up-
on the date of enactment, except that sec-
tions 6, 7, 8. 9, and 10 shall become effective
on the first day of the first calendar month
in which this Act is enacted.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield to the chairman of the committee.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, con-
cerning the unanimous-consent request,
reserving the right to object, and I do
not expect to object, as the Senator from
Mississippi understands now—and I re-
peat that I would not favor any motion
that would cut off this agreed time of de-
bate and thereby preclude either side
from making arguments—when that time
has expired the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Oregon would be subject to
any motion, and that includes a motion
to table or any other motion that is al-
lowed by the rules.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Absolutely.

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Chair so rule?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYrRD
of West Virginia). The Chair rules that
a motion to table would then be in order
at the expiration of all time on the
amendment,

Mr. STENNIS. My inquiry was: Would
any other motion making disposition of
the amendment be in order, such as a
motion to commit to a committee or any
other motion that is permitted under the
rules of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state, in view of the fact that
no specific time has been included in the
request to vote on the amendment, any
other motion under the rules would be
in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is so stated in
the unanimous-consent request.

Mr. STENNIS. If I understand cor-
rectly, this agreement has no time to
vote on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator is correct. No motion under rule
XXII would be ruled out by the agree-
ment.

Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection to
the agreement. In fact, I welcome it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the unanimous-consent agree-
ment is entered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to express deepest thanks for the
consideration, courtesy, and kindness of
the distinguished Senator from Oregon,
who has been delayed. I think the de-
lay has been well worthwhile.

I again call to the attention of the
Senate that in all probability the appro-
priation bill for State, Justice, Com-
merce, and the judiciary will be called
up later this afternoon.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EacLETOoN). Under the previous order,
the Senator from Oregon is recognized
for 1 hour.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
unfinished business be laid aside tempo-
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rarily until the special orders for recog-
nition have been concluded and until a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with statements lim-
ited therein, has been concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it

is so ordered.

THE ABOLISHMENT OF THE SENATE
SENIORITY SYSTEM

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I am
today circulating for cosponsorship, and
will later introduce as an amendment to
one of the two legislative reorganization
bills presently before the Congress—
either S. 844 or H.R. 176564—to abolish
the Senate seniority system.

Under the provisions of this amend-
ment, Mr. President, the chairman of
each standing committee of the Senale
will be elected by the members of that
committee who are of majority party.
The ranking minority member will be
elected by the members of that commit-
tee who are of the minority party.

Mr. President, I know it is going to be
alleged that this is a startling and abrupt
change in our Senate procedures and it
should not be done hastily. But for 125
years we have lived under the seniority
system and most fair evaluators of it
have found it wanting. Mr. President,
the seniority system as we presently use
it has caused Congress to be a laughing
stock among the public. I am merely ask-
ing that we experiment with something
new. If it does not work we can alter it,
or if the Senate desires, we can go back
to the seniority system. Nothing will be
lost by trying something new.

Defenders of the seniority system as-
sert that in spite of its frailties, it is the
best system that has yet been devised to
select committee chairmen. I cannot
agree.

In this age of crisis, Government must
be flexible to meet new challenges. The
world is moving at a dizzy pace. Emer-
gencies are omnipresent. Everything is
changing.

Yet, the rule of seniority is the direct
antithesis of this. It is rigid, inflexible
and unyielding, Through seniority, an
isolationist may head the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee during a period of great
internationalism or a foe of conservation
may become the chairman of the com-
mittee charged with protecting America’s
dwindling supply of natural resources.

George Haynes, the distinguished his-
torian of the Senate, underscored the
repressive rigidity of the seniority sys-
tem when he wrote:

Servile compliance with the seniority rule
involves gamblers' chances. It is a limited
appeal to the lot. It implies merely dura-
tion of service on the committee—not in the
least does It guarantee superior abllity or
fitness for leadership.

One thing, however, that must be said
for the seniority system is that it is whol-
ly nondiseriminatory. Under it, the sick
get the same consideration for commit-
tee chairmanships as the healthy, the
dull the same opportunity as the intelli-
gent, and the wicked the same advantage
as the noble. The late Senator Estes
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Kefauver offered a dramafic illustration
some years ago when he wrote:

On the Senate side, few, if any members
had a record of more distinguished public
service than the late Senator Carter Glass of
Virginia. It is nevertheless true that he re-
tained his important post as chairman of
the Senate Appropriations Committee al-

though physically unable even to attend a
session of the Senate, or of his committee,
for more than three years. (Estes Kefauver

and Jack Levin, A Twentieth-Century Con-
gress, P, 135.)

My point is not that able men do
not rise to commitfee chairmanships
through the seniority system. They do.
Some of the ablest committee chairmen
in the history of the Republic serve in
this body today. But under the seniority
system, their qualifications are second-
ary to their seniority.

Specifically, the seniority system has a
host of erippling flaws:

First. It is undemocratic.

Second. It has no relation to com-
petency.

Third. Seniority can—and has—pro-
duced chairmen who are unrepresenta-
tive of the times.

Fourth. It rewards those States with
one-party systems and, conversely, pen-
alizes States in which two dynamiec and
equally matched political parties fight it
out at the ballot box.

UNDEMOCRATIC

In a Nation dedicated to democratic
ideals, it is an anomaly for the Senate
to elevate men to key positions of lead-
ership without regard to any qualifica-
tion except length of service. Even the
law of the jungle operates on the prin-
ciple of survival of the fittest. Congress
operates only on the prinecipal of sur-
vival, period.

The seniority system denies competent
men a chance to exercise their leadership
talents at the time of life when they are
most able to meet the rigors of the job.
The present selection system is tragically
wasteful and inefficient in this regard.

NO RELATION TO COMFPETENCY

The seniority rule defies commonsense.
It rewards neither ability nor party loy-
alty but only longevity. Thereis no rela-
tionship between the ability to be elected
over and over again and the qualifica-
tions and ability needed to head a Senate
committee.

I agree with Arthur Krock, who wrote
in the New York Times of May 6, 1943:

A new member, or even one who has served
two or three terms, may be ideally constituted
for an important chalrmanship. But by the
workings of the senlority system he will find
himself near the bottom of the list, subject
to the committee power of a man of far less
competence.

It is illogical to assume that the man
longest in service on a committee is
therefore automatically the most quali-
fied to be chairman. In many cases, the
committee member with the longest serv-
ice on a committee is the most qualified to
be chairman. But it is illogical to say
that a Senator should be a committee
chairman just because of his seniority.
Long service does not necessarily pro-
duce expertise. Natural ability, devoted
interest, and detailed study do.
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Despite the alleged harmony which
seniority is said to achieve, it can—and
has—been carried to absurd lengths. For
instance, once a Senator leaves the Sen-
ate, by defeat or choice, he loses all of his
accumulated seniority, and if again
elected, he must start out at the bottom.

Three spectacular examples of cancel-
ing seniority serve to dramatize this
point. One was the case of Senator John
Sherman of Ohio, who entered the Sen-
ate in 1861 and in time became chairman
of the Finance Committee. In 1877, Sher-
man resigned his seat to become Secre-
tary of the Treasury in the Cabinet of
President Hayes. But when Sherman re-
turned to the Senate in 1881, he was
placed last on the Finance Committee.

Another example of the same situation
was the case of Senator Alben Barkley
of Kentucky. First elected to the Senate
in 1926, Barkley became a member of the
Finance Committee and ultimately served
as one of its senior members. Then,
after serving 4 years as Vice President of
the United States under President Tru-
man, he returned to the Senate and was
reappointed to the Finance Committee in
1955, where he was last in rank.

More recently, the same is true of our
colleague, the junior Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOLbWATER). Senator GoLp-
WATER, who was first elected to the Sen-
ate in 1952, was the second ranking mi-
nority member of the Armed Services
Committee when he retired to run for
the Presidency in 1964. Today, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arizona is sec-
ond from the bottom.

CHAIRMAN UNREFRESENTATIVE OF THE TIMES

At a time when other American institu-
tions are turning over the reins of leader-
ship to younger men, the chairmen of
Senate committees are more deeply en-
trenched than ever before.

One hundred years ago, the average
age of a Senator was 50.6; today the
average age is 56.6. Not really so great a
difference. But 100 years ago the aver-
age age of a committee chairman was
53.7 and today it is 65.4.

One hundred years ago, a committee
chairman had served an average of 6.8
years in the Senate. Today the average
Senate committee chairman has served
20.9 years.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be inserted at this point
in the Recorp a table which compares
the age distribution of Senate committee
chairmen in 1870 and 1970.

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

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF SENATE COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

Age range Number Percent

Source: Congressional Directory 1870; Congressional Direc-
tory 1970: and Biographical Directory of the American Congress.
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, this
table shows that while 84.6 percent—or
22—of the Senate’s committee chairmen
were between 40 and 60 years old in 1870,
only 25 percent—or four—were between
40 and 60 in 1970. Instead, in 1970, 75
percent—or 12—committee chairmen
were between 60 and 80 years old; while
in 1870 only 15.5 percent—or four—com-
mittee chairmen were between 60 and 80
years old.

As I indicated, the average age of Sen-
ate committee leaders is 65.4. In private
business the usual age for retirement is
65. If the retirement rules of private
business were followed by the Senate, all
but four of the 16 Senate committee
chairmen would be forced to retire.

Congress has itself passed rules requir-
ing civil servants to step down at age
70. But if the Senate followed the rules
it laid down for others, six committee
chairmen would have to retire. Only Con-
gress has institutionalized age and length
of service.

Mr. President, let us look at the execu-
tive branch for a moment. In the execu-
tive branch, the average age of Cabinet
members on taking office under President
Nixon was 55.7 years. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be
inserted at this point in the REcorp an
analysis of the ages of the members of
President Nixon's Cabinet.

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

CABINET AGES

HUD, Romney, July 8, 1907, 63.

Commerce, Stans, March 22, 1908, 62.

HEW, Richardson, July 20, 1920, 50.

Labor, Hodgson, December 3, 1915, 54.

Agriculture, Hardin, October 9, 1915, 54.

Btate, Rogers, June 23, 1913, 57.

Treasury, Eennedy, July 21, 1805, 65.

Defense, Laird, September 1, 1922, 47.

Justice, Mitchell, SBeptember 5, 1913, 586.

Post Office, Blount, February 1, 1921, 49,

Interior, Hickel, August 18, 1918, 50.

Transportation, Volpe, December 8, 1908,
61.

Average Age: 55.7 years.

(SourceE.—Congressional Directory 1870.)

Mr. PACEWOOD. Under President
Johnson, it was 50. And under President
Kennedy it was 48. While in the Senate,
the average age of committee chairmen
is 65.4.

SENIORITY REWARDS ONE-PARTY STATES

The Senate’s seniority system allows
some States which regularly reelect Sen-
ators to be overrepresented as far as
actual power and influence in national
affairs are concerned. On the other hand,
States which are more sensitive to polit-
ical change and switch from one party
to the other may not elect members to a
sufficient number of consecutive terms
for them to receive chairmanships.

Implicit in this analysis is the fact
that those States where the two parties
are more closely matched politically—
as New York, Illinois, California, Penn-
sylvania—have not held major Senate
committee chairmanships for a con-
siderable number of years, despite their
vast populations and their importance to
the Nation’s economy. I can think of no
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more compelling reason for modifying
the seniority rule than the manner in
which seniority must inevitably dis-
criminate against great two-party States
such as these.

Mr, President, admitiedly, my knowl-
edge of the seniority system was slight
when I first came to this Congress. My
only previous legislative experience had
been that of serving in the Oregon Leg-
islature. In the Oregon Legislature, com-
mittee chairmen are picked by the ma-
jority leader on the basis of merit and
ability rather than seniority. This system
worked well in Oregon. I was resolved,
however, to say nothing about the
seniority system until I had had a chance
to both study it and serve under it. Un-
fortunately, studying it was easier said
than done because there has always been
more heat than light spread upon this
problem in the past.

Mr. President, I shall limit my com-
ments to the Senate, although I feel the
pros and cons of the seniority system
would apply equally to either House,
Now, Mr. President, regardless of the
merits or demerits of the seniority sys-
tem, one thing is obvious: The seniority
system favors those who are elected to
Congress at a young age and continue
to be reelected. The chairmen of the
standing committees in the Senate today
served an average of over two terms be-
fore obtaining their chairmanship. That
is an average, and many able men had
to wait much longer to achieve chair-
man -

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be inserted in the REcorDp
at this point a table showing the length
of service of the present standing com-
mittee chairmen of the Senate at the
time they achieved their chairmanships.

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

Average

year

served

Age before

when Year  Year he aftaining

become began assumed  chairman-
chairman ~ service the chair

Committee
chairman

Anderson 949
Russell...
Stennis....
Sparkman
agnuson
Tydings. ...
Long
Fulbright.

Yarborough. - .-
McGee_.... ¥
Randolph_
Jordan._.

Average years served before attaining chairmanship: 12.125,
Source: Congressional Quarterly.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Therefore, Mr. Pres-
ident, those who are elected to the Sen-
ate at the age of 50 or over are playing
hide-and-seek with the standard insur-
ance mortality tables as to whether or
not they will ever chair a significant com-
mittee in this body. On the other hand,
those elected at age 50 or under may have

29781

the good fortune to chair a committee.
Certainly those elected in their 30's or
early 40’s can, by virtue of the simple
fact that they were first elected to the
Senate at a young age, propel themselves
fo power by the sole expedient of being
reelected. Having been elected myself to
the Senate at the age of 36, I will, if the
voters of Oregon reelect me, by virtue of
seniority alone, find myself eventually
elevated to a committee chairmanship at
a younger age than that at which many
of my distinguished colleagues are elected
for the first time.

The obligation of a U.S. Senator, how-
ever, runs deeper than personal advan-
tage. As U.S. Senators, our obligations
run to all of the people of this country.
It is incumbent upon us to attempt to
govern, with their consent, in the most
expedient and intelligent way possible.
Thus, with some misgivings about even
questioning this system that would favor
me, I started to look into the background
and antecedents of the seniority system.

The first place to look, of course, was
at Congress in its days of infancy. How
did the Founding Fathers of this coun-
try view the seniority system? After all,
the early leaders of the Congress of this
country were the very people who had
carried us through a revolution with Brit-
ain and fashioned the American Con-
stitution, which Gladstone called “the
most wonderful work ever struck off at
a given time by the brain and purpose
of man.” These were indeed the giants
of our history. If they could fashion a
U.S. Constitution that has governed us
well for so many years, would there be
anything we could learn from their
method of organizing the Senate of the
United States?

Mr. President, at this point I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the Rec-
oRD 8 breakdown I have prepared show-
ing the method by which Senate com-
mittees and their chairmen were selected
from 1789 to 1846.

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

SELECTION OF SENATE COMMTITTEES

(Nore—The term Presiding Officer refers to
either: the Vice Presldent or the President
Pro Tempore depending on the practice of
the Senate at the tlme as to who presided
at the time committees were appointed.)

1789-1823: Elected by ballot.

1823-1826: Appointed by the Preslding
Officer.

1826-1828:Elected by ballot.

1828-1833: Appointed by President Pro
Tempore (President Pro Tempore specifically
designated so as to insure that the Vice
President—as Presiding Officer—would not
appoint committees).

1833-1837: Elected by ballot.,

1837-1841: Appointed by Presiding Officer.

1841-1845: Appointed by the President Pro
Tempore as Presiding Officer. (Because of
death of President Willlam Henry Harrison,
Vice President John Tyler succeeded to the
Presidency, leaving the Vice Presidency
vacant from 1841-1845).

1845: Appointed by Vice President as
Preslding Officer in March; elected by ballot
of the Senate in December.

1846: Caucus (Beginning of the Senate
seniority system).
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BELECTION OF SENATE COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

1789—1823.—The Senator having the great-
est number of votes is first named and, as
such, is Chalrman.

1823-1826: Presiding Officer namer Chair-
man.

1826-1828: Elected by separate ballot of
the Senate (Ezekiel Chambers Rule).

1828-1833: President Pro Tempore ap-
pointed Chairman. (President Pro Tempore
specifically designated so as to lnsure that
the Vice President—as Presiding Officer—
would not appoint committee chairmen.

1833-1837: Elected by separate ballot of
the Senate as in 1826.

1837-1841: Appointed by the Presiding
Officer.

1841-1845: Appointed by the President Pro
Tempore, as Presiding Officer (Because of
the death of President Willlam Henry Har-
rison, Vice President John Tyler succeeded
to the Presidency, leaving the Vice Presi-
dency vacant from 1841 to 1845.)

1845: Appointed by Vice President or Pre-
siding Officer in March; elected in December.

1846 : Selected by cancus (Beginning of the
seniority system).

Mr. PACKWOOD. Before even consid-
ering, however, how committee members
or committee chairmen were selected,
the first thing we learn is that from the
time of the first Congress in 1789 until
1816 there were no standing legislative
committees at all in the Senate. Pending
legislation was scrutinized instead by
select committees named as the occasion
for such service arose. These select com-
mittees were abolished after finishing
work on the problem or legislation sub-
mitted to them.

One of the first 19 rules adopted by the
Senate in 1789 provided:

All committees shall be appointed by bal-

lot, and a plurality of votes should make a
choice,

However, during this entire period of
select committees, the rules made no
specific provision for committee chair-
men.,

In his monumental study of the Sen-
ate, the distinguished historian George
Haynes noted that in the tentative draft
apparently prepared by Senator Wil-
liam Maclay of Pennsylvania for the
consideration of the committee which
framed the Senate’s first code of rules,
adopted in April 1789, it was stipulated
that each committee’s chairman “shall
be the Senator from the most northerly
State of those from which the com-
mittee is taken.” Fortunately, this out-
landish proposal never found its way
into the rules.

My study of the early Senate Jour-
nals has revealed that while no specific
method for selecting committee chair-
men was mentioned in the rules, it was
the practice when the commitees were
elected to designate as chairman the
man receiving the most votes. This is
confirmed by John Quincy Adams, who
served in the Senate from 1803 to 1808
and was later Secretary of State and
President, when he said of the practice
of the Senate while he served in it:

The member having the nums-
ber of votes is first named, and as such is
chairman. (Memoirs 1, page 482)"

For example, on November 3, 1803, a
committee was appointed to study an ap-
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propriations bill to effect the Treaty of
Amity and Commerce between the
United States and England. John Quincy
Adams, whose Senate service began in
1803, was chairman. The two other
members of the committee were Uriah
Tracy of Connecticut, who had been a
Senator since 1796, and Abraham Bald-
win, who had served since 1799. By the
standard of seniority, John Quincy
Adams would not have been chairman.

On December 4, 1805, a committee was
formed to study additional naval appro-
priations for 1805. The chairman, Sena-
tor Samuel L. Mitchell of New York, had
served in the Senate since November 8,
1804, while the two other members of the
committee—Senator Stephen R. Bradley
of Vermont and Senator Thomas Sumter
of South Carolina—both came to the
Senate in 1801,

Mr. President, even after the Senate
changed from its system of select com-
mittees to standing committees, the early
Senate Journals reveal that seniority was
not a factor in the selection of committee
chairmen.

For example, Mr. President, in 1823,
when chairmen were appointed by the
President pro tempore—as the Presiding
Officer—a freshman Senator was named
chairman of the powerful Military Af-
fairs Committee. This freshman Senator
had less seniority than every other mem-
ber of the committee, but his unique
background and ability were considered
more important. His name was Andrew
Jackson.

In 1834, when committee chairmen
were elected by ballot of the Senate,
Henry Clay became chairman of the
prestigious Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, though he was only the third-rank-
ing member of the committee.

In 1837, when the committees were ap-
pointed by the Vice President as Presid-
ing Officer, an outstanding young Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania, James Buchanan,
later to be President of the United
States, was named chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. He was out-
ranked by three of the other four mem-
bers of the committee: Senator William
King of Alabama, a Senator since 1819;
Senator Henry Clay of Kentucky, who
came to the Senate in 1831, and Senator
Nathaniel Tallmadge of New York, who
was elected in 1833,

Mr. President, in 1841, when the com-
mittee chairmen were appointed by the
President pro tempore—as Presiding Of-
ficer—out of the 16 standing committee
chairmen, seven were freshmen Senators,
four had been in the Senate only 1 year,
and two had been Senators for only 2
years. Only two committee chairmen had
served more than 4 years.

Mr. President, as I have previously in-
dicated, the Senate abandoned the sys-
tem of select committees in 1816 and
went instead to a system of standing
committees. However, the Senate con-
tinued to elect its commitiee chairmen
and members until December 9, 1823. On
that day Senator John Eaton of Tennes-
see proposed that the chairmen of the
five most important committees be
chosen by ballot and that these five men
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be given the power to fill up their own
committees and to select the members
of all remaining committees. However,
the Senate rejected Eaton’s proposal and
adopted instead an amendment to the
rules that all eommittees ‘“‘shall be ap-
pointed by the Presiding Officer”—who
was always either the Vice President or
the President pro tempore—‘of this
House unless otherwise ordered by the
Senate.”

Initially, the phrase “Presiding Officer”
presented no difficulty as Vice President
Daniel Tompkins is said to have entered
the Senate Chamber hardly once during
the last 3 years of his term—and com-
mittee appointments therefore devolved
upon the President pro tempore, John
Gaillard.

The next Vice President, though, was
John Calhoun., Contrary to precedent,
Calhoun took the chair on the opening
day of the 19th Congress and—as Presid-
ing Officer—appointed the committee
chairmen and members with such bla-
tant bias that 4 months later, on April
14, 1826, the Senate, with hardly a dis-
senting vote, took the appointment of
committee chairmen and members away
from the Presiding Officer, be he the
Vice President or the President pro tem-
pore, and restored choice by Senate bal-
lot as it had existed from 1789 to 1823.

In 1826 the Senate again slightly
changed its procedure. On December 8
of that year, on the motion of Senator
Ezekiel Chambers of Maryland, the Sen-
ate divided the election of chairmen from
the election of members. It was provided
that the chairman of each committee
would be selected on a separate ballot by
majority vote and the other members of
the committee would be selected on an-
other ballot by plurality vote.

On December 24, 1828, the rule regard-
ing the appointment of committees was
changed again, this time to provide for
the appointment of committee chairman
and members by the President pro tem-
pore. It was further provided, if there
should be no President pro tempore, that
appointment should be made by ballot,
in accordance with the rule of 1826.

The 1830°'s were marked by the birth
of two dynamic political parties. Early
in the decade a cleavage developed in the
Senate based on these two parties. While
there had been factions and loose coali-
tions in the Senate prior to this time,
this period ushered in the two-party sys-
tem as we know it today. And, though
the cleavage was not completed until the
end of Andrew Jackson's administration
in 1837, it was unmistakable by 1833, and
in that year an unforeseen contigency
arose.

Under the rule, as it had stood for the
previous 5 years, the committees would
be appointed by Senator Hugh White of
Tennessee, elected President pro tempore
at the previous session. But, the Novem-
ber election had placed his party in the
minority in the Senate. Hence, the 1826
rule by which committee chairmen and
members were selected by separate ballot
was restored, and so remained until 1837.

Between 1833 and 1837, however, a
difficulty that frequently arose from the
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election of members by plurality ballot-
ing was that the Senator heading the list
might be of the party opposed to that of
the chairman who had just been elected
by majority vote on a separate ballot. To
remedy this situation, after all committee
chairmen and members had been elected
by ballot in compliance with the rules,
it was frequently voted that the commit-
tee members be “arranged” in accord-
ance with a schedule presented by the
mover, the object being to secure succes-
sion to the chairmanship of the commit-
tee on the basis of party in case of the
chairman's absence or withdrawal.

By 1837 frequent and continual ballot-
ing was becoming a nuisance and an in-
convenience. Thus, in that year, after
four chairmen had been elected, Henry
Clay moved, and it was agreed to by
unanimous consent, that the other ap-
pointments be made by the Presiding
Officer, This gave the task to Vice Presi-
dent Richard M. Johnson. At the begin-
ning of the regular session 3 months
later the power to appoint committee
chairmen and members was again placed
in his hands. It thereafter became cus-
tomary, by unanimous consent, to sus-
pend the rule requiring the ballot and
to authorize the appointment of the
committees by the Presiding Officer.
Thereifore Vice President Johnson con-
tinued this task until 1841.

In 1841, William Henry Harrison, who
had been elected President in 1840, died
and John Tyler became President.
Therefore, there was no Vice President
from 1841 to 1845 and committee ap-
pointments were made by the President
pro tempore.

At a brief 16-day session of the Senate
in March 1845, the newly inaugurated
Vice President, George M. Dallas, as
Presiding Officer, named the committees,
but when that Congress convened for its
first regular session the following De-
cember, Senator Thomas Hart Benton
with three other Democrats joined the
Whigs in defeating by a single vote a
motion that the committee appointment
be made by the Vice President, and the
Senate proceeded to ballot for the entire
list of names, which later had to be “ar-
ranged.” At the next session, the same
issue was raised, and again the Senate
defeated a motion to authorize the ap-
pointment of committees by the Vice
President.

It was not until the first 10 days of
the second session of the 29th Congress,
December 7 to 17, 1846, that the seniority
system in the U.S. Senate was born. Af-
ter defeating a motion to entrust the ap-
pointment of committees to the Vice
President, the Senate began balloting for
chairmen—in accordance with the rule
of 1826. After the chairmen of six com-
mittees had been elected, there devel-
oped a long debate over the method of
choosing the other chairmen and all
committee members.

The Democratic floor leader then pre-
sented motions which arranged by se-
niority the names of committee members
and safeguarded the majority’s succes-
sion to chairmanships which might be-
come vacant. After several committees
had been filled by this method, the Sen-
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ate proceeded to elect upon one ballot
a list of candidates to fill the vacancies
on all of the remaining committees. This
list gave to each committee thus filled
its chairman and the majority of its
members from the same party which
held a majority in the Senate.

Mr. President, the Senate in 1846 did
not “back inte” the seniority system for
any of the high-sounding reasons ad-
vanced by its defenders today for its
retention.

Instead, the Senate turned fo the
seniority system over a century and a
quarter ago in desperation. The Senate
was tired of balloting for weeks to choose
chairmen and fill the committees. It dis-
trusted the Vice President. It wanted to
assure that members of the majority
party would be in line for succession to
the chairmanship in case of the chair-
man's absence or withdrawal.

The seniority system enabled the
parties to rapidly organize the Senate and
assured succession to the chairmanship
on the basis of party loyalty.

From that day to this, the appointment
of Senate committees—in most cases—
has been a perfunctory affair. By unani-
mous consent the rules requiring election
of the chairmen on one ballot and the
committee members on another ballot
have been suspended and the election
has taken place by acceptance of a res-
olution for the adoption of a list of com-
mittee assignments which has been
drawn up by the Republican and Demo-
cratic caucuses. The general rule is that
the Senator of the majority party with
the longest continuous service on each
committee is named chairman.

It will thus be seen that from 1789 to
1846 committee chairmen were selected
in a variety of ways. Sometimes they were
elected by ballot. At other times they were
picked by the presiding officer, be he the
Vice President or the President pro tem-
pore. Regardless of whether the chairman
was elected or appointed, however, there
was always one striking consistency: The
committee chairmen were not picked on
the basis of seniority. In addition, the
committee members themselves, no mat-
ter whether they were elected by their
fellow members or selected or appointed
in some other method, were selected on
some basis other than seniority. It is ob-
vious, then, that our forefathers eschewed
the seniority system and instead pre-
ferred electing or appointing their com-
mittee chairmen and committee members
on a basis other than that of seniority.

Mr. President, it is said in defense of
the seniority system that it avoids intra-
party fighting, that the Senate does not
waste its time in petty party bickering
over who should be chairman, and that
it automatically promotes a man of ex-
perience and expertise. If this is true,
why not apply the same criteria to the
election of our majority and minority
leaders and majority and minority
whips? If they were selected on the
basis of seniority, then we could avoid
the petty internal party fighting, we
could select men of experience, and so
forth.

Yet we reject the seniority system in
the selection of our own party and floor
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leaders. Why, then, must we use it in
the selection of our committee chair-
men? Why should we not measure
prospective committee chairmen by the
same yardstick we measure prospective
party leaders?

Again, it is instructive to learn from
our country’s founders. Not only did they
reject the seniority system as a method
of picking committee chairmen and
committee members; they also rejected
it as a method of picking their party
leaders and presiding officers. No bet-
ter example of this can be found than
Henry Clay.

Clay was elected to the U.S. Senate on
January 4, 1810, to fill the vacancy
caused by the resignation of Senator
Buckner Thruston, He found the Sen-
ate, however, to be a moribund and dull
place and in the election of 1810 he ran
for the U.S. House of Representatives
and was elected. In 1811, Henry Clay was
elected Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives on his first day as a Repre-
sentative.

By the standard of seniority the 34-
year-old Clay would have gone un-
noticed for decades, but because of his
towering prestige and limitless ability
his colleagues chose him immediately
upon election as their leader in the House
of Representatives,

One of Clay’s biographers later wrote:

So unexpected was this upset of precedent
that the new speaker was at first confused
with Matthew Clay (his distant relative),
the veteran Virginia Representative. But the
country was soon informed that the man
selected was young Mr. Clay of Eentucky,
formerly of the Senate; a new man but capa-

ble and accustomed to legislation; a proper
man at this crisis to conduct public busi-
ness with dignity and dispatch. (Henry Clay
by Bernard Mayo, P. 403).

Clay became Speaker because, though
he was short on seniority, he was long
on ability. And, far from being a failure—
because of his youth and lack of senior-
ity—history records that—

Henry Clay . . . became one of the best and
most powerful speakers that the House of
Representatives has ever had. When he as-
sumed the office in 1811 the Speaker was
little more than a presiding officer. But Clay
made the position one of party leadership
and by his precedents immeasurably
strengthened the office. Six times he was
elected speaker and never was his election
seriously contested.

He was the boldest and most decisive, per-
haps, of the long line of Speakers of the
House of Representatives. (Henry Clay and
the Art of American Politics by Clement
Eaton, pp. 22-23.)

Although Henry Clay was elected as
Speaker of the House, all evidence indi-
cates that in the election of Senate
leadership, seniority has never been a
factor in the selection of Senate leaders.
Reviewing just the last half century, it
will be noted that there has not been a
single majority or minority leader or
majority or minority whip who was the
ranking member of his party at the time
of his election, with the exception of
Styles Bridges, who was elected as mi-
nority leader in 1952. This is stark and
clear evidence that in the selection of
party leaders we in the Senate pay no
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attention to seniority but instead pick
our leaders on the basis of ability. Why
do we adhere to the wisdom of our fore-
fathers in rejecting the criteria of se-
niority in picking our party and floor
leaders, and yet persist in selecting com-
mittee chairmen on the basis of senior-
ity, a method which our forefathers so
assiduously avoided?

As 1 have previously detailed, Mr.
President, the birth of the seniority sys-
tem in 1846 in the Senate, was a matter
of convenience because of the exigencies
of the time. It obviously was not intended
by the proponents in 1846 as the be-all
and the end-all of congressional organi-
zation. One would think that there must
be some stronger force binding the sup-
porters of seniority than historical ac-
cident. It might, therefore, be wise to
examine the governing parliamentary
bodies of other countries of the world.

We should look first at Great Britain.
After all, our legal and political tradi-
itions are much fashioned from that
country. Let us examine how Great Brit-
ain and her fellow Commonwealth coun-
tries select their committee chairmen.

The parliamentary organization and
practice of the 17 countries that com-
pose the British Commonwealth are
modeled on that of the Mothe. of Parlia-
ments: the English House of Commons,
Committee chairmen in the British House
of Commons are appointed by the Speak-
er, they are not selected on the basis of
. seniority, and this is true in all countries
of the British Commonwealth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a study on the selection of com-
mittee chairmen in Great Britain and
the countries of the British Common-
wealth be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

APPOINTMENT oOF COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN IN
THE PARLIAMENTS OF THE BRITISH COMMON-
WEALTH

(Prepared by the Legislative Referéence Serv-
ice (Library of Congress), March 3, 1959)
The parliamentary organization and prac-

tice of the seventeen countries that compose

the British Commonwealth are modeled on
that of the Mother of Parliaments: the Eng-
lish House of Commons.

The practice of the House of Commons
at Westminster as regards the appointment
of the chairmen of standing committees is
described as follows by Sir Thomas Erskine
May in the fifteenth edition (1950) of his fa-
mous Treatise on the Law, Privileges, Pro-
ceedings, and Usage of Parliament, at page
628:

“Chairmen of standing committees.—The
chairman of each standing committee is ap-
pointed by the Speaker from a panel consist-
ing of not less than ten Members nominated
by him at the commencement (d) of every
session to act as temporary chairmen of Com-
mittees of the whole House when requested
by the Chairman of Ways and Means (see
p- 240), together with the Chairman of Ways
and Means and the Deputy Chairman (S.0s
No. 62(1) and 96(4)). The Speaker is given
power to change the chairman so appointed
from time to time (8.0. No. 62(2)). Any
member of a standing committee may act
as temporary chalrman, at the request of the
chairman of the committee, for not more
than a quarter of an hour, but without the
powers granted by S.0. No. 57(5) (S.0.
No. 62 (4).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

“The Chairmen's Panel, of whom three are
& quorum, settle points of procedure which
are not covered by the rules of the House,
and are empowered to report to the House
from time to time any resolutions they may
came to on matters of procedure relating to
standing committees (8.0. No. 62(3) ). Such
resolutions relating to standing committee
procedure have been reported each session,
e.g. C.J. (1937-38) 19; ibid. (19838-39) 25;
ibid. (1947-48) 51; ibid. (1948-40) 24."

Mr. PACKWOOD. Having realized
then that there is nothing in our Anglo-
Saxon traditions attesting to traditional
usage of the seniority system it might be
worthwhile to look at other free coun-
tries in the world.

A report of the Interparliamentary
Union on Parliamentary Committees,
based on replies to a questionnaire re-
ceived from members of the union, indi-
cates that the general practice in the 57
parliaments that are members of the In-
terparliamentary Union is for the chair-
men of their committees to be elected by
the committee members themselves,

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a Library of Congress study on
the selection of committee chairmen in
foreign parliaments be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SELECTION OF COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN IN
FOREIGN PARLIAMENTS

(Prepared by the Legislative Reference
Service (Library of Congress), March 3,
1959)

A report of the Interparliamentary Union
on Parliamentary Committees, based on
replies to a questionnaire received from mem-
bers of the Union, indicates that the general
practice in the 57 Parllaments that are mem-
bers of the IPU is for the chalrmen of their
committees to be elected by the committees
themselves, The following quotations from
the report describes the departures from this
general rule!

Chairmen of Committees are elected by the
Committee themselves. They take part in the
deliberations of the Committee.

The following are departures from this
general rule:—

In the House of Commons.

(a) the Chairman of Committees of the
whole House, the Standing Orders Commit-
tee (1) and Unopposed Bill Committees, is
the Chairman of Ways and Means (Deputy
Speaker) of the House: these are the only
Committees of which he is a Member,

(b) Chairmen of Standing Committees are
appointed from a 1list by the Speaker.

(¢) Chairmen of Committees on opposed
private bills are appointed by the Commit-
tee of Selection.

In the Netherlands Chamber, the Chalr-
man of the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and the Credentials Committee is the Pres-
ident of the Chamber.

Chairmen of Committees in the Bundestug
are allptted proportionally among the panties.
The number of Chairmen of Committees al-
lotted to a parliamentary party corresponds
to the number of Members of the different
parliamentary partles (Hondt's system).
Chairmen of different Committees are nomi-
nated by parliamentary parties on the basis
of agreement between the parties. The Chair-
man is then formally elected in Committee.
Up to the present, the Chairmen proposed

! Interparliamentary Union. Quarterly Bul-
letin on Constitutional and Parliamentary
Information, 3rd Serles, No. 24, November 1,
1955, pp. 190-92.
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by the parliamentary parties have always
been elected. They do not take part in the
deliberation of the Committee.

In the Federal Swiss Assemnbly the Bureau
nominates the Chairmen of Committees, but
the Committee on Finance nominates its
own Chairman; he takes part in the delibera-
tions of the Committee and has a casting
vote.

In the Belgian House of Representatives
permanent Committees are chaired by the
President of the House, or by one of the
Vice-Presidents of the House designated by
him. They take no part in the deliberations
of the Committee. Special Committees ap-
point their own Chairmen. They take part
in the deliberations.

In other parliaments modelled on the
British system, a distinction must be drawn
between the Committee of the whole House
and Committees with a permanent character
set up to consider bills, In the first, the
chairmanship is held, generally speaking, by
the Speaker or Deputy Speaker of the House:
in the second, the Chairman is appointed
by election in the Committee itsell.

However, in Ireland, the Assembly itself
may appoint a member of the Committee as
Chairman. This is also the practice in the
Congress of the Unilted States (where the
oldest member is often elected). The Presi-
dent of the Assembly normally appoints the
Chairmen of temporary Committees.

In the Australian Senate the Speaker of
the House presides over three of the six Com-
mittees which deal with domestic matters.
Besides belonging to these Committees he
may be a Member of other Committees of
which he then acts as Chairman,

An analogous position exists in the Lok
Sabha where the Chailrmen of Committees
are appointed by the President of the As-
sembly. If the Vice-President is a Member of
a Committee, he invariably becomes Chair-
man.

In the Constituent Assembly of Pakistan,
the Assembly designates the chalrmen of
Committees. However, the Minister of Fi-
nances is ex officio chairman of the Commit-
tee on Public Accounts.

The chairmen of Committees of the Japa-
nese Diet are appointed by the President of
the Assembly. They are chosen from the
members of Committees. The chairmen of
speclal Committees are elected by the Com-
mittees themselves,

Mr. PACKWOOD. As a matter of fact,
Mr. President, I have been unable to find
a single free world parliament that op-
erates under the seniority system. For
that matter, no Communist government
or other dictatorship operates under the
seniority system.

Let us turn next to the various State
legislatures in the United States. The
Legislative Reference Service of the Li-
brary of Congress reports that there is
no State legislature where seniority is the
controlling criteria in the selection of
committee chairmen. Other factors are
more important than seniority. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that a
memorandum from the Legislative Ref-
erence Service of the Library of Congress
on seniority in State Ilegislatures be
printed in the RECORD.

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

To: Senator Bos PACEWOOD.

From: Government and General Research
Division; Norman Beckman, Division
Chief.

Research by: Walter Oleszek.

Subject: Seniority in state legislatures.

In accordance with your request, we en-
close excerpts-from two studies—one by Pro-
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fessor Jewell and the other by Professors
Keefe and Ogul—that discuss the use of
seniority in state legislatures.

In a telephone call to Mr. Albert Abrams,
Secretary to the New York State Senator
and a long-time observer of state leglsla-
tures, further information about seniority
and its use in state legislatures was obtained.
The perfinent remarks of Mr. Abrams follow:

(1) There is. no state, to Mr. Abrams'
knowledge, where senlority alone is the
controlling criterion in the determination
of committee chairmen. Other factors are as
important as seniority, or erperience as Mr.
Abrams preferred to call continuity of serv-
ice in a legislature, such as geography and
membership in the faction controlled by the
party leader.

(2) Two methods of selecting committee
chairman are used in the states: (1) appoint-
ment by the party leader (and in those states
where the Governor exerts a voice in select-
ing the party leader, he too may influence
the selection of committee chalrmen) or (2)
selection by an appointments committee, a
creature, generally, of the party leader.

(3) Seniority is not as important in state
as opposed to the National legislature for
two reasons: (1) turnover is very high in
state legislatures (one-third to two-thirds
turnover every session) and (2) the recent
reapportionment efforts have brought new
and younger men into the legislative process
while clder men, from predominantly rural
areas, have been defeated or districted cut of
their seat.

(4) Of course, states operate differently
even within either of the two selection proc-
esses. For example, the Massachusetts State
Legislature traditionally appoints a minority
member in each chamber to chair the Tax
Committee, thereby giving what could be a
politically unpopular task—raising taxes—
to the minority party. As a result, the mi-
nority party bears part of the onus for
raising taxes even with a chamber con-
trolled by the opposite party.

Mr. Abrams indicated that he would be
happy to speak with any congressman about
the use of seniority in state legislatures. He
can be reached at the following telephone
number in Albany, New York—472-8800
(518).

We trust that this information proves
helpful. If further assistance is required,
please do not hesitate to call us.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in my
research I have been unable to find even
a city council in the United States that
operates under the seniority system.

Mr. President, the news media of this
Nation appear to be united in their op-
position to the seniority system. I ask
unanimous consent that various edi-
torials from newspapers throughout the
United States opposing the seniority sys-
tem be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objections, the edito-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Reglster-Guard,
July 6, 1970]
MARE Way For "YouTH"?

As Congress reconvenes after its Fourth
of July holiday there’ll be a looming possibil-
ity of revolution in the House of Representa-
tives.

Younger members of the House—those
under 50, that is—are considering banding
together to overthrow the committee senior-
ity system, particularly as It applies to House
committee chairmanships.

There's nothing new about dissatisfaction
with the hoary rule that House committees
are governed by members who belong to the

ajority party and have the longest, not
necessarily the best, records of congressional
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service. Heretofore, however, the rule has been
attacked only by hot-heads or those willing
to pay the price of being passed over for
future assignment to Important committees.
Now earnest “young' members of both par-
ties are girding themselves to advocate auto-
matic transfer of chairmen’s gavels whenever
those wielding them reach the age of 70.
What effect would result if the younger
generation had its way in the House? Nine
committee chairmen—three in their 80s and
six in their T0s—would be immediately re-
placed. And of all present chairmen, only
three would have prospects of continuing
longer than 10 years in their positions of
special power.
|From the Portland (Oreg.) Oregonian,
July 15, 1970]
HaLF A Loar

After years of stalling, the leadership of
the U.S. Congress House of Representatives
is apparently prepared to reform some of its
antiquated rules and procedures in the pub-
lic interest—not all, but some.

THE OREGONIAN

The reform bill that came to the House
floor Tuesday out of the Rules Committee
has some modest proposdls for reform, but
the real contest will be over a series of
amendments proposed by a bipartisan coali-
tion of young congressmen. The chief pur-
pose of these is to reduce the imposition of
secrecy in committees and on the floor, and
thus to give constituents a better idea of
how their congressman is really performing.

One provision would make possible a re-
corded vote on amendments to bills on the
House floor, Since colonial times these have
been voice votes only, restricting the re-
corded vote to the bill in its final form. Thus
are hidden the positions of members on sig-
nificant amendments.

Ironically, the vote on this amendment
will be by voice, under the current rules.
The importance of the change is reflected
in a statement by one of the reform sup-
porters: “If we could get a record vote, we'd
win three to one.”

If the package presented by the reform
coalition wins any degree of approval, the
window will be opened a bit to give the pub-
lic a view of House business. But it appar-
ently will not be opened all the way. Nelther
the committee's bill nor the reformers’
amendments would alter the venerable sen-
iority system, which puts the power of com-
mittee chairmanships in aged hands and
assures them the tenure which encourages
arrogance and arbitrariness,

NeepLING THE OLD MEN

There is certain to be some embarrass-
ment behind the closed doors when the
House of Representatives Democratic caucus
meets next week in Washington, D.C. Some
of its members propose to bring up embar-
rassing resolutions.

One of these, sponsored by the Democratic
Study Group of northern liberals, will ask
that committee chalrmen be bound to give
more attention to the opinlons and desires
of rank-and-flle members. The second will
propose an expression of "no confidence' in
Speaker John W. McCormack.

Majority support is not to be expected for
either, for ordinary congressmen are at the
mercy of the speaker and committee chair-
men in moving legislation. But the obvious
unrest in the Democratic ranks is significant
and could lead eventually to some degree of
reforms in the interests of the nation.

The villain of the piece is the seniority
system, long strictly honored in both the
House and the Senate. It provides, in eflect,
that survival at the ballot box is the only
necessary qualification to win a chairman-
ship. Thus nearly all chairmen have their
roots in decades past.
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The system Is more stultifying in the
House than in the Senate because of the
rigorous rules restricting individual floor ac-
tion in the House. Of the 21 standing House
committees, well over half are chalred by
men from southern or border states, whose
seniority has been supported by the one-
party tradition of the South. The 21 chair-
manships are distributed among only 13
states, most of them In the South or on the
border and representing a constituency of
a minority of Americans,

Any real reform in Congress must include
some modification of the seniority system.
But don't expect this next week or even next
year. For the beneficiaries of the seniority
system are in control, and they will not
readily yield even the smallest part of the
power the system gives them.

SoLoN, HEaL THYSELF

Although it has been generally conceded
that the U.S. House of Representatives’ ma-
Jjority leader, Carl Albert, D-Okla., will suc-
ceed Speaker John W. McCormack, if the
Democrats retain their majority in the House,
the McCormack decision not to seek reelec-
tion offers an opportunity for congressional
reformers.

There will be a contest for Rep. Albert's
Pposition as party leader, If he steps up next
Yyear. There are already five representatives
seeking the leadership. They should be ques-
tioned on their views on some much needed
reforms in House rules and procedures. It is
an opportunity to inform the people of the
autocratic manner in which the House now
functions and what can be done to make it
more responsive to the public will.

Most important is reform of the seniority
system and the powers invested in House
committee chairmen whose survivial at the
pells is the only qualification necessary. The
House should abridge the dictatorial powers
of chalrmen and should initiate a means of
choosing chairmen other than by the calen-
dar. It would also be to the great advantage
of their constituents if House members
should agree to require a roll call on all im-
portant issues rather than leave them to an
unrecorded head count, as has come to be
the practice. And there is no really good rea-
son for the considerable increase in secret
committee sessions. National security inter-
ests should be the only cause for excluding
the public.

Not all, perhaps mone, of these objectives
will be attained soon, but it should help to
that end to give them an airing.

More REFORM SHOULD FoLLOW

The significance of the anti-secrecy vote in
the U.S. House of Representatives this week
awaits further action on congressional re-
form.

It was encouraging that the amendment
to end the secret teller vote, in which bodles
were counted without recording names,
passed overwhelmingly.

But a good deal of secrecy remains to be
overcome—especially in committee meetings
that are closed to the public, but should be
open.

A bipartisan reform effort has been concen-
trated on the secrecy in which the Congress
goes about the public's business.

Other procedures also ought to be reviewed,
however, for the sake of a more modern leg-
islature.

There should be a better method of se-
lecting committee chairmen than seniority.
And the Congress ought to be able to design
improved fiscal machinery. Congressional
willingness to vote for spending programs but
not for the taxes to pay for them has been the
primary cause of budget deficits that have
fueled inflation.

Once the House is finished with the reform
package, It must go to the Senate—which
does not have the secret vote provision. Then
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the two houses must work out their differ-
ences.

Therefore, as the legislative process goes to
work on its own improvement, there are am-
ple opportunities for the Congress to do a
complete job. One anti-secrecy vote 1s not
enough.

Force THEM Out?

Mandatory retirement for congressmen has
been proposed by Rep. David Martin, R-Neb.

He notes laws requiring civil service em-
ployes and military personnel to retire at
certain ages, and thinks this would be good
in Congress. So he has proposed a consti-
tutional amendment barring a House mem-
ber to serve past age 71 and a senator past
age T4.

Martin's proposal has been referred to the
House Judiciary Committee. This means it
will get clobbered in a hurry by that com-
mittee's chalrman, 81-year-old Rep. Emanuel
Celler, D-N.Y.

We think something should be done to
encourage fresh blood in Congress. But we
don't favor mandatory retirement, If a con-
gressman doesn't know when it’s time to re-
tire, we're willing to rely upon the voters to
do the job.

We do think something should be done to
junk the seniority system for determining
committee chairmanships, however. Congres-
slonal chairmen wield great influence over
their committees and legislation assigned to
them. They should be the congressmen of
greatest ability. Instead, most tend to be
up in years and from one-party states or dis-
tricts where incumbents rarely get defeated.
Of 21 House chairmen, for example, eight are
over age 70 and three are over 80.

None of our state legislatures select com-
mittee chairmen purely on seniority. Neither
do any of the other parliaments of the free
world. And neither should the U.S. Congress.

Let's permit an elder congressman to serve

just as long as the voters want him. But
let’s not guarantee him & committee chair-
manship and all the power that represents.

(¥la.)
1970]

[From the Miami Herald, Feb, 20,

THE SENIORITY ISSUE—AGAIN

Building a better mousetrap is the fondest
dream of the reformer—whether of mice or
men, It's current again in a movement
among liberal congressmen to abolish the
seniority system.

That system builds on political longevity
to decide who heads the prestigious com-
mittees of the House and the Senate. As
long as Congressman X gets reelected he has
a claim on his chairmanship as a better one.

As the reader-voter knows, two things hap-
pen in consequence:

First, continued seniority is a heady argu-
ment for reelection, particularly in the
House and especially if your lawgiver knows
his way through the maze of defense con-
tracts, military bases, rivers and harbors and
other goodies.

Second, in the long run congressional ccm-
mittees grow old at the top. In a speech be-
fore the National Press Club a couple of
months ago, former HEW Secretary John
W. Gardner pointed out that “the Speaker
of the House is 78, Thirteen Senate and
House committee chairmen are over 70, six
of them are over 75, two over 80.”

Recalling that in 1958 Congress enacted a
law requiring the chief judges of federal cir-
cuit and district courts to give up their ad-
ministrative dutles at 70, he said that "I pro-
pose that Congress lmpose the same rule on
its own members."

This is one solution. Selection on merit
rather than age is another. Lyndon Johnson
was bossing the Senate, contrary to custom,
a few years after he got there. Other hope-
fuls do not ascend until they reach Biblical
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ages. And both houses have had septuage-
narians—Everett Dirksen was one—who
seemed to grow larger in the sunset of life.

Speaker John McCormack, frankly, has
not—but he has won handily in this week’s
attempt for a no-confidence vote.

Some few honorables have elected to re-
tire at 70. One is Sen. John Williams of Dela-
ware. But they are the exceptions. In all
probabllity Congress would have found an
acceptable substitute for the seniority rule
long ago if anywhere there is one. The al-
ternative, like the burden of proof, Is on the
critics.

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer,
Feb. 14, 1970]

ABOLISH SENIORITY SYSTEM IN CONGRESS

One of the most archaic aspects of con-
gressional organization and operation is the
seniority system. Senators and Representa-
tives rise to the apex of power through com-
mittee chalrmanships awarded not on dem-
onstration of abillity but on longevity of
service on Capitol Hill.

The practical result is a roster of generally
undistinguished chairmen of Senate and
House committees who usually come from
the states or districts where their political
party is overwhelmingly dominant, and
therefore, once in office, getting re-elected
term after term is almost automatic. At the
present time, with Democrats in the ma-
jority in both houses of Congress, the com-
mittee chairmen are mostly from one-party
strongholds in the South where nomination
on the Democratic ticket is virtually tanta-
mount to election.

There is nothing partisan or sectional
about the seniority system, however. When
Republicans are in power, committee chair-
manships go to members of Congress from
states and districts, almost always outside
the South, where the GOP is in dominant
position.

Right now, the principal target of anti-
seniority reformists is a Democrat but not
a Southerner: House Speaker McCormack.
He has been winning congressional elections
in his South Boston district since 1928.

A number of House Democrats—many of
them young and some not so young—are
planning a move to unseat Congressman
McCormack from the speakership and to
throw out the seniority system with respect
to committee chalrmanships as well. The
issue may come to & head at a party caucus
next week.

In the interests of good government, mem-
bers of both parties in both houses of Con-
gress should take action to replace the se-
niority system with a plan that would award
committee chairmanships and other posi-
tions of leadership solely on merit and qual-
ification instead of congressional longevity.

While they are about it, members of Con-
gress also should comsider diminishing the
arbitrary powers of committee chairmen so
that they will not be able to block legislation
single-handedly for personal or Irrelevant
reasons as is frequently the case under
present rules.

THE DeEaTH-GRIP OF SENIORITY IN CONGRESS

“Few institutions in our national life,”
declares John W. Gardner, chairman of the
Urban Coalition and former Secretary of
Health, Education anhd Welfare, “are as
gravely In peed of renewal as the Congress
of the United States.”

Measures that he sees essential are the
abolishment of the senlority system and the
curbing of the entrenched power of commit-
tee chairmen. Under a custom—not a stat-
ute, not a regulation, but simply a custom—
that has become almost sacrosanct for over
a half-century, committee chairmanships in
the Senate and House automatically go to
the members who have managed to live the
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longest and to get reelected the oftenest.
Wisdom, capability, qualification do not
count. As a result mine of the most powerful
committees in the Senate and House are
ruled by men past T0O years of age.

Some of these are able and their age has
impaired neither their vigor nor thelr abil-
ity. The less sald about the qualifications of
the others, the better. They could serve their
country best by stepping aside.

Perhaps the first who should move out
of his favored position as the top-ranking
elected official of the Democratic Party is
Speaker of the House John W. McCormack,
who is 78 and has served 41 years in Con-
gress.

McCormack Is sufiering from the scandal
caused by one of his staff employes, Martin
Swelg, who thought nothing of picking up
the telephone in his House office and an-
nouncing “This 'is the Speaker calling.”
Swelg has been charged with conspiracy
based on misuse of the power and prestige
of the Speaker's office, and his case has
focused new attention on influence-peddling.

But aside from the Swelg scandal, and its
rub-off on the Speaker, McCormack should
agree that he has come to trail's end for
another reason: leadership so inept that it
cannot be called leadership at all.

It 1s not only the Democratic Congressmen
who suffer from weak leadership; it is not
only the Republican Administration that
runs into endless frustration because of it.
It is the country that suffers. Not only the
aging Speaker should go, but with him the
whole rigid seniority system that holds Con-
gressional committees in a death-grip.

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 9, 1870]
SENIORITY

Representative Gilbert Gude has joined
a few others In his party in the House of
Representatives asking for an end to the
seniority system. He is a Republican. The
Democratic Study Group (over 100 members)
has been fighting for the same thing for
some time. Presently the senior member of
a committee is automatically named chair-
man whenever his party is in the majority
in the full House. Both parties follow this
practice, under a strict seniority system.

If this were just a question of individusal
rewards and prestige, it wouldn't matter
much. But the distribution of power in the
Congress makes committee chairmen very in-
fluential. Their impact on American govern-
ment and society is almost irresistible. There-
fore, the best men in each field should be
the leaders of committees. Often the most
senior men are the best, but not always.

Gude recommends the simplest and best
replacement for the seniority system. Mem-
bers of committees would vote in secret for
their chairmen and ranking minority mem-
bers. What could possibly be wrong with
that?

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
Dec. 27, 1963]
REFORMING CONGRESS

The near-breakdown in congressional ef-
fectiveness this year has caused, in addition
to much criticism, a search for causes and
remedies. From one viewpoint, a basic diffi-
culty is lack of adequate party discipline.
The President may try to implement his
party's campaign promises, But legislators,
elected on the same platform, feel free to
withhold their support, and even to enter
into alliances with the opposition.

In the case of the Demoecrats, this situation
is worsened by the seniority system. Under
it, those Senators and Representatives least
likely to be in full accord with the White
House are most likely to hold the important
congressional committee chalrmanships
which enable them to thwart the program
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of the President and the majority of the
party.

A review of the current Congress has
moved Walter Lippmann and others to ask
how long the United States can operate under
these conditions. Changes in the rules—at
least the adoption of a rule which would
insure a vote on all presidential proposals—
could break the blockade. But the benefici-
aries of the system are able, on the whole,
to block rules changes which would deprive
them of their power.

Aside from the President, the chief victims
are the Democratic liberals in Congress who
form a substantial majority of their party's
representation. Stung to yet another attempt
to gain control in proportion to their num-
bers, they are organizing a campalgn com-
mittee, under Representative Bolling of Mis-
sourl, which will seek to elect more of their
kind in November. They also are preparing,
Af possible, to “purge” the party caucus of any
member who works for a 1964 presidential
ticket other than the one chosen by the
national convention.

This is the “minimum program” of the
Bolling group. Given the opportunity, it also
will seek changes in the manner of making
committee assignments. And other means of
breaking the grip of the old-liners will be
considered. A glance into the past does not
raise high hopes for success. But with in-
genuity and an increase in number, the re-
formers may be able to start the process of
change.

The reformers—the approximately 100
members of the Democratic Study Group—
probably will have little trouble in raising
a $50,000 campaign fund to be used in 50
closely contested districts. They also will
make personal efforts on behalf of the candi-
dates, hoping to add at least 20 seats to
their strength.

Institutional changes—in fact, if not in
theory—may be the most difficult. The stand-
patters will not be eager to transfer authority
over committee appointments from the 15
Democratic members of the Ways and Means
Committee to the party caucus in which all
House Democrats have a say. They also will
defend the seniority tradition, even though
it is only 50 years old. Undoubtedly it would
help if voters were more keenly aware of how
their desires may be frustrated by such tools
of the minority.

There does not seem to be in the Congress
as a whole a sufficient realization of how it
has been failing to perform its function, how
it has become a brake on Government instead
of an instrument of Government. A deepen-
ing of the frustration thus engendered In
the electorate—indeed, the urgencies of the
contemporary world—could result in the con-
centration of sufficient power in the Execu-
tive to set aside the influence of the Legis-
lature.

The irresponsibility of the French parlia-
ment brought in De Gaulle as a king with-
out a crown. What's needed, however, is not
speculation about this sort of revolution, but
rather greater determinatiom to accomplish
reasonable reform,

[From the Detroit News, Aug. 13, 1966]
LeT's REFORM CONGRESS

As far as they go, most of the recom-
mendations ‘of the Joint Committee on the
Organization of Congress will help Congress
do its work more effectively.

New controls on lobbylsts, more expense
money for travel home, increased staffing,
modernizing of its budget review—all these
are changes which would tend to free Con-
gressmen from too much reliance on the
heln of self-seeking outsiders and to pro-
fessionalize their own legislative work.

If they are to write the laws which guide
our increasingly complex society, congress-
men must have more objective and expert
help at their fingertips. Without it they
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will continue to yield more and more au-
thority to the executive branch.

The public would be the main beneficiary
of recommendations to open more commit-
tee hearings to the press, to establish a
committee on ethics in the House, to limit
the number of powerful committee member-
ships one man can hold, and to shift from
a three-day week to a full, five-day opera-
tion.

Because the power structure of Congress
enjoys things pretty much as they are, the
joint committee was not even allowed to
look into such time-saving changes as elec-
tronic voting. (The leaders oppose this since
it would make last minute pressure on con-
gressmen harder to apply and prevent as
much unrecorded voting as now occurs.)
Nor was the committee able to evaluate the
controversial seniority system or the myster-
ious ways in which bills are scheduled for
floor action.

Nor does there appear to be any congres-
sional interest in opening to public view the
now secret “markup” sessions of the com-
mittees. It is in these often clandestine
sesslons that the laws are actually written
and that the voting separates honest men
from hypocrites.

Despite a national concern over the state
of congressional ethics, the committee re-
jected a financial disclosure proposal which
would do more than anything else to solve
the problem of unethical behavior and con-
flict of interest.

Within its limited authority, however, the
committee has offered Congress many roads
to improvement. Hopefully, Congress will
realize that if it expects to retain its publie
respect and its constitutional authority, it
must act soon on these recommendations.

[From the Washington Post, May 22, 1970]
New Era ForR THE HOUSE?

Belated though it Iis, Speaker McCor-
mack’s decision to refire at the end of his
present term does him credit. He has chosen
to end his long public career gracefully
instead of risking a bruising fight at the
age of nearly 79 both for. his seat in Mas-
sachusetts and his leadership of the House.
Two former Republican leaders in the House,
Joseph W. Martin Jr. and Charles A. Hal-
leck, could have testified to the bitterness
of being pushed out after having lingered
too long.

As he bows out after 42 years in the
House and the longest service in the speak-
ership, save only that of his predecessor,
Sam Rayburn, Mr. McCormack is entitled
to commendation for his devotion to duty
and his fairness as a presiding officer. Trained
in the politics of the old school, he mani-
fested a good deal of skill in holding the
diverse Democratic factions in the House
together. He has the respect of his colleagues,
his constituents and many of his country-
men.

Yet it must be acknowledged that, espe-
cially in recent years, he has loosened his
hold upon the political realifies. As Ma-
jority Leader in the days of the New Deal,
he was passionately devoted to Franklin D.
Roosevelt's programs. In the sixties and
seventies, however, this son of a Boston
bricklayer has been less alert to the politi-
cal ‘and social currents that have been swirl-
ing through Washington and the country.
We surmise that his stature in history would
have been enhanced if he had stepped down
some years ago before the shabby misuse of
the Speaker’s. office by Martin Swelg and
Nathan Voloshen spotlighted his laxity and
some of his colleagues felt 'a powerful urge
to displace him.

It appears to be pretty well settled that, if
the Democrats again win control of the
House in November, the speakership will go
to Majority Leader Carl Albert, who has the

29787

support of virtually all the other potential
candidates. But this does not necessarily
mean a projection of the MeCormack-Albert
policies in the new House. There seems to
be a substantial demand for a younger and
more energetic legislator in the majority
leadership, and if this demand is satisfied
the chief burden of pulling the majority in
the House together may fall upon the No.
2 man.

Fortunately, there are a number of able
and seasoned representatives in their mid-
dle years who would be egual to the task.
But the scope of the job should not be mini-
mized. The truth is that the House has
coasted along in a routine and tradition-
crusted fashion for so long that a major
shakeup will be necessary to bring it abreast
of the seventies. No one should suppose,
for example, that the withdrawal of the aged
Speaker will of itself break the deadening
hold of the seniority system on the House.
A persistent fight under able leadership and
with the support of all the younger and
more alert house members will be necessary
if the power structure is to be reshaped
50 as to reflect the will of the majority.

All that can be said at the moment is that
a door to modernization of the House has
been opened. If a majority is disposed, it
can take advantage of the opportunity to
make the House once more the vital force
in shaping governmental policy that it has
often been in the past.

[From the San Francisco Chronicle,
Nov, 12, 1968]
SouTHERN FRIED SENIORITY RULE

It has been abundantly reported that the
recent election leaves the Democratic party
in comfortable control of both houses of
Congress—a conclusion that is numerically
unassailable but wide open to doubt in the
light of crass, political reality.

For the Democratic majorities are heavy
with Southern Democrats, whose viewpoints
and voting records bear a striking resem-
blance to those of Northern Republicans
when related to such issues as taxes, govern-
ment spending, eivil rights, gun control, for-
eign policy, defense, health, education, wel-
fare, labor, the District of Columbia—and,
of course, cloture. Their tendency to split
from the party line was repeatedly notice-
able in the last Congress, when they differed
from Northern Democrats on 173 of 514 roll-
calls in the two Houses,

What has happened to the Democratic
party in the once solid South was inescapa-
bly plain in the recent election when not
a single Southern State gave its electoral
votes to Vice President Humphrey, the Demo-
cratic candidate. Yet the registered Demo-
crats who voted for Nixon, the Republican,
or Wallace, the defecting Demoerat who in-
vented the American Independent party,
swung loyally and victoriously behind the
Democratic candidates for House and Senate.

Thus, the old, familiar Southern Ifried
legislators will return to the halls of Con-
gress, bearing their accrued and powerful
seniority with them. Thus, virtually every
major committee of the Senate, and most
of those in the House, will be headed up
by a Southern chairman who is a Democrat
only when in the mood.

In the Senate, these sometime Democrats
from the South—and a few from the border—
will head these committees: Agriculture, Ap-
propriations, Armed Services, Banking, Fi-
nance, Foreign Affairs, Government Opera-
tions, Judiciary, Rules, Public Works and
Labor. The only committee chairmen out-
side that regional blo¢ will be Magnuson and
Jackson of Washington, and Bible of Ne-
vada. None at all come from the Northeast-
ern States that voted Democratic. In the
House, the situation is quite similar.

Inasmuch as these committee chairmen
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possess virtual life and death power over
most legislation, there could be little com-
fort, indeed, for the Democratic party In its
congressional majority. Its leaders may now
discover wisdom in the proposal that com-
mittee chalrmen be selected on some basis
other than seniority.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 22, 1970]

REBELLION IN THE HOUSE

Revolutions in the House of Representa-
tives are so rare that even the limited con-
cession won by Democrats opposed to the
senlority system must be considered an im-
portant advance. With one hand, the full
caucus of the party granted the rebels the
study of the senlority system they have
been asking. With the other, the caucus put
off the proposed deadline from June to some
time after next November's elections.

The shift in date is more than dilatory;
it is a calculated move to prevent liberal
Democrats from making a campaign issue
of this sixty-year-old blight on the Congress.
Members of the Democratic Study Group in
particular hoped to use the report either as
an iszue to take to the voters in the campaign
or as a challenge to the party “establish-
ment” on the opening day of the next Con-
gress. Obviously a report issued in December
will shut out the first of these opportuni-
ties and leave no time to prepare for the
second.

In this little maneuver, however, the House
leadership may have proved unprofitably
slick. An accommodation that might have
produced a compromise on an issue of great
importance has been turned into fuel for a
more far-reaching rebellion. Already nine-
teen House Democrats have signed a state-
ment pledging to ‘‘reserve their options” for
the House leadership elections next January
unt:l they know what reforms they can ex-
pect.

Some of these rebels talk of supporting a
reform Democrat for Speaker, which could
have the effect of throwing the House to the
Republicans. Others might go all the way and
vote for the Republican candidate. In that
case Southern chairmen who have for so long
taken the liberal Democrats for granted
might lose their posts of power.

Whether the rebels would go this far is
not for us to guess. But it is something for
the House leaders to worry about. At the very
least they can expect a series of moves to
force an earlier deadline—and public agita-
tion as well. All of which will keep the re-
form fires burning brighter than if the in-
surgents had resigned themselves at the
outset to a moderate version of an overdue
reform.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 17, 1970]
WHO WILL ABOLISH SENIORITY ?

The move to unseat Speaker MecCormack
with a vote of no confidence in the House
Democratic caucus tomorrow appears to have
evolved Into a campaign for modernization
of the House. In the view of Representative
Waldle, who is spearheading the attack upon
the Speaker, the two causes seem to merge
into one. But other more experienced mem-
bers are more inclined to strike a blow now
at seniority and similar defects in the sys-
stem, while leaving the fate of the Speaker
to a more propitious moment. Herein lies
the greatest hope for rescue of the House
from its lamentable stagnation,

It is true that the 78-year-old Speaker has
become a symbol of the organizational and
preecedural hardening of the arteries which
afflict the House. Probably it is also true that
the chance of achieving effective reform will
be meager so long as he is in the driver’s
seat. But a change of pilots would not alone
bring about the modernization that is so
urgently needed. A far more serious drag on
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the House as a legislative body is the con-
trol of many of its major committees by con-
servative Southern Democrats in their seven-
ties. As Representative Lowenstein said on
Meet the Press on Sunday, “Even societies
that worship their ancestors don't auto-
matically put their ancestors In charge of
their Armed Services Committees and what~
not."”

Probably the most practical maneuver at
the moment is that sponsored by the Demo-
cratic Study Group, which wants a carefully
selected committee to review the seniority
system and other organizational defects with
a view to action at the beginning of the next
Congress. Representative Bolling, who seems
to be the most influential member of this
group on this subject, has sought for years
to show his colleagues that they do not need
to choose between the existing confusion and
areturn to the dictatorship that existed prior
to 1910 under Speaker Joe Cannon. There is
a sensible middle ground—assignment of the
ultimate power to select committee chair-
men to the caucus of the party in power,
from nominations made by the Speaker with-
out regard to seniority.

In our view, the Democratic caucus could
greatly enhance its standing before the pub-
lic by moving in this direction, If it fails to
do so, it may drop a momentous issue into the
lap of the Republicans. Representative Me-
Closkey has pointed out how vulnerable the
Democrats are to a campaign against senility
in the House and suggested that the Republi-
cans could capture the enthusiasm of the
younger voters by promising to abolish sen-
ifority in the House if a Republican majority
is returned in November, A campaign on
who could most effectively relleve Congress of
the incubus of the seniority system would be
welcomed with open arms.

Many Democrats may be Inclined to rebuffl
any suggestions of reform when the issue
arises tomorrow to save the face of the
Speaker. But they should be fully alert to
the risk they would take upon themselves
by leaving this enormously popular issue to
the Republicans.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 23, 1870]
ALTERNATIVES TO SENIORITY

The Democratic Study Group has post-
poned very briefly its attempt to do some-
thing about the seniority system, which has
for so long made committees of the House of
Representatives a collection of prinecipalities,
each with its own maharajah.

The group's resolution, calling for a special
panel to recommend ways of making these
committee chalrmen responsible to their
party, was sidetracked last week by a fillbus-
ter within the Democratic caucus. But the
movement for reform is gathering momen-
tum, and another effort will be made within
a very few weeks.

What most of the reformers seek is a
change mild enough to retain the shadow of
seniority, a revered principle on Capitol Hill,
but drastic enough to make even the most
senior of chairmen wholly dependent on the
favor of the party majority in the House. Of
the several ways for achleving this purpose,
three stand out in the discussions. The sim-
plest and most likely of success calls for a
yes-or-no vote in the caucus, starting with
the most senior member and proceeding until
a majority endorsement is reached.

The second plan would confine the contest
to the three members of the committee with
the greatest seniority, again with the caucus
making the choice: And the third would allow
the Speaker to name the chalirman, subject
to the voted approval of the caucus.

Clearly the last of these is the one least
tainted with the seniority principle and ac-
cordingly the one that seems to us the most
rational. Nomination and election by the
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caucus would be even more demoeratic, but
it would also, no doubt, be the most divisive.

All these approaches—and this is their
great sappeal—would end the automatic
tenure in power that has turned committee
heads into autocrats, answerable neither to
their committees nor their party nor their
constituents for their conduct as chairmen.

The momentary postponement on the
resolution, and the time required for the
commlittee to do its work if it is appointeq,
will not be without advantage. It will provide
time for the educational job that must be
done, in the House and out, if the Congres-
sional hierarchy is to be convinced—as it is
already beginning to sense—that changes
must be made.

SBome of that job is promised by liberal
Republican members who plan to make se-
niority a campalgn issue with which to taunt
the Democrats; and some by the threat of
liberal Democrats to help the opposition or-
ganize the House next January unless con-
cessions ‘on senjority are made. Such a move
would be drastic, through not without pre-
cedent.

But how effective, after all, can a liberal
Democrat be In a chamber in which military
spending depends on an L. Mendel Rivers, the
government of Washington is left to a John
McMillan, and the order of business is deter-
mined by a Willlam M. Colmer?

[From the Seattle-Post Intelligencer, Mar. 26,
1970]

SENIORITY SYSTEM

Both Democrats and Republicans have
taken tentative steps toward reform of the
Congressional seniority system by indorsing
review of present methods of appointing
House committee chairmen,

In shaping federal legislation, committee
chairmen possess vast powers. Yet many are
well beyond the national norm for retirement.

Younger members of Congress are dis-
tressed and feel ineffectual in attempts to
advocate progressive legislation. These men
are not youngsters but mature legislators in
their 30's and 40's who are excluded from the
decisionmaking process by an outmolded
power structure.

If aging college professors can proudly ac-
cept emeritus roles and elder statesmen of
the corporate world can graclously step down
to advisorial positions then it certainly seems
that senior members of Congress can share
with their younger colleagues some of the
power and authority for national legislation.

Some chairmen have the capacity to func-
tion ably in their 70's and even their 80's. But
they and the Congress probably would func-
tion even better if younger voices are heard.

Young congressmen don't ask for absolute
administrative power in either the House or
the Senate. But they do deserve a more active
role in leadership responsibilities.

It is widely conceded that the country as a
whole has a generational problem. This very
well may be reflected in a Congress where
younger men must grow old before they are
glven any real authority.

[From the New York Times, July 15, 1966]
THE TYRANNY OF SENIORITY

The jubilation of moderate and liberal
forces over the evident defeat of Representa-
tive Howard W. Smith in Virginia's Demo-
cratic primary is tempered by one unpalata-
ble by-product: under the senlority system
Representative Willlam M. Colmer of Missis-
sippl will succeed Mr. Smith next January as
chairman of the immensely powerful House
Rules Committee.

If Mr. Smith compiled a matchless record
for obstruction and reaction in 35 years in
Congress, Mr. Colmer, a member since 1933,
cannot be far behind in any contest for that
distinction. He obviously would use the Rules
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chairmanship as ruthlessly as Mr, Smith ever
did to try to block liberal legislation from
reaching the floor of the House.

It would be hard to find a better illustra-
tion of the bankruptcy of the seniority sys-
tem In Congress than the probable elevation
of Mr. Colmer to this key post of traf-
fic director for House legislation. Unfortu-
nately, however, there have been many simi-
lar examples in recent Congressional history.
The point is not diluted by the fact that the
evident defeat of Mr. Smith's Virginia col-
league, Senator A. Willis Robertson, will pro-
mote an abler man to the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee chairmanship.

Is there a hope that the Democratic lead-
ership in January will finally support revision
of the seniority system? At the start of the
89th Congress in 1965 liberal Democrats
fought successfully for three changes in the
House rules, but backed off from a move
against seniority because Speaker McCormack
and other party veterans would not support
it. It may depend next January on how many
of the 180 present members of the liberal
Democratic Study QGroup—many of them
freshmen who rode in on the Johnson land-
slide In 1964—survive In November.

Perhaps the prospect of Mr. Colmer as
Rules chairman will prod even complacent
Democrats into action. If the House scrapped
or revised seniority, pressure would mount on
the Senate to do likewise.

On the record, it would be foolish to ex-
pect any such political earthquake on Capi-
tol Hill, though it is clear that few reforms
would do so much to improve the image of
Congress with the country—and the world.

[From the St. Louls Post Dispatch,
Apr. 1, 1969]
THE SENIORITY HURDLE

A staflf report for the Democratic Study
group provides a further illustration of how
the senlority system in Congress can threaten
party programs and stall needed action.

As a key to this finding the report con-
centrates on 30 votes In the last Congress on
such issues as poverty and hunger programs,
education, housing and urban affairs, civil
rights, consumer protection and foreign aid.
These votes were tests of Democratic party
platform positions, or of party unity or sup-
port of the Democratic Administration, or of
liberal versus conservative positions.

The report states that Congressmen associ-
ated with the Democratic Study Group voted
91 percent behind Democratic principles in
the 30 tests, while other Democrats showed
only 81 percent support and Republicans 24
percent. The DSG Democrats suffered 17 de-
feats, And votes of Democratic committee
and subcommittee chairmen alone were re-
sponsible for half of those defeats.

In fact, the report says, 42 of the 114
Democratic committee and subcommittee
chairmen voted more often against than for
Democratic programs, Thirty-four of them
exceeded the Republicans in opposition. All
but one of the 42 are from Southern and
Border states, but the report says the re-
glonal distinetions seem less important than
basic differences with present Democratic
policies. However, it seems clear enough that
the Southern Democrats are unwilling to
qualify as national Democrats.

Chairmanship opposition to party pro-
grams has increased in 15 years. In the
eighty-third Congress, there were no Demo-
cratic chairmen voting more often against
than with their party, but the number
taking this position has increased in each
Oongress since. Men who owe their commit-
tee leadership to their years in Congress have
too often been unable to accept new answers
to new problems such as those in civil rights
and the poverty program.

The seniority system Is, indeed, a poor
method of promoting power and Influence in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

the nation’s legislature. We say this not be-
cause it disrupts party unity, but because
tenure alone is not a measure of a public
servant. Tenure is, too often an obstacle to
new ideas, yet these are what Congress 1s ex-
pected to confront year after year.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 186,
1969]

BerTER TooLs ForR CONGRESS

Modest reforms that undoubtedly would
improve the performance of Congress as a
study and deliberative body have been pro-
posed by a subcommittee of The House Rules
Committee.

The committee’s bill makes not the slight-
est assault on the major flaw in congres-
sional organization—the seniority system
which determines committee chairman-
ships—but it does attack other weaknesses.
Some of those are inadequate staff, laborious
information services and authoritarian com-
mittee procedures.

Approval of the bill would help Congress
keep up with the difficult task of reaching
sound judgments about the inereasingly
complex problems facing soclety today.

The bill would provide Congress for the
first time with an organized coordinated
computer system so that members could ob-
tain rapidly the information they need for
modern lawmaking.

It would greatly expand the research serv-
ices provided to Congress by the Library of
Congress.

It also would increase the size of the pro-
fessional staffs of Senate and House commit-
tees, Including staffs of the minority mem-
bers, and it would provide the money for
the House members' own staffs.

Information, from stafl and from legisla-
tive research services, is Indispensable if
Congress is to reach wise decisions, or if it is
to fulfill its role as a check on the powers of
the administration.

The bill also would reform committee pro-
cedures to produce more open and regular
meetings, public record of voting and less
voting by proxy. Exposing committee activity
to greater public scrutiny would discourage
the closed-door maneuvering which too often
works against the public interest.

The bill also proposes that the federal gov-
ernment's fiscal year conform with the cal-
endar year, and that the Bureau of the
Budget and congressional committees provide
five-year forecasts of the programs they
recommeénd. This would eliminate unneces-
sary confusion and allow Congress to ap-
proach budget problems in greater order.

Another provision would bring Congress
closer to the public by permitting radio and
television broadcasting of House sesslons,

All of these reforms, though modest in na-
ture, are good and would improve congres-
slonal efficlency. They should be approved.
[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Mar. 22,

1970]
IMPROVING THE SENIORITY SYSTEM

Members of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives who want to reform the seniority sys-
tem have the responsibility of putting for-
ward workable alternatives.

The Democratic party caucus has agreed
to a study of the system, although those
opposed to the study were able to delay the
deadline for submission of the findings until
after the congressional elections in Novem-
ber.

It is true that there are numerous abuses
built into a system that makes a person a
committee chairman simply because he has
served on the committee longer than the
other members. This Is no assurance of qual-
ity leadership.

But what improvements are possible? The
seniority system was instituted as a reform
measure, It would not necessarily be any
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better to return to the days when one person
or a tiny clique of powerful congressmen
declded upon the committee chairmen.

Nor would it necessarily be any better to
elect a chalrman from among the committee
members. The congressman who is most pop-
ular or able to make the most promises in
return for votes may not make the best
chalrman.

What would be beneficial would be a sys-
tem under which the most qualified con-
gressman becomes chairman and could be
removed without great difficulty if he fails
to perform as he should. Moreover, it would
be good to bulld some degree of continuity
into the post of chairman. However, no suit-
able way of bringing about all these chances
has been offered thus far.

One of the main reasons why there are so
many objectionable persons serving as chair-
men is because the two-party system was
ineffective for 50 long in the South. Con-
gressmen from that region have become en-
trenched "in chairmanships because once
elected to office they have seldom been dis-
lodged, thereby building up the most se-
niority.

We would welcome an improvement upon
the seniority system, but we have not yet
seen one,

ConNGRESS MAY MODERNIZE A BIT

There are indicatlons that Congress may
attempt some modest steps toward modern-
ization this year.

A reorganization bill that would make
some changes in the way Congress operates
is slowly making its way through the House
Rules Commlittee.

It would provide congressmen with im-
portant new information services through
expansion of the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice and of committee staffs, and would curb
some of the power of committee chairmen.

The bill does not touch what many con-
gressmen, particularly the younger, mewer
members, consider to be the basic flaw in
the organizational structure of Congress.
That is the senlority system which awards
committee chairmanships to the men who
have served longest in Congress, whatever
their competency.

The House Republican Research Commit-
tee, headed by Rep. Robert A. Taft of Ohio,
has appointed a l19-member task force to
study the seniority system. It is to make a
report before the end of the year. There is
no indication yet of task force sentiment
about the system.

A similar study has been started on the
Democratic side by an ll-member commit-
tee appointed by Rep. Dan Rostenkowski of
Illinois, chairman of the Democratic caucus.
Its report is not due until January 1971. A
group of liberal young Democrats, however,
is pressing hard for an earlier report, early
enough to be of use when Congress Orga-
nizes for its next session.

Whatever the outcome of the two task
force studies, the more modest reforms being
considered by the Rules Commlittee are wel-
come and should help Congress In coping
with the nation’s increasingly more complex.
problems.

Towarp & MopErN CONGRESS

The winds of change that have forced
reforms in such venerable institutions as
church and university are beating against
Congress,

Its younger members, particularly in the
House, are demanding a share of the power
that is now held almost exclusively by their
senior colleagues because of the system of
awarding committee chalrmanships solely on
the basis of seniority. A group of freshmen
Democrats, impatient for change, even
threatens to bolt the party and vote to or-
ganize the House for the Republicans unless
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Democratic leaders indicate willingness to
institute reforms spreading the power
around.

Some veterans who have climbed halfway
up the seniority ladder call for change,
worried that customs and. traditions “outside
of the law and the Constitution” have de-
veloped the Congress into an institution “at
least one and one-half generations behind the
times,” as Rep. Charles A. Vanik of Cleveland
put it.

He and Rep. Henry S. Reuss of Wisconsin
urge the Democrats now vying for House
leadership posts to take a public stand on re-
forms calling for selection of committee
chairmen by democratic procedures In party
caucus, open meetings of committees except
when national security is involved, restraints
on the arbitrary powers of committee chair-
men, and record voting on all major bills.

These are not new ideas, nor ideas held ex-
clusively by Democrats. A House Republican
task force on congressional reform covered
much of the same ground in a report pre-
pared in 1966. Each party today has a com-
mittee of House members studying reforms,
including abandonment of the seniority sys-
tem, and & more modest modernization pro-
gram is now taking shape in the House Rules
Committee,

There is no rule of seniority, but only
the custom. House rules provide only that
the full House shall elect as chairman of
each standing committee one of the members
thereof, In practice, the House ratifies deci-
slons already made in party caucus. And by
custom, the caucus selects as chairmen the
committee members with the longest service;
or seniority.

At any time, the party caucus could change
the custom and select chairmen on the basis
of ability, or adherence to the party position
on broad national issues, which is what the
reformers want.

The problem is, however, that generally
only the younger members can agree that
this would be a desirable reform, The longer
a congressman has been in office, the better
the seniority system looks to him. Then he
begins to argue—with good reason—that
abolishment of the system would lead to log-
rolling, factional fights and political trading
as congressmen fought for positions of power,

One can only speculate on what evils might
develop if committee chairmen were selected
by vote of the ecaucus, or of the committee
itself. Loss of continuity and popularity con-
tests would not necessarily bring abler men
and better government.

Yet drawbacks of the senlority system also
are apparent. The chief one is that it destroys
party responsibility. A chairman, owing al-
legiance to a provineial constituency and not
to his party can ignore platform pledges and
legislative programs advanced by party lead-
ers.

If Congress is not ready to abandon the
seniority system, and it probably isn’t, it can
at least Initiate reforms controlling abuses
of power of committee chairmen.

In sum, a compromise reform would be de-
sirable, specifically including more open
meetings of committees, decision by vote of
the committee on what legislation to con-
sider, and record voting on major bills.

[From Chicago Today, Oct. 18, 1969]
CONGRESSIONAL REFORM? O, SURE

Remember congressional reform? It got
to be a moderately well-known issue last year,
when a group of reform-minded younger
congressmen under former Rep. Don Rums-
feld [R., Il.] kept kicking up dust about it.
Their complaint was that Congress is be-
coming fossilized—an unwieldly, unrespon-
sive, generally shiftless institution in which
power is largely monopolized by elderly men;
particularly committee chalrmen who get
and keep their posts thru seniority.

But the seniority system remains un-
touched. Changes in rules that would weaken
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the life-or-death power of committee chair-
men over legislation have either been
dropped or watered down to meaningless-
ness.

We think they were quite right. Since then,
however, Rumsfeld left Capiltol Hill to head
the office of economic opportunity, and con-
gressional nature has taken its course. By
now, the “reform’ action being contemplated
wouldn't raise & speck of dust in a haunted
house.

The measure being readied for House action
is a congressional reform bill In name only.
It does some mildly praiseworthy things like
abolishing the 25-cent fee for Capitol tours,
providing a dormitory for page boys, and lift-
ing the ban on radio-TV coverage of com-
mittee hearings.

Attempts to tighten restrictions on lobhy-
ing have been abandoned.

Rep. B. F. Sisk [D., Cal.|, head of the
subcommittee that's been working on the
reform bill since May, explained: *“We're
political realists. We want a bill that can
P That may be called reallsm—giving up a
fight immediately for fear you may lose. It's
also one way to guarantee that Congress will
never have to improve.

[From the New York Times, May 22, 1870)
BreezeEs STIR oN CaprToL HILL

By serving notice now of his intention to
step down from the Speakership, John Mc-
Cormack may well be staving off a rebellion
of historic dimensions in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Had he chosen to run again,
there is no question that a large segment of
Democrats would either have fought his re-
election to the end or demanded as the price
of acceptance a pledge of reforms in the
institutional workings of that chamber.

In this respect the Speaker’'s sudden de-
cision may be a setback. No serious student
of the House questions the acute need for
changes, particularly in the autocratic rule
of commitiee chairmen and the seniority
system that supports it. Representative Carl
Albert, Mr. McCormack’s probably successor,
is a mediator rather than an innovator, a
man capable of listening sympathetically to
the “ery plaints of Congressional freshmen
while he smoothes the ruffled feathers of out-
raged Establishmentarians. But by his very
neutrality and acceptability to all factions,
he presumably will conduct only a delaying
action in the Democrats’ most private civil
WAT.

That war, desultory as it seems, will never-
theless continue. Regardless of who the next
Speaker is, there will almost certainly be a
spirited fight for the majority leadership now
held by Mr. Albert. Preliminary speculation
focuses sharply on Representative Dan
Rostenkowski of Illinois, now head of the
Democratic caucus In the House and candi-
date of the powers that be. A protege of Mayor
Richard Daley—some think his chosen heir
to Chicago’s City Hall—Mr. Rostenkowski
would certainly be opposed by members of the
liberal Democratic Study Group as the type
of machine leader they are so eager to sup-
plant with a Congressman whose mind is
more attuned to issues than to politics.

While we are mindful of Speaker McCor-
mack's contributions in the past—especially
his championing of New Deal legislation In
his early Congressional days—his best days
were well behind him when he assumed the
Speakership. Even if his departure from that
difficult and powerful office defers a planned
uprising, it is nonetheless an unacknowl-
edged recognition that, as everywhere else,
fresh breezes are galning strength—at long
last—in the House of Representatives.

[From the Minneapolis Star, May 22, 1970]
McCORMACE AND THE SYSTEM

House Speaker John McCormack, a Boston
Irish politiclan of the old school, finally
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called it quits. It was a pity that he waited
so long. He might have stepped out with
honor. Instead, he lingered until he could no
longer cut his losses.

He had lost his grip mentally. His leader-
ship qualities, never strong, had disappeared.
His health, at age 78, was poor. He had been
betrayed by close associates. He was under
attack by younger liberals within the Demo-
cratic party.

In a way, McCormack was more sinned
against than sinning. He never questioned
the seniority tradition that elevated him to
a position of power and maintained him there
even if he couldn’t really exercise that power
for good or ill. Nevertheless, the attack from
the lberal flank is not so much on McCor-
mack the symbol.

Harvard economist John Kenneth Gal-
braith underscored this when he told univer-
sity students here that their revived zeal for
working within the system for peace candi-
dates would be a “fraud” unless they also
worked to get candidates to commit them-
selves to attack senlority. The evil isn't only
that it enables an ineffective figure like Mc-
Cormack to hang on, but that effective fig-
ures like House Armed Services Chairman
Mendel Rivers, D-S.C., not only hang on but
bulld powerful empires.

Working within the system to influence
changes in basic traditions (and seniority is
a tradition, not a legal matter) will take long,
patient hard work. This will pose a test not
only for bright young activists but ultimately
for the inherent capacity of the American
political system to change.

[From the Rockford (Ill.) Morning Star,
June 11, 1970]

SENIORITY REFORMS DUE

The issue. Reform of the seniority system
in effect in the Congress of the United States.

Congressman John B. Anderson of Rock-
ford has thrown his support behind the move
for reform of the seniority system in Congress
which is attracting an increasing number of
members of both parties.

Opposition to the seniority system, under
which members of Congress with the longest
service receive leadership positions, gained
momentum earlier this year when Rep.
Jerome R. Waldie, D-Calif.,, introduced a
resolution calling upon House Speaker John
W. McCormack to step down.

The resolution was defeated by a 192-23
vote. Speaker McCormack made it unneces-
sary for another attempt when he announced
May 20 he would not seek re-election to
the House, He is completing 42 years in
Congress.

Support for scrapping the seniority system
is coming from both liberal Democrats and
conservative Republicans. The liberal Dem-
ocratic Study Group has called for the ap-
pointment of a caucus committee to review
procedures for the selection of committee
chairmen.

Rep. Paul McCloskey, R-Calif., has sug-
gested to Rep. Gerald R. Ford, R-Mich., House
minority leader, that the seniority system
should be scrapped if the GOP wins control
of Congress this year.

Anderson pointed out that the average age
of chief executives of the nation's largest
businesses is 57, while the average age of
House Committee chalrmen is over 70.

“Something 1s wrong with the system
which doesn’'t make some provision for re-
tirement of committee chairmen after a
certaln age,”” he sald.

Anderson favors modification of the proce-
dure so that each committee could choose &
chairman by secret ballot from among the
five most senior majority party members.
That would be a big improvement.

The ranks of Congress are being filled by
a growning number of younger men and
women. Many have exceptional ability, but
they are thwarted by a system which re-
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gquires them to be around for 20 years or
longer before they have a voice in the leader-
ship.

The seniority system will not die easily, but
the voices for a change are growing louder.
When the new Congress 1s organized next
year, there may be a change.
[From the Cleveland (Ohio)

June 22, 1970]

TowarD A MoDERN CONGRESS

The winds of change that have forced re-
forms in such venerable institutions as
church and university are beating against
Congress.

Its younger members, particularly in the
House, are demanding a share of the power
that is now held almost exclusively by their
senior colleagues because of the system of
awarding committee chairmanships solely on
the basls of senlority. A group of freshmen
Democrats, Impatient for change, even
threatens to bolt the party and vote to or-
ganize the House for the Republicans un-
less Democratic leaders indicate willingness
to institute reforms spreading the power
around.

Some veterans who have climbed halfway
up the senlority ladder call for change, wor-
rled that customs and traditions “outside of
the law and the Constitution" have devel-
oped the Congress inte an institution “at
least one and one-half generations behind
the times,” as Rep. Charles A, Vanik . of
Cleveland put it.

He and Rep. Henry 8. Reuss of Wisconsin
urge the Democrats now vylng for House
leadership posts to take a public stand on
reforms calling for selection of committee
chairmen by democratic procedures in party
caucus, open meetings of committees ex-
cept when national security is involved, re-
straints on the arbitrary powers of commit-
tee chairmen, and record voting on all major
bills.

These are not new ideas, nor ideas held
exclusively by Democrats. A House Republi-
can task force on congressional reform cov-
ered much of the same ground in a report
prepared in 1966. Each party today has a
committee of House members studying re-
forms, including abandonment of the senior-
ity system and a more modest modernization
program is now taking shape in the House
Rules Committee.

There is no rule of seniority, but only the
custom. House rules provide only that the
full House shall elect as chairman of each
standing committee one of the members
thereof. In practice, the House ratifies deci-
sions already made in party caucus. And by
custom, the caucus selects as chairmen the
committee members with the longest service,
or seniority.

At any time, the party caucus could
change the custom and select chairmen on
the basis of ability, or adherence to the party
position on broad national issues, which is
what the reformers want.

The problem is, however, that generally
only the younger members can agree that
this would be a desirable reform. The longer
& congressman has been In office, the better
the seniority system looks to him. Then he
begins to argue—with good reason—that
abolishment of the system would lead to log-
rolling, factional fights and political trading
as congressmen fought for positions of power.

One can only. speculate on what evils
might develop if committee chairmen were
selected by vote of the caucus, or of the com-
mittee itself. Loss of continuity and popu-
larity contests would not necessarily bring
abler men and better government.

Yet drawbacks of the seniority system also
are apparent. The chief one is that it de-
stroys party responsibility. A chairman, ow-
ing allegiance to a provincial constituency
and to his party can ignore platform pledges
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and legislative programs advanced by party
leaders.

If Congress is not ready to abandon the
seniority system, and it probably isn't, it can
at least initiate reforms controlling abuses of
power of committee chairmen.

In sum, a compromise reform would be de-
sirable, specifically including more open
meetings of committees, decision by vote of
the committee on what legislation to con-
sider, and record voting on major bills.

[From the Seattle Times, May 22, 1970]
A SympBoL STEPS DOWN
Issue. Congressional reform

The decision of House Speaker McCor-
mack to retire from Congress next year was
one among many wise decisions that senior
statesman has made in a notable 42-year
congressional career.

It is not to detract from McCormack's Im-
pressive record of service to note that there
comes & time for every leader to step down
and that McCormack at last has recognized
this fact.

The elderly Speaker had become the living
symbol of the whole archaic seniority and
committee system under which Congress
operates. He was the principal target of the
movement toward congressional reform.

Now that the symbol is stepping down,
that ought not to mean that the reform ef-
forts should be moderated.

Much is being written about the indl-
vidual congressmen who are vying for the
various openings to be expected in a re-
shuffilng of House of Representative leader-
ship posts (assuming the Democrats win
control of the next Congress).

Of greater long-range importance than
the matter of what individuals cccupy what
posts, however, is the need for Congress to
shed its stifling and anachronistic ways and
follow the lead of many other American in-
stitutions in adopting modern means of get-
ting things done.

Under the existing seniority system, the
average committee chairman is 70 years oild.
The process of advancement to positions of
great power simply by holding on long
enough to a congressional seat is obviously
nonsensical.

Congress is extraordinarily jealous of its
own prerogatives and unfailingly zealous in
demanding detailed answers from the exec-
utive branch to the most minute questions
raised by its members.

Yet Congress dons blinders when there
are “questions concerning its own failures
to respond to the challenges of the times.

But there is yet hope for a meaningful
measure of reform. That hope lies in the
sudden interest on the part of most con-
gressmen in putting on a great show of
opening their office doors and listening to
the voices of young people.

If the lawmakers really will listen, they
will find that the archaic congressional sys-
tem is one of the principal targets of youth-
ful concern.

Congress must shed its bottleneck role;
in a narrow sense, for its own sake, and, in a
far larger sense, for the sake of our three-
branch republican form of government.

[From the Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal
May 15, 1970]
REORGANIZATION, NoT REFORM, oN CAPITOL
HiLL
It's probably human nature that more peo-
ple seem to get agitated at the rise in con-
gressional salaries—the going rate is now
$42,600—than over how our elected repre-
sentatives go about their business. The first
is measurable: “That bum isn't worth a dol-
lar an hour.” The second is a kKind of byzan-
tine labyrinth designed to perpetuate in-
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efficiency, reward old age and bewllder the

average citizen.
It comes as no great shock, then, that the

reorganization bill now before the House
would oil the machinery a bit but not re-
place all those broken gears. It would open
the door to computers and a stronger research
arm and televised committee hearings, but
it wouldn't tamper with the senlority system
from which most of the troubles flow.

POWER VESTED IN ELDERLY

Any husiness that put all its oldest em-
ployes in the top spots, with no question of
merit, would not only ask for trouple but de-
serve it. Yet Congress rocks placidly along
its real power vested mostly in elderly men
who get re-elected forever because the areas
they serve are safely remote from the dis-
tresses of an increasingly urban soclety.

It would be pleasant to think that tele-
vised committee hearings would so expose
the anachronisms of Congress to public
view that the resulting clamor would force
instant reform. But the Senate has been
televising these things for two decades to
no such avail. Perhaps that's  because so
many of the senior men, such as judiciary's
Sen. James Eastland, don't need the pub-
licity and find they can get more done when
the door is closed.

Every other year, when & new crowd of
Young Turks shows up on Capitol Hill,
there’'s talk of dismantling the seniority
system; of toppling such over-the-hillers as
T8-year-old Speaker McCormack. And may-
be one of these days the miracle will hap-
pen. But the lure of a little senlority for
himself, as those above him on the ladder
are defeated or retire or die, has a way of
turning today's reformer Into tomorrow's
standpatter.

Congress is improving the arduous lot of
the representative and senator, giving him
more staff, making his pay more realistic,
speeding the flow of information on which
his decisions hinge. It also has taken the
first tentative steps, via the two-year-old
public disclosure act, to publieize at least
some of the conflicts of interest that too
often abuse the national good.

So the workings of Congress slowly im-
prove, like an old car with a new cluteh. But
the driver, sad to say, still doesn't ask the
passengers where they want to go.

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Jan. 3, 1870]
SeENTORITY POWER, LTD.

Seniority, as it reflects experience, ability,
and leadership, commends itsell as a worthy
and valued attainment. Indulged in the ex-
treme, however, it runs the hazards of age
and the erosions of physical and mental
capacities. Congress, with its time-honored
committee chairman system that rewards se-
niority with tremendous power, is again
under attack on that score.

The fact that at the start of the new year
15 committee chairmen, nine in the House
and six in the Senate, will be over 70 s
adding fuel to criticism that comes within
Congress and the Administration as well as
from concerned cltizens.

Such proposals as that of John Gardner,
former Secretary of Health, Education, and
‘Welfare, to bar anyone over 70 from serving
in Congress are not likely to succeed. And
the exemplary act of Sen. John J. Willlams
in announcing his retirement at age 65 be-
cause of his strong feelings about age will
not set off a stampede to follow suit.

This suggested hewing to a hard and fast
age limit is not necessarily a wise solution
in the case of members of Congress because
of the diverse physical constitutions and
mental capacities of individuals. After all, it
rests with constituents to decide if and when
a representative or senator should be invol-
untarily retired.
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But committee chairmanships within Con-
gress are another matter. The vitality of
Congress as a responsive body rests with the
committee system in which the major legis-
lative work is done.

Senators and representatives who for years
on end have been returned to Congress vir-
tually without challenge from their home
districts have gained top seniority. The sys-
tem not only has produced unbalanced num-
bers of chalrmen representing southern and
southwestern constituencies where one-party
voting predominated for decades; it has also
produced a cluster of aging chairmen without
regard to ability or leadership qualities.

The instances of abuse and incompetence
are sufficiently widespread to warrant break-
ing this grip. An age limit set on committee
chairmen, preferably at 65, will terminate
the virtual lifetime leases held by some and
restore the leadership to experienced but
younger men. This stripping of an elderly
congressman’s chairmanship powers and in-
fluence might also persuade his constituents
to cast about for new blood. It could bring
an infusion of younger men into Congress
whose contributions had something more to
recommend them than the attalnment of
seniority. i

In any event, a turnover :of committee
chairmanships by virtue of an arbitrary age
limitation would remove injuries to pride or
reluctance to offend honored elder statesmen,
at the same time protecting against indefinite
entrenchment of dictatorial powers such as
have thwarted committee efforts and, at
times, even the will of Congress.

[From the Chicago Sun-Times Jan. 14, 1970]
McCorMAcK'S TIME Has CoME

Despite his age and charges that his office
was used as a base for influence peddling,
John W. McCormack is planning to seek re-
election as speaker .0of the House next
January.

McCormack was 78 on Dec. 21. Younger
Democrats have argued that he Is hopelessly
out of touch with the problems of this swift-
changing age. McCormack is accused of let-
ting conservative elements in the party wield
too much influence, particularly Southern
committee chairmen who retain powers to
be reckoned with because of the seniority
system.,

The seniority system itself has no place in
a government that must be responsive to
change. Because a congressman has served
long years in Washington does not neces-
sarily endow him with the wisdom and
knowledge required to help guide the na-
tion's destiny. Congress should not let
length of service be the sole criterion for
selecting committee chalrmen.

Congressmen ought to re-examine peri-
odically the qualifications of their leaders
without regard to the length of their serv-
ice. The spirit of the seniority system no
doubt accounts in some part for the loyalty
of many House Democrats to McCormack,
His friends claim he has the support of 167
out of the House's 245 Democrats and can
easily be re-elected speaker.

The Indictment of McCormack’s long-
time ftrusted alde and a lawyer-crony on
charges of criminal conspiracy and perjury
in connection with allegations of influence
peddling should certainly give pause to Mec-
Cormack’s supporters. This embarrassment
to McCormaeck and to the Democratic Party
should increase the antagonism that exists
toward the speaker among younger Demo-
crats, ;

This antagonism showed last month
during a meeting of a few House members.
McCormack sald to younger members, “I
think some of yout want to run the House.”

“That’s perfectly true, some of us do,”" re-
torted Rep. Frank Thompson Jr. (D-N.J.),
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who is 51 and a combat veteran of World
War II and Eorea.

We belleve it's a falr statement to say men
like Thompson are in closer touch with the
problems of modern America than McCor-
mack who first went to Congress in 1928.
The Sun-Times long has advocated that older
statesmen must step down to make way for
new and able leadership. McCormack's time
has come. We endorse efforts of Democrats
who are willing to challenge the system of
seniority and who want a change.

[From the Salt Lake City Deseret News,
Feb. 12, 1970]

Caw CoNgRESS MoODIFY THE SENIORITY
SYSTEM?

Congress often is notorious for ignoring
its own advice.

As a case in point, 12 years ago it passed
a law requiring chief judges of federal cir-
cult and district courts to relinquish their
jobs at age 70.

But the Congress never got around to re-
quiring the same rule for its own members.
And, indeed, it 1s. such a bastlon for the
senlority system that at least mine of the
most powerful committees in Congress are
controlled by men 70 or older. Six chairman-
ships are held by men past 75, two by men
past 80.

That would not be so bad if ability instead
of length of service were the determining
factor.  Often, men of advanced years can
and do remaln highly effective in leadership
positions.

But not all do. House Speaker John Me-
Cormack, for example, now 78, has lost most
of his effectiveness.

“The House is no longer governed,” says
one Congressional aide, *‘Nobody can he sure
any longer when major legislation will be
brought before the House, It.is a leaderless,
confused group of competing bloc interests,
and something has to give.”

Missouri's Representative Richard Bolling
has proposed what he calls “simple reforms”
of the Democratic Party within the House
which might at least be a step in the right
direction. His plan would, in effect, pick com-
mittee chalrmen by nomination of the
Democratic leader and a majority vote on
those selections by fellow party members. Age
would then be no automatic bar. It shouldn’t
be. But abllity would also be a factor.

Some such system must be devised if Con-
gress i1s t0 accomplish the tasks expected of
it In an increasingly complex society. The
slow pace of the 91st Congress during its first
session, for example, can be attributed at
least in part to their prime.

[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Evening Bulle-
tin, Feb. 17, 1870}

REFORM IN THE HOUSE

An attempt to get a vote of no confidence
in the Democratic leadership of the U.S.
House of Representatives may grab most of
the headlines about tomorrow’'s meeting of
the House Democratic caucus.

But of perhaps more importance is a tame-
sounding resclution calling for a study on
alternatives to the present seniority system of
picking House committee chalrmen.

The challenge to the leadership of Speaker
McCormack, Majority Leader Albert and Ma-
Jority Whip Boggs 1s not insignificant, of
course. The deficlencies that many see in
the Speaker’s performance have long been a
subject of concern and debate. And a num-

-ber of House Democrats are worried lest it

be made a political issue in thelr own cam-
paigns this fall.

But if the challenge picks up a score of
votes in the eaucus, it will surprise most of
its backers. Such confrontations do not ap-
peal to most congressmen, and many would
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probably prefer a stralght vote on the man at
the beginning of the new session next Jan-
uary.

';'Slrm caucus, however, just might start ven-
tilating the cobweb-hung stuffiness of the
seniority system. It will be interesting to
see what the House, with its occasional zeal
for reforming others, will choose to do for
Itself.

The resolution merely asks that a study
committee be appointed to investigate other
ways of choosing committee chairmen and
report back in the spring.

The first question is whether the proposal
will be allowed to come to a vote. If the
caucus leadership packs it with congress-
men who find cobweb-hung stuffiness con-
genial, then the reformers will have to try
a new trick.

Leaders of the Democratic Study Group, an

. informal collection of liberals have suggested

that the caucus be given veto power over
chairmen. If a chairman were voted down,
the next senior Democrat member would
be voted on, and so on. (The Republicans
would have to make up their own rules for
a GOP-controlled House.)

That could be an acceptable alternative.
Or how about a vote of the Democratic mem-
bers of the committee in question? In any
case, there 1s a need to replace the seniority
systemr and brush away the cobwebs.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 17, 1970]
WHO WILL ABOLISH SENIORITY?

The move to unseat Speaker McCormack
with a vote of no confidence In the House
Democratic caucus tomorrow appears to have
evolved into a campaign for modernization
of the House, In the view of Representative
Waldie, who Is spearheading the attack
upon the Speaker, the two causes seem to
merge. Into one. But other more experienced
members are more inclined to strike a blow
now at senlority and similar defects in the
system, while leaving the fate of the Speaker
to a more propitious moment. Herein lles
the greatest hope for rescue of the House
from its lamentable stagnation.

It is true that the T8-year-old Speaker has
become a symbol of the organizational and
procedural hardening of the arterles which
affiict the House, Probably it is also true that
the chance of achieving effective reform will
be meager so long as he is In the driver’s
seat. But a change of pllots would not alone
bring about the modernization that is so
urgently needed. A far more serious drag on
the House as a legislative body is the con-
trol of many of its major committees by con-
servative Southern Democrats in thelr seven-
ties. As Representative Lowenstein sald on
Meet the Press on Sunday, “Even socletles
that worship their ancestors don't auto-
matically put their ancestors in charge of
their Armed Services Committees and what-
not.”

Probably the most practical maneuver at
the moment s that sponsored by the Demo-
crat Study Group, which wants a carefully
selected committee to review the seniority
system and other organizational defects with
a view to action at the beginning of the next
Congress. Representative Bolling, who seems
to be the most influential member of this
group on this subject, has sought for years
to show his colleagues that they do not need
to choose between the existing confusion and
a return to the dictatorship that existed
prior to 1910 under Speaker Joe Cannon.
There is a sensible middle ground—assign-
ment of the ultimate power to select com-
mittee chairmen to the caucus of the party in
power, from nominations made by the
Speaker without regard to seniority.

In our view, the Democratic caucus could
greatly enhance its standing before the pub-
lic by moving in this direction. If 1t falls to
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do so, it may drop a momentous issue into
the lap of the Republicans. Representative
McCloskey has pointed out how vulnerable
the Democrats are to & campalgn against
senility in the House and suggested that
the Republicans could capture the enthu-
siasm of the younger voters by promising to
abolish seniority in the House if a Repub-
lican majority is returned in November. A
campalgn on who could most effectively re-
lleve Congress of the incubus of the senior-
ity system would be welcomed with open
arms.

Many Democrats may be inclined to re-
buff any suggestions of reform when the
“1ssue arises tomorrow to save the face of the
Speaker. But they should be fully alert to
the risk they would take upon themselves
by leaving this enormously popular issue
to the Republicans.

[From the Lincoln (Nebr.) Star,
March 23, 1870]
SENTORITY REFORM SOUGHT

The seniority system in Congress—under
which great power is often vested in elderly
men—has come under attack from wvarious
quarters, Including a' group of youthful
Democratic rebels In the House and Ne-
braska's Third District Rep. Dave Martin, a
Republican.

Martin, convinced that men in their 70’s
should make way for younger talent and con-
cerned that many of the elderly members
are committee chairmen, has proposed a con-
stitutional amendment under which a per-
son could not begin a Senate term ‘after
reaching age 69 or a House term after reach-
ing 70, thus setting 4 mandatory retirement
age of T4 for senators and 71 for House
members, <

We are not so sure that a mandatory
retirement age, like a limit on terms of office,
is a good thing. But it's obvious that a sys-
tem that rewards age while many times over-
looking ability is a bad thing.

In their bid to do something about what
one termed the “antiquated people and an-
tiquated machinery,” 19 Democratic rebels
have served notice that their votes cannot
be taken for granted when the House re-
organizes next January following the fall
elections. They might go as far, they warn,
as voting for a Republican for speaker if a
study of the senlority system is not reported
to the Democratic caucus prior to the elec-
tions.

The party caucus last week, with the sup-
port of the leadership, voted in favor of the
study, but asked .that the report be delayed
until January. The 19 younger, Democrats
want the study completed by June so it can
be digested before leaders are elécted next
term and so that Democrats can make it a
campalgn issue in the fall. A delay until
January, they feel, will put off reform for
another two years.

The pressure being exerted may not be
enough to sway the majority party into Ini-
tlating a reform movement, but the junior
members have to be given credit for trying.
Reform of the seniority system is long, long
overdue.

[From the St. Petersburg (Fla.) Times,
Mar. 23, 1970]
CHALLENGE TO SENIORITY: ORDER IN THE
House

A group of reform-minded Democratic
members of the House of Representatives has
shown the seriousness of its intent to chal-
lenge the seniority system.

Nineteen determined, mostly young Dem-
ocrats have threatened to upset their party’s
control of the House if careful consideration
is not given to a study of committee orga-
nizations, with specific reference to “the cus-
tom of seniority.”
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The liberal representatives are concerned
with some justification, that the study au-
thorized by the House Democratic leadership
could become a meaningless exercise—a
paper concession to cries for reform.

Florlda's Rep. Sam Gibbons had provided
the House with a compromise ‘resolution
which broadened the narrow view of the en-
trenchment, yet satisfied the leadership that
this would not be a shotgun attack on their
senlority system,

Gibbons thus helped avold a nasty party-
split which would have polarized both re-
formers and stand-patters.

However, those who believe the time 1s
long overdue for real reforms in the con-
gressional committee system were set back
by a modifier tacked on to the House resolu-
tion which called for the study. It put off
the reporting date for the seniority study
from June to January.

Bponsors of the resolution wanted the re-
port, to be delivered in time to do something
about the system before the next Congress
is reorganized. January would not only be too
late for that, it would put any reform ac-
tion off for at least another year.

There is new blood in the Congress which
is boiling for a more modern system of rep-
resentation for its constituents.

There is a new interest in the people who
want representatives to have power derived
from ability, not just through time on the
job,

The seniority system has been responsible
for some of Congress’ worst excesses, It has
allowed regional domination of important
committeés by members from the South,
where there was seldom any challenge in
politically safe Democratic districts. It has
replaced responsibility with rote reelection of
Speaker and automatic risings to chairman-
ships.

Failure to support party leadership, to
the point of turning over House control to
the opposition is a serious act.

But it is a measure of the strength of the
movement for congressional reform, and
should be considered for its seriousness by
the Democratic leadership.

[From the Los Angeles Herald Examiner,
March 26, 1970]
SENIORITY SYSTEM

Both Democrats and Republicans took
tentative steps toward reform of the congres-
slonal seniority system last week by endors-
ing review of present methods of appointing
House committee chairmen.

In shaping federal legislation, committee
chairman possess vast powers. Yet many are
well beyond the norm for retirement.

Younger members of Congress are distressed
and feel ineffectual In attempts to advocate
progressive legislation. These men are not
youngsters but mature legislators in their 30s
and 40s who are excluded from the decision-
making process by an outmoded power
structure,

If aging college professors can accept
emeritus roles and elder statesmen of the
corporate world can graciously step down to
advisorial positions then it certainly seems
that senior members of Congress can share
with their younger colleagues some of the
power and authority for national legislation.

Some chairmen have the capacity to func-
tion ably in their 70s and even their 80s. But
they and the Congress probably would func-
tlon even better if young voices were heard.

Young congressmen don't ask for absoclute
administrative power in either the House or
the Senate. But they do deserve a more ac-
tive role in leadership responsibilities.

It is widely conceded that the country as a
whole has a generation problem. This very
well may be reflected in a Congress where
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younger men must grow old before they are
glven any real authority.

[From the Buffalo Evening News,
May 22, 1970]
House SPEAKER STEPPING DOWN

The announcement of Speaker John W.
McCormack that he will retire from the
House at the end of this year should sub-
stantially . broaden opportunities for overdue
and highly desirable institutional reforms in
Congress.

Throughout his 42-year career on Capitol
Hill, the gracious Mr. McCormack has re-
mained loyal to his own personal code, surely
a mark of steady conviction, and, as President
Nixon said, the nation owes the Speaker a
debt for his “statesmanship and patriotism.”

At the same time, however, on-rushing so-
cial and political events have left Mr. Mc-
Cormack somewhat out of touch and, at T8,
he has become something of a symbol of the
Iron system of seniority in the House at a
time when reasoned challenges to that sys-
tem have mushroomed. Of 21 chairmen of
standing committees in the House, for exam-
ple, eight are 70 years or older. Moreover,
Mr. McCormack, while not personally in-
volved, was damaged by recent charges that
an old friend and trusted aide had used his
office as a base for Influence peddling. This
raised questions about whether he adequately
controlled activities even in his own office.

A source of widening differences between
the speaker’s leadership and many Democrats
and Republicans in-the House relates to his
unwillingness to consider broad institutional
reforms in Congress. A couple of years ago,
for example, a very modest reorganization
bill, already approved by the Senate, was
quietly buried by the speaker and Rep. Will-
iam Colmer, chairman of the powerful Rules
Committee. Nor has urgent public concern
over ethical standards for House members
won adequate legislative response.

"~ No doubt Mr, McCormack’s retirement will
trigger a scramble for power among a number
of potential Democratic successors and those
intent on reshuffling the whole leadership
hierarchy.

But a more important ccnsideration, it
seems to us, s that now the chance for vari-
ous internal reforms has brightened. Whether
Democrats or Republicans win a majority of
House seats in November, the leadership
emerging next January will be new, anxious
to cultivate public support and approval, and
with significantly fewer loyalties to the past.
A part of achieving that end should include
facing up squarely to the challenge of insti-
tutional change.

|From the Miami Herald, May 22, 1970]

As SPEAKER JOHN SBTEPS DOWN

John W. McCormack was born in 1881, en-
tered public life in 1917, and was eclected to
Congress in 1928. He has served there longer
than most Americans have lived.

For Mr. McCormack to retire now, at 78,
would seem to be an attractive sunset for
him, and a service to the nation.

His age alone does not prompt us to take
this view, for the experience of his years no
doubt has given him wisdom that could well
be used by younger colleagues. But it makes
it more difficult for him to be representative
of a young country in so powerful a position
as Speaker of the U.S. House Representa-
tives.

The median age in the United States is 27.
Congress has passed laws making it manda-
tory for some civil servants to retire at 70.
A survey of 25 of the nation's top corpora-
tions shows that the average age of their
presidents is 57. These statistical straws do
not by any means indicate that a man of
78 cannot understand the mood of his coun-
try, but they do quite clearly suggest it is
more difficult for him.
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Aside from other considerations, Mr. Mc-
Cormack had developed into the national
symbol of procedural restraints that inhibit
the House as a whole in reflecting the will of
the nation as a whole.

Specifically, he had become the single ma-
Jor target for attacks on the senlority system
that have been mounted by younger con-
gressmen. This system allows congressmen to
rise to powerful committee positions simply
on the basis of how many times they are
re-elected. Years in office count more than
skill and leadership.

The process of re-election does not offer
any surety of leadership. Rather, it has often
been due to a Congressman being from a
“safe” district. This was especially true in the
old one-party South, and in the political ma-
chine areas of the North. So repeated re-
election carried no other guarantees of qual-
ity.

Mr. McCormack himself seemed to make at
least grudging recognition of this when he
endorsed the proposal of some rebelling con-
gressional Democrats that the seniority sys-
tem be subjected to study. Eleven Democrats
in Congress will make that report after the
November elections. It was the nearest thing
to success the rebels ever achleved.

Now, with Mr. McCormack's retirement,
the question has new life and the study may
have new significance. It seems to us that it
should, for Congress in these trying times
cannot afford any artificial barriers between
it and the public will. Tradition alone should
not keep them there.

[From the Roanoke (Va.) Times, May 22,
1970]
McCorRMACK RETIREMENT Is Goop NEws;
Tmrep-BLoop SIcKNESS IN House REMAINS

John McCormack, at 78, symbolizes prac-
tically all that's wrong with the House of
Representatives: All-powerful by virtue of
seniority alone, he is old and sickly, inflexi-
ble in outlook, a stereotype holdover from
Irish Boston's ward-heeling politics of the
Great Depression.

MecCormack was already too old when he
ascended to the House speakership in 1962.
But because the fruits of the House vine-
yard are tasted only by colorless and patient
men—men who hail from safe election dis-
tricts and climb quietly through the com-
mittee ranks over a span of several decades—
McCormack was the automatic choice as
Sam Rayburn’s successor.

So it was, for a time, that McCormack in
the Sixties was only a couple of heartbeats
from the presidency—this because the presi-
dential successlon ladder then mistakenly
ranked House speakers immediately behind
a vice president as backup president. And
so it was, on Nov. 22, 1963, that for a moment
it was thought that Lyndon Johnson as well
as John ¥. Kennedy had been the target of
an assassin’s bullets, and that, incredibly,
this Pleistocene politician from Boston
might be president of the Unlited States.

It did not take long for Congress, and the
country, to repair 'the constitutional over-
sight on presidential succession. But, such
is the paralysis of the House in attempts to
reform itself, it has taken this long a time,
an influence-peddling scandal involving the
speaker’s closest aide, and finally a self-
imposed retirement, to bring an end at last
to the sad rule of John McCormack.

“Few institutions In our national life are
as gravely in need of renewal as the Con-
gress of the United States.” John Gardner
has written, Yet, except among youngesr
House members, there is little sense of ur-
gency; little recognition that MeCormack
and the other tired old men in the House's
inner-sanctum, and the system that brought
them to power, are chiefly responsible for
the low esteem in which the country holds
the lower legislative branch of Congress.
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As Gardner once noted, '"these men are
full of years and honors. They can serve their
country best by stepping aside; that would
be patriotism at its highest.” But because of
stubbornness, self-pride and self-deception,
they stay. So it is that, including McCor-
mack, nine of the most powerful men in the
House are over 70.

Even southern conservatives, who have
Jjealously nurtured the seniority system as a
means of maintaining their control of Con-
gress, finally have begun to sense that John
Gardner and other reformers may be right,
No speaker was ever voted out of office, and
so it was doubtful that even McCormack's
non-leadership would ever have prompted
the tradition-conscious House to violate that
custom. But soon even ftraditionalists are
going to have to permit an overhaul of
House machinery, simply because the pres-
sures of the times and the anger of the
younger members require 1it.

With college-age activists swarming all
over Capitol Hill trylng to get Congress to
reclaim leadership that a previous genera-
tion of liberals shifted to the White House,
MeCormack has shown an exquisite sense of
timing in making his impending retirement
official. Others in Congress, in thelr seven-
ties and eighties, should quickly follow Mc-
Cormack’s example. And, as the necessary
leadership changes are made, the entire
House ought not to miss this rare opportu-
nity to treat the tired-blood, Institutional
diseases that needlessly bring the McCor-
macks to power,

[From the Rapid City (S. Dak.) Journal,
June 25, 1970]
BorH PARTIES SEEM INTENT UPON ALTERING
House SENIORITY SYSTEM

Since South Dakota will send two fresh-
men representatives to the U.S. Congress
next year it is interesting to note that alter-
natives to the House seniority system are

being examined, .

The move is part of the winds of change
beginning to blow in the tradition-bound
House of Representatives. The decision of
78-year-old speaker John W. McCormack to
step down at the end of the session will re-
move a prize symbol of the Old Guard. The
unresolved question 1is whether the new
breeze will be strong enough to topple the
seniority system that places the control of
Congress in the hands of aging men.

For the first time In recent years, the
time-honored method of selecting commit-
tee chairmen—the basis of the House power
structure—Is under concerted attack by
Democrats and Republicans. Both partles
have set up groups to study the system by
which men advance to key posts by longev-
ity of service rather than by merit.

Power in the House now rests largely in the
hands of men born in the last century or
shortly after the beginning of the present
one. Of the 21 committee chalrmen, three
are in their 80’s, six are in their 70's, nine are
In their 60’s and only three are in the 50's
and 40's. Southern Democrats from one-
party districts are chairmen of one-third of
the committees.

The senlority system became established
in the House after 1911, Revolting against
the autocratic Republican speaker, Joseph
Cannon of Illinois, the House stripped him of
his power to appoint committee chairmen.
Instead, it was vested in a committee on
committees. Since World War II, the senjor-
ity rule has been strictly -followed  al-
though there is no rule requiring it.

Bitterners and frustration among younger
members of the House who feel they are
smothered by those born in the last cen-
tury have been responsible for the pressure
brought upon both parties to establish com-
mittees to study the seniorify system.

The issue iz likely to come to a head
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sooner than the leadership expected. A Cali-
fornia Democratic congressman is planning
to introduce amendments to a congressional
reform bill due for debate in July that will
call for committee chairmen over 70 to step
aside. This would reduce the average age of
the chairmen from 68 to 60 years.

The fact both parties have started com-
peting on the issue is a sign the generation
gap is stirring on Capltol Hill at last.

[From the New-Bedford (Mass.) Standard-
Times, June 26, 1970]

YOUNGER LEADERSHIP NEEDED

Next month, triggered in part by pro-
posals of Rep. Thomas M. Rees, D-Calif., the
House of Representatives is expected to de-
bate amendments to a congressional reform
bill that will call for committee chairmen
over 70 to step aslde. If enacted, this change
in the basis of the House power structure
would reduce the average age of the chair-
men from 68 to 60 years.

Power in the House now rests largely in
the hands of men bhorn in the last century
or shortly after the beginning of the pres-
ent one, Of the 21 committee chairmen, three
are in their 80s, six are in their 70s, nine are
in their 80s, and only three are in their 508
and 40s. Southern Democrats from one-party
districts are chairmen of one-third of the
committees.

Bipartisan bitterness among younger mem-
bers of the House had led to pressure on
both Democratic and Republican leader-
ship to study the seniority issue. Rep. James
H. Scheuer, D-N.Y., undoubtedly voices the
frustration of many junior members on both
sides of the ailsle when he complains that,
“This Congress abounds in capable men in
their 30s, 40s and 50s, but they are smothered
by the dead hand of those born in the last
century."”

The: generation gap has been a long time
getting to Capitol Hill. It is to be hoped its
tardy stirrings will produce a more propor-
tionate volce for younger members. We are
inclined to agree with John W. Gardner, head
of the Urban Coalition, that “few institu-
tions in our national life are as gravely in
need of renewal” as the Congress of the
United States and the best first step is an
end to the seniority system.

GENERATION GaP IN CONGRESS

Probably no institution is more important
to the ongoing functions of America’s na-
tional life than the United States Congress
for it represents the very heart of represen-
tative government. Paradoxically, probably
no institution is in greater need of renewal
than is that same Congress,

For the first time in recent history, the tra-
ditional method of selecting committee chair-
men, which is the basis of the powsr struc-
ture in Congress, is under concerted and bi-
partisan attack. Public hearings have been
started by a task force set up to examine al-
ternatives to that power structure—the se-
niority system.

Under attack will be the time-honored sys-
tem in which legislators advance to positions
of power solely because of longevity of service.
Merit and ability have nothing to do with
it.

Power In the House of Representatives now
rests largely in the hands of men born last
century. Of 21 committee chairmen, three
are in their 80s, six in their T0s and nine in
their 60s. Only three are in their 40s or 50s.
One-third are from one-party districts in the
Deep South.

Facing the task force will be the job of de-
termining a formula which will honor a ma-
tured legislator without defining that honor
on age alone, Some of those men in their
70s and 80s remain capable and thelr counsel
cannot be shunted aside. But the concern is
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pointed toward those who have little to offer
save seniority.

Then there is the nagging realization that
other facets of our soclety are setting up
mandatory retirement deadlines based solely
on age. Already in the mill is an amendment
to a proposed congressional reform bill which
would ban committee chairmen who have
reached their 70th year. They would not be
denied committee membership, just the rig-
ors of chairmanship.

There are winds of change blowing in Con-
gress. The unresolved question is whether
this new breeze waflting in the legislative
generation gap will be an il1 wind that
bloweth no man good.

[From the Providence (R.I.) Journal,
May 24, 1970]

AFTER McCORMACK

House Speaker John W. McCormack has
made the right decision. At the age of 78 and
after 42 years of service in the House, he is
stepping aside into a well-earned retirement.

It is somewhat unfortunate that a few
discordant notes have accompanied the act
of retirement. Liberals in the House have
been prodding the speaker to move over and
make way for more youthful leadership. Pol-
iticians with an eye on the big chance had
been contemplating a face-off with Mr. Mc-
Cormack in his own 9th Congressional Dis-
trict in Massachusetts. There is, too, the em-
barrassing evidence that influence peddlers
had abused the speaker's friendship and used
his office for their schemes,

But these discordant notes are of small im-
portance against Mr. McCormack’'s long and
falthful service to his district, his party and
his country. It is a record that has won for
him the respect of his colleagues and the
gratitude of the nation.

Mr. McCormack's retirement has touched
off the usual repercussions. A scramble has
developed in the 9th district where the pros-
pect is that a dozen or more candidates will
compete for the House vacancy. Another
scramble may develop next January when the
House Democrats meet in caucus to elect a
new speaker.

A more significant result of the retirement
may be a new examination of the congres-
slonal system which puts a high value on
longevity and 1ifts many elderly men, long
past the usual age of retirement, to places of
influence.

It 1s not disrespectful to Mr. McCormack
to observe that he showed the effects of his
years and that he has not lately been a force-
ful and energetic speaker. It could hardly be
otherwlise, for no man at 78 can be expected
to display the vigor and alertness that were
his at an earlier perlod.

The point is that a system suffers when-
ever considerable numbers of its positions of
influence are allocated to men of advanced
age, and the present congressional system
suffers from precisely that malady.

Five Senate committees currently are
headed by chairmen over the age of 72. Three
House committees are headed by chairmen
over 80, and six others by men over 70.

Various unsuccessful attempts have been
made to revise the congressional seniority
system and the method of selecting commit-
tee chairmen. Typical was a measure intro-
duced in the Senate three years ago which
would have fixed 70 as the maximum age for
& committee chairman; it was defeated over-
whelmingly with only one affirmative vote.

And yet, despite the flerce resistance which
Congress shows toward reform and its tena-
cious clinging to traditional ways, the evi-
dence multiplies that reform is absolutely
essential in this area if Congress is to play a
responsible role in these troubled times when
80 many of our institutions are being shaken
by change.
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Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. President, time
does not allow me to enter all of the
editorials from various papers in the
United States stating their opposition to
the seniority system. I would like, how-
ever, at this point to read a representa-
tive list of those newspapers that have
gone on record as opposing the Senate’s
seniority system:

The Eugene (Oregon) Register-Guard.

Portland Oregonian.

Oregon Journal.

The Salem (Oregon) Capitol Journal.

Miami Herald.

Philadelphia Inquirer.

Baltimore Sun.

St, Louis Post-Dispateh.

Detroit News.

Washington Post.

San Francisco Chronicle.

New York Times.

Seattle Post-Intelligencer.

Cleveland Plain Dealer.

Chicago Today.

Minneapolis Star.

Rockford (Illinois) Morning Star.

Seattle Times,

Louisville Courier-Journal.

Toledo Blade.

Chicago Sun-Times,

Salt Lake Deseret News.

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin,

Lincoln (Nebraska) Star.

St. Petersburg Times.

Los Angeles Herald Examiner.

Baltimore News-American.

Buffalo Evening News.

Roanoke (Virginia) Times.

Rapid City (South Dakota) Journal.

New Bedford (Massachusetts) Standard-
Times.

Columbus (Ohio) Dispatch.

Providence (Rhode Island) Journal.

Finally, Mr. President, as evidenced by
letters we receive from our constituents,
from comments we hear not only in our
home States but throughout the Nation,
and from other notice that we, as poli-
ticians, ecannot fail to be aware of, it is
obvious that the American public also
repudiates the seniority system.

So, Mr. President, what is it that every
civilized and uncivilized government in
this world have in common? What is it
that every free government and every
dictatorial government have in common?
What is it that every State legislature
and city council in the United States have
in common? What is the only similarity
between Czechoslovakia and Chicago, be-
tween Arabia and Azusa, between London
and Paris, and Louisville and Peoria? The
only thing, Mr. President, that every
form of government known to man in
this world, except the Congress of the
United States, has in commeon, is that
they have rejected every vestige of se-
niority as a fit system of choosing their
leaders. Can we do any less?

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

Mr. PACKWOQOD. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should
like to point out the impression I have of
the great courage of the distinguished
junior Senator from Oregon (Mr. Pack-
woop) in the positions he has taken in
this body ever since he has become a
Member of it.

There are certain things that one pre-
sumably does not do. As a politician, one

29795

does not ever talk about abortion; one
never talks about limitation on family
size, Despite the fact that we do limit
now the number of wives we have, we
have no legal limitation on the number of
children.

I think that the distinguished Senator
in his approach to problem-solving some-
times appears almost to be extreme in
the position he takes. Yet, I would say
that the position he takes would be no
more extreme than the extreme posi-
tion taken on social security some years
back.

As we look back on these positions, I
think we are going to say, “Thank
heavens we do have someone who has
the courage to speak forthrightly on
these matters.”

Just as in the area of population con-
trol, he has been forthright. I think that
the beginning of what I hope will be a
healthy debate on the subject of how we
organize the Senate should be under-
taken. There are many procedures in the
folklore of the Senate for which we hold
great affection, and other procedures that
really restrict our ability to operate and
act effectively and efficiently and respond
in a responsible fashion to our problems.
Perhaps the seniority system is one of
those that should be looked at carefully,
and appraised and analyzed. It may well
be that this body will decide to continue
with it but, every once in a while, we
should have healthy debate about many
of the things that we do.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Oregon for the research he has put
into and the careful thought he has given
the subject, and the position he has
taken, that it is not a radical thought,
and that seniority is not inbred in every-
thing that we do, as he has so ably
shown.

I thank my distinguished colleague for
permitting me this interruption. I again
commend him on his courage, his analyt-
ical powers which he is sharing with his
colleagues, and his forthrightness in the
position he takes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Let me thank my
distinguished colleague from Illinois and
say to him that insofar as he came to
campaign when I was running for elec-
tion, I shall look to him for leadership.
In a country that too often finds leaders
committed to the concept that leadership
means to feel the public pulse and move
neither too far to the right nor to the
left and risk nothing that might hurt
chances for reelection, the Senator from
Illinois, in my estimation, has been a
beacon in leadership, and I hope that he
continues to be for many years to come.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL~
LEN). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
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objection, it is so ordered. At this time,
in accordance with the previous order,
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT) is recognized for not to exceed 1
hour.

OLD MYTHS AND NEW REALITIES—
II: THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, al-
though dangers and uncertainties re-
main, the prospect for peace in the Mid-
dle East has improved. The more favor-
able outlook is the result of the responsi-
ble and politically courageous actions of
the Israeli, Egyptian, and Jordanian
Governments in responding affirmatively
to Secretary Rogers’ letter of June 19,
calling on the parties to implement a
cease-fire, to declare their willingness to
carry out the U.N. Security Council res-
olution of November 1967, and to renew
negotiations through Ambassador Jar-
ring toward the implementation of that
resolution. Both the United States and
the Soviet Union have played construc-
tive roles in bringing about the improved
prospect for peace, the United States by
initiating the cease-fire proposal and
persuading Israel to accept it, the Soviet
Union by its own favorable response and
by the influence it apparently brought
to bear on President Nasser. Also en-
couraging was a Soviet declaration, pub-
lished in Pravda on July 21, repudiating
the allegation that either the Soviet Un-
ion or the Arab States wished to “push
Israel into the sea.”

As Ambassador Jarring’s mediation
gets underway, the first important move
will probably be up to Israel, which, as
the military victor of the moment, can
reasonably, be expected to initiate the
bargaining with a demonstration of flex-
ibility, if not indeed of magnanimity.
Should the Israeli Government agree in
the early stage of discussions, and in
fairly specific terms, to a peace settle-
ment providing for Israeli withdrawal
from the occupied territories and for a
just settlement of the refugee problem—
both as called for in the Security Coun-
eil resolution of November 22, 1967—
the prospect for peace would be better
than at any time since the 1967 war, One
hopes that, in considering the course
which it will now follow, the Israeli
Government will consider the problem in
its full political and moral dimensions
as well as in terms of immediate mili-
tary advantage. This, I am aware, is a
great deal to ask of any government—it
is more than most governments, in-
cluding our own, can usually bring
themselves to do. There are, however,
rewards in farsightedness and generos-
ity—for those who can muster the will
and the wisdom.

One of our own leading Jewish intel-
lectuals, the journalist I. F. Stone, has
placed the problem in its moral perspec-
tive. He writes:

For me, the Arab-Jewish struggle is a
tragedy. The essence of tragedy Is a struggle
of right against right. Its catharsis is the
cleansing pity of seéing how good men do
evil despite themselves out of unavoidable
circumstance and - irresistible compulsion.
When evil men do evll, their deeds belong
to the realm of pathology. But when good
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men do evil, we confront the essence of hu-
man tragedy. In a traglc struggle, the vie-
tors become the guilty and must make
amends to the defeated. For me the Arab
problem is also the Number One Jewish
problem. How we act toward the Arabs will
determine what kind of people we become:
either oppressors and racists in our turn
like those from whom we have suffered, or
& nobler race able to transcend the tribal
xenophobias that afiiict mankind.' !

As a modest contribution in the effort
to transcend the tribal xenophobias that
afflict mankind, I propose today to review
some of the myths and realities of the
Middle East, as I perceive them, to define
as best I can the perspectives of the local
parties and their great power mentors,
and finally to suggest some additional
steps which might contribute to a durable
peace.

1. THE MYTHS

The myths that shape events in the
Middle East are the oldest myths of all.

Some derive from religion. The con-
tested land is a “holy” land; more than
a place for raising crops and building
cities, it is ‘‘sacred soil” for three great
religions. Jerusalem contains both the
Wall of the Temple, which is sacred to
Jews, and the Dome of the Rock, which
is sacred to Muslims. Neither can hold
exclusive title to the city without also
owning the other faith's shrine. Now,
as in the days of the Crusades, religion
exacerbates the issue, because, now as
then, the behavior of the belligerents is
more affected by the zeal with which
they hold their beliefs than by the hu-
mane ethics taught by their respective
religions. Now, as in the past, it is hard
to strike a bargain over sacred soil.

Then there are the myths of mutual
victimization. Perhaps I should say the
half-myths, because both Jews and Arabs
have victimized each other, though surely
not with the deliberate and malign intent
that each attributes to the other.

The Jews are obsessed with the fear
of a repetition of the Nazi holocaust, and
the Arabs do nothing to allay this fear
with extravagant talk about “holy wars”
and about throwing the Jews into the
sea. These threats have understandably
alarmed the Israelis in much the same
way that Ehrushchev’s talk of “burying”
us agitated Americans a decade .ago. As
I shall point out in detail later on, Pres-
ident Nasser and King Hussein have
both, in effect, repudiated such draconian
threats, but the Israelis seem not to have
noticed the disavowals.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his courtesy in sending
me a copy of his speech last week.

I have read the speech carefully and
was deeply impressed by the new ap-
proach ; taken by the distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. He is dealing with a very vital
and complex problem.

In particular, I find his suggestion of
a bilateral guarantee for Israel by our

11, F. Stone, “Holy War,” In The Israel-
Arab Reader (Walter Laquer, ed., New York:
Bantam Books, 1969), p. 324.

August 24, 1970

own country worthy of serious consider-
ation.

After examining the speech, I took the
liberty of drafting a few questions which
I believe might help clarify and expand
some of the thoughts of the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee.

I would like to ask the Senator from
Arkansas whether the United States
could come to Israel's defense under the
treaty the Senator suggests, without the
prior approval of the Security Council.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As the Senator
knows, the treaty is suggested only after
the Security Council has given a guaran-
tee. We would be obligated under the
Security Council guarantee ourselves to
implement that in accordance with our
constitutional processes. However, in
recent years the confidence in the United
Nations has so eroded that I can well
imagine that the Israelis, along with
many other people, do not have much
confidence that the Security Council
would take action. So it is to support the
UN. commitment that I suggested we
fortify it, primarily as an incentive to
the Israelis to proceed with the other
provisions, such as those relating to
withdrawal. Its purpose is to give them
confidence that we would take the Se-
curity Council guarantee seriously. So
when you come to the bilateral guaran-
tee, it simply reiterates and strengthens
our determination to come to their aid.
But, once the Security Council had given
its guarantee, I would see no reason for
a second further action by the Security
Council, if the occasion should arise, for
us to live up to our own commitment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. What puzzles me is if
our guarantee of Israel’s security is based
on a United Nations-imposed settlement,
could not the Soviet Union render the
guarantee meaningless, if it does not
agree with the United States as to who
the aggressor party is.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In issuing the guar-
antee, it is necessary that the Soviet Un-
ion agree to it. They could veto the orig-
inal action issuing the guarantee.

Mr. RIBICOFF. But if at some fu-
ture date there is a violation of the U.N.
agreements, then the Security Council
is going to have to determine the aggres-
sor. The Soviet Union could veto any ac-
tion. How would the United States honor
its own agreement with Israel if you have
a Soviet veto?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Over and above the
Security Council, the guarantee, we
would assume the further bilateral obli-
gation to exercise according to our own
judgment as to the conditions which
warrant our intervention.

I do not consider that the further
guarantee or action by the Security
Council would be necessary at all as a
condition precedent to our coming to
the assistance of Israel in that case.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is what I mean.
Suppose at a later date war breaks out
again between Israel and the Arab States
after the U.N. agreement. How does the
United States reach its decision whether
to come to the assistance of Israel or
not? How will the United States make
this determination?
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. We would make it
in accordance with the constitutional
process, as we have always done—until
recently. To take a hypothetical situa-
tion, if we decided the Israelis were the
chject of aggression by the Arab States,
I think we would be as morally bound as
we can be under the treaty to come to
their assistance. That would not depend
on further action by the Security Coun-
cil. If it did not have that effect, it would
not have the effect of giving the Israelis
the assurance we weuld come to their
defense.

Again, as the Senator knows, I have
been very anxious that we in the Con-
gress play our part in these matters in
accordance with our constitutional proc-
esses. I cannot imagine, having taken the
action of the treaty of guarantee in ac-
cordance with the usual procedure, that
we would have the slightest hesitancy of
going to their assistance. This would be
dependent on the decision of our Gov-
ernment that Israel deserved it under
the terms of the treaty.

To take another hypothetical exam-
ple: if Israel, without provoecation, re-
newed the war, this would remove our
guarantee. It obtains only if Israel is
the vietim of aggression.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator from
Arkansas also states that Israel would
obligate itself, if I state it correctly,
never to violate the U.N-imposed bor-
ders. These, I should add, are the same
borders that led to the 1967 war.

What if terrorist attacks on Israel
mounted from Syria and Jordan con-
tinued? Does Israel still retain the legiti-
mate right of self-defense to cross bor-
ders to get to the attackers who now en-
joy the protection of Jordan and Syria?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. First, if Jordan and
Syria consented to or harbored this kind
of attack, they would be in violation of
the Security Council guarantee and I
think the Security Council ought to take
action. But if they do not, and if the oc-
currence is a clear violation, Israel of
course reserves the right of self-defense
if it is attacked. By agreeing to the
guarantee and the settlement, they do
not give up all rights of self-defense.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Suppose Arab attack-
ers flee back to Jordan, Lebanon, and
Syria. Does the Senator conceive that Is-
raelis, in hot pursuit, could not cross the
borders of Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, or
Egypt to get to the terrorist bases in
those countries?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If it is hot pursuit;
I think they could do that. But here you
raise a difficult factual matter. It is not
unlike questions which have been raised
with us in recent months in Southeast
Asia,

This must be judged by rule of rea-
son, If guerrillas are going back and
forth across the borders, I think the
rule of reason would say yes, the Is-
raelis could defend themselves, even to
the extent of following the guerrillas
across the borders. Then, you get to the
question: Suppose they go all the way
to Amman; suppose they go to the ex-
tent of attacking Jordan. That exceeds
hot pursuit.They should not be allowed
to use hot pursuit as an excuse to occupy
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Egypt or Jordan; they should not be al-
lowed to go beyond what a reasonable
man would say was repelling an attack.
The Senator also assumes the attack is
mounted with the support of the gov-
ernment’s of the countries from whose
territory the guerrillas operate. We
know there are certain bands of terror-
ists here and in other countries which
cannot be controlled. But I do not see
any way to judge this other than to say
that, if a course of action is reasonably
related to Israeli defense, they could do
it; if not, it would be a breach of their
undertaking under the negotiated settle-
ment and under the guarantee of the
United Nations and our own.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is correct
in pointing out these are hard guestions.
Yet, despite unresolved questions, I take
the Senator’s speech very seriously, as
anyone, both in this country and abroad,
interested in the problem of peace in the
Middle East should. The distinguished
Senator as chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate is in
a position of great authority and respon-
sibility. This proposal encompasses his
thinking over a series of years, and cer-
tainly in recent months.

But it becomes important, if other
countries, our own Government and the
Senate is to consider it seriously, to fully
understand the situation. There are Arab
terrorist bands that might choose, even
if the Governments of Egypt, Jordan, and
Lebanon chose to limit their operations,
to continue to harass Israel. They might
continue to assert that Israel must be
defeated, and that Israel must be ejected
entirely from this region.

If there are organized bands that are
going to continue their murderous forays
into Israel, and the Governments of Jor-
dan Lebanon, or Egypt do not stop them,
I do not see how, under those circum-
stances, how it would be possible to
expect Israel to forbear from pursu-
ing these terrorists across neighboring
borders.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think so, too, so
long as the pursuit is reasonably related
to those forays.

First, let me say I would certainly hope
that, regardless of its merits, the Senate
takes the speech seriously. It is the first
speech I have made on the very difficult
sifuation in the Middle East. I have made
it because of a number of factors which
have arisen in recent months which indi-
cate to me that the timing is right and
also, most importantly, that the attitude
of the Russians has altered in the last
several months with regard to ourselves,
and the west in general. I have reference
to what has happened in the SALT talks,
the agreement of the Russians with the
Germans—this would have been most
unexpected a year ago—and some other,
less important happenings which indi-
cate to me that the Russians themselves
have recognized the seriousness of con-
tributing an adversary, belligerent atti-
tude toward us and toward the West.

There seems to be an attitude that
they are willing to explore ways of lessen-
ing the continued belligerency with us,
with the West generally, and especially
with Western Europe and Germany.
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So, whether my proposal is practical
or not, I intended it as a serious speech.
I certainly did not intend to just stir up
controversy in an irresponsible way.
Whether or not a suggested course of
action is feasible and workable is always
open to guestion or suggestion.

Coming to a more specific part, I per-
sonally do not believe these guerrilla
bands can be a great problem to Israel
unless they have the support of the coun-
try from which they operate. If the nego-
tiations result in an agreement which can
be guaranteed—I do not mean guerrillas
or other nongovernmental people—and
the governments agree, and they con-
tinue to support the guerrillas and allow
them to operate, if they do not take all
reasonable means to control them, I
would say they would be in violation of
their own agreements and would be in
violation of the negotiated settlement.

But assuming, as the Senator has—I
think he has assumed this—that even
though the governments of Jordan and
Syria took reasonable means to control
them, but the activities went beyond
their ecapacity to control, then circum-
stances would exist in which, as the Sen-
ator has properly said—and I have too—
the Israeli Government would be entitled,
in the exercise of hot pursuit, to do every-
thing reasonably calculated fo stop those
forays into their country.

In the past—I suppose up to the pres-
ent—the fact is that if those guerrilla
bands did not have the explicit approval,
certainly they had the tacit approval of
their host governments.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I do not think there is
any doubt about that. With regard to
your statement that Egypt and Jordan
had repudiated their previously stated
intention to drive Israel into the sea—I
wish this were so. I have tried to follow
this situation very carefully. And except
for interviews with foreign or American
correspondents for external consump-
tion, I have never seen any press reports
where Nasser, in any statement made to
the people of Egypt, ever asserted that
Egypt must eventually live in peace with
Israel. I believe his acceptance of the
U.N. resolution of November 1967, has
always made complete Israeli withdrawal
a condition precedent for the application
of the provisions of the rest of the resolu-
tion, has it not? That is what bothers
me.

It is one thing to have an interview
with a network television interviewer and
be expansive and gracious because one is
dealing with an American audience which
expects such a statement, it is clear he is
trying to influence American public opin-
ion, and our own Government siezes on
these statements. But then he keeps the
pot boiling in his own country. He has not
prepared his people for peace—which
leads me to suspect his statements to
American audiences.

How different it would be if Nasser
were to tell his own people, and other
Arabs who look to him for leadership that
the time had ‘come to live in peace with
Israel, to have secure borders, to work
out problems on a mutual basis, and that
an Arab policy of driving Israel into the
sea is a thing of the past. Does not the




29798

Senator think Nasser could do that, if he
really wanted peace with Israel?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course, we can
all think that all people in public life
ought to be more frank and open in their
statements, but I have observed that
these leaders are not alone in their
tendency to speak one way to one audi-
ence and another way to another. But the
basic fact is that we are in a very diffi-
cult situation today and the question is
what to do about it? These Arab leaders
have publicly, on numerous occasions,
stated that they do not subscribe to the
idea of destroying Israel; they have said,
in effect, that they are willing to accept
Israel’s existence, and they are anxious
to implement the 1967 resolution which
in itself provides, if it provides anything,
for the acceptance of the permanence of
Israel, and also for the forsaking of the
state of belligerency, and the opening of
the canal, and all those others of which
the Senator is aware.

I grant that it is a very difficult situa-
tion in which to be optimistic about peo-
ple living up to their protestations, public
or otherwise, but we come back to the
question again. What do we do about it?

I think it is worthwhile, in view of the
present situation, to seek to get a formal
agreement by the heads of the govern-
ments concerned. These governments are
not constituted quite like ours, and we
know their emotions are very great. I
have heard for years that the leaders of
those nations dare not publicly make
concessions, because they would all be as-
sassinated. It is that kind of area. They
could not dare to say to their own peo-
ple exactly what they have said in public
statements to us and to the world. How-
ever, they have not been secret state-
ments. They have been public state-
ments, They have been reported widely in
the press, on television, and over radio.

The Senator is raising the question of
consistency in all public statements by
leaders in various countries. To a greater
or lesser degree, we find that a degree of
inconsistency is characteristic of most
leaders of most parts of the world.

I do not wish to inject into this discus-
sion criticisms of our.own people, but I
think I could generalize by saying incon-
sistency is not unknown in our own coun-
try, both as to domestic politics and in-
ternational polities. It occurs to a greater
extent; I think, in the latter; because pas-
sions and emotions are much stronger in
matters of international relations.

It is for that very reason that it is all
the more important to try to bring about
the kind of resolution of this tragic war
that I am suggesting here. It may be that
there is not sufficient ground for any
trust at all that we can do anything
about it. The present situation is very
bad; I think the Senator will agree with
that. If it were not so bad, I would not
be so interested in making the sugges-
tions I have. But it is very bad, and I
think we would lose very little by at least
trying to bring about this kind of agree-
ment. If it fails, I do not see that we will
be any worse off. If the parties do not
agree, or things do not pan out, I do not
know that we shall be any worse off than
we are now. I think there is a good
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enough chance of progress to justify the
risk of trying to negotiate a peace.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me add that I
think we get the same argument in con-
nection with trying to negotiate a peace
between ourselves and the Russians.
There are many people, in public life and
private life, who say, “You cannot trust
the Russians; there is no point in trying
to make any agreement with them.” I
have heard that said on this floor.

That may be; and I am not so com-
pletely naive, I do not think, as to say
you can trust them for anything. But
people do have interests. I think they
have interests. In this case, I think both
sides have an interest in settling the war.

I think all of us, from time to time,
become quite irrational in these interna-
tional matters. I believe in trying to do
our best to bring about negotiation; and
this is the best formula I can think of at
the moment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am assuming that
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, in suggest-
ing this security treaty with Israel recog-
nizes that the United States does have
vital interests in the Middle East, al-
though I note he has brushed aside the
concept of geopolities, in defining our
Nation’s interests in the world.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think, outside of
our Nation's sentimental and cultural
attachment to Israel, if we could wipe
out all the historical and political rela-
tionships we have, it would be quite a
different matter. We do not have any
formal treaty that obligates us to do any-
thing about Israel, unless it is through
the United Nations. Under the United
Nations Charter, we, together with the
other members, do have a responsibility
to try to deal with threats to the peace.
I know that. But we and other peoples
have lost confidence in the U.N.; there-
fore, we do not take it seriously. We have
not taken it seriously with regard to
Vietnam. We did not go to the United
Nations when we started intervening
there; we thought it was unimportant.
It was only as an afterthought, after such
people as Wayne Morse complained
about it, that this country submitted the
matter, in a very casual way, to the
United Nations, and did not really
press it.

There is no formal obligation to Israel.
I would not consider, if we had no rela-
tionships of a cultural and sentimental
kind with Israel, that the question of who
controls Israel would involve a direct
threat to the United States.

Mr, RIBICOFF. Is it of no concern to
the distinguished Senator that the Soviet
Union is now in a position of being the
dominant power strategically in the Mid-
dle East? We must take into account the
whole Mediterranean area including our
NATO allies Greece, Turkey, France, and
Italy. Then there is the Indian Ocean and
the Red Sea to consider. Can you say all
of these areas have no bearing on U.S.
interests? That the obligations under
NATO have no meaning, with the con-
tinued growth and power of Russia in the
Middle East, that the Russians have
sought for the last 200 years?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think the
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Senator should be so absolute, in speak-
ing of “no concern” and ‘“no interests.”
These matters are not that absolute.

First, I question the Senator's asser-
tion that Russia is the dominant power
in that area. We still have very impor-
tant bases and arrangements with both
Greece and Turkey, as well as with all
the countries of Western Europe. We
have a fieet that is much more powerful
than anything the Soviets have in the
Mediterranean.

‘We have grown accustomed, ourselves,
to believing that we have the sole right
to be dominant in all oceans. I think the
Russians certainly have succeeded in pro-
jecting the strength of their presence in
the Mediterranean, but I certainly would
not say they are dominant. Their
strength at least approaches parity, we
might say.

The changing character of warfare, in
any case, has brought about a change
in the concept of dominance. That, I
think, is the basic assumption of the
SALT talks: If progress is being made
in the SALT talks as we are told it is, I
believe it is because the Russians feel they
have achieved some reasonable parity in
their overall strength, especially with re-
gard to nuclear weapons.

The Senator has raised some very far-
reaching questions in speaking about
dominance. I do not know that either
country dominates these areas. The
Soviets have great strength in the Middle
East. There is & great deal more involved
there, of course, than Israel.

But as to the Middle East as a whole,
although the Senator appears to think
the oil interests are so important, I do
not think they are absolutely vital to the
United States. We have alternate re-
sources, The Middle East oil resources
are much more vital, if that is the proper
word, or more important, at least, to
Western Europe than they are to us.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why is not Western
Europe doing something about it?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think Western
Europe is not doing enough about any of
these problems because their attitude is
one of letting the United States assume
the burden.

France, of course, used to be an arms
supplier for Israel. They had an agree-
ment with the Israelis to provide them
with planes, and after having received
payment for them, broke that agree-
ment and established an arms embargo
against Israel. I would guess the French
did that because France sees an oppor-
tunity of improving her trade and influ-
ence in the Middle East while insuring
her oil supplies.

England today does not have much of
a role left to play in the Middle East.
They assume that the United States will
carry the burden. I would hope that
France and England would take a more
active, constructive role. In speaking of
the four powers getting involved, in a
settlement, I think the Israelis have just
cause for concern. France and England
are apparently willing to back the Arabs
for their own narrow interests, and the
Soviet Union is certainly backing the
Egyptians all the way. With the United
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States bending over backwards to be
evenhanded, this must leave Israel with
a very empty feeling.

This is of utmost concern, and that is
why the Senator’s suggestion of a treaty
of guarantee for Israel has important
meaning, if we are eventually golng to
bring a lasting peace to the Middle East.

I have read some critical ecomments
about the Senator’s speech from various
sources. But this proposal of a treaty is
the most important and valuable part of
the Senator’s presentation. I think it
could be of vital significance and I would
like to see the United States adopt a bi-
lateral agreement such as the Senator
has suggested. I recognize that there are
many roads that we would have to travel
before that could be reached. But it could
be an important factor bearing upon any
durable settlement, in the Middie East.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It seems to me that
a possibility that the Senator apparently
excludes, which I think could be signifi-
cant, is not that the countries of Western
Europe—which I think we agree have a
greater immediate interest in access to
Middle East oil than we do—are not
concerned about Israel, but rather that
they have a different view of the Rus-
sians and of the threat of the Russians
and communism than we do.

In all honesty, I think we have, for
various reasons—some of them quite
good reasons, especially in the days of
Stalin—become almost obsessed with the
threat of the Russians, or what used to
be called, and still is by some people, “the
international Communist conspiracy.”

I do not mean to say there was no
reason or basis for that in the old days.
But I think the development of nuclear
weapons and the means of their delivery,
as well as a number of other things, have
served to change both the Western Euro-
peans’ ideas and those of the Russians
about warfare; and I think we have been
slow to catch up to their, I believe, more
reasonable views. I think that part of our
trouble in Southeast Asia is attributable
to this. It is at least possible that they
view the threat differently and that they
do not believe that Russia is trying to
take over, to own, and prevent Western
Europe’s access to Middle East oil.

Many people do not perceive the ri-
valry between the Russians and our-
selves in quite the same terms that we do.
It is not for me to attribute motives to
the French either one way or the other.
The French are not new on the interna-
tional scene. I cannot help think that
they have an appreciation of their own
interests, and I believe they have de-
cided that their own interests demand a
relaxation of those attitudes which have
divided the world, that the French would
like to see some adjustment, and would
like to see some settlement of this mat-
ter in the Middle East. Perhaps they
are critical of the suggestion. I am not
aware of what others besides the local
newspapers think about it.

In the final analysis, this suggestion
is put forward as an effort to find a basis
for an agreed settlement of this war
which troubles everybody. It troubles the
Western Europeans. I have no doubt that
they are concerned about it.

De Gaulle also exhibited some interest
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in trying to bring about better relations
with Russia and Eastern Europe. We
have usually resisted this idea, on the
theory, as many people say, that “You
cannot trust the Russians.,” I do not
know how far they can be trusted in that
sense. I trust them in this—that sooner
or later they will recognize where their
own interests lie. Their interests, I am
convinced, are the same as ours in this
connection and in other areas, and that
is to stop the arms race and to stop the
continued escalation of the attitude of
belligerency that we have entertained for
so long. Therefore, if they are not en-
tirely devoid of reason—and I hope we
are not either—perhaps some kind of
accommodation can be brought about.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I wish I were as con-
fident as the Senator. I wonder how he
would interpret the presence of over 10,-
000 military personnel in Egypt today.
There are more Soviet-piloted supersonic
jets in Egypt than the entire total in the
Israel air force. Does the Russian mili-
tary presence in Egypt concern the Sen-
ator?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I said a moment ago
that I am not so Pollyanna-ish as to
think that this is going to work out with-
out any problem. It does concern every-
body, because the Middle East situation
focal point of the escalating confronta-
tion between ourselves and the Russians.

I remind the Senator that the Russians
have far fewer of their men under arms
abroad than we have. I can name a dozen
places; 10,000 men is a relatively small
number. We have that many in Spain.
Think of how many we have scattered in
various countries in the Far East. How
does the Senator interpret that? How
does the rest of the world look upon our
actions? Does the Senator believe that
because we have 60,000 troops in Korea
or 10,000 in Spain, we are trying to
dominate the world?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would say that we
certainly intend to exercise influence in
those specific areas where our own mili-
tary personnel are located. There is no
guestion in.my mind that we are not
there for altruistic reasons.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that many
of these are the outgrowth of former
times, when the conditions, as I have
said, warranted bases abroad more than
they do now. I, along with a number
of other Senators, have long adovcated
that we bring home some of those
troops, both from Europe and from the
Far East. ‘

I think the Senator tends to ascribe
to the Russians evil motives which we
reject on our own part. I am not say-
ing that we should take the Russians at
face value. What we are doing here is
trying to set down conditions that would
provide an equitable basis for negotia-
tions and give the parties involved some
confidence that if they negotiate, we
and the other nations will live up to our
undertaking under the United Nations.

If a negotiated settlement cannoi be
agreed upon, and the Security Council
cannot guarantee it without the ap-
proval of the Russians: If we have to
assume that the Russians would never
live up to their promises and that no-
body else would either, then there is no
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hope whatever for any negotiated set-
tlement.

The meaning of that would be that
there is no alternative to a settlement
by arms. I am not willing to accept the
theory that there is no possibility of
anything but an all-out Armageddon.
That is the alternative, it seems to me,
to proposing some kind of negotiated
settlement.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In the settlement that
the chairman contemplates, does he en-
visage that the Russian military per-
sonnel and Soviet pilots would leave
Egypt?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would certainly
think that they would, eventually. I do
not think they would do so before an
agreement. It would depend upon the
terms of the agreement.

Mr. RIBICOFF. If there were such an
agreement.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know that
we could demand that, any more than
they could demand that we get out of
Turkey and Greece. I would like very
much to make an agreement with them
that we both bring our troops home from
all the places to which we have sent
them as a result of the cold war, espe-
cially in the era of Stalin.

I think we all have to be a little more
objective with regard to other countries.
The assumption that we do all these
things only for the welfare of all the
world, and that we have no national in-
terest different from that of others, and
that we are good people and everybody
else is suspect, is not a basis upon which
to build confidence and trust, especially
in the United Nations. If we are to make
the United Nations work, if we are going
to have any degree of collective security,
we have to have some trust in other
people.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is very
experienced in these matters. Have not
the Israelis shown flexibility, and a will-
ingness to run grave risks by undertaking
these talks, even in the face of the
breaches of the cease-fire that have taken
place?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope they will
show some flexibility, but I am not op-
timistie. Anything is possible. I often de-
spair of the rationality of men all over
the world as well as in our own country.
But I always have to come back to the
principle that it is completely defeatist
to say that there is no hope other than
for an all-out nuclear conflict. Therefore,
I struggle to find alternatives.

I would say that if nothing is done, if
the situation is left as it is, it is not prom-
ising for the Israelis or the Arabs, or
for us or the Russians.

This proposal of mine is simply sub-
mitted as a suggestion. I would certainly
welcome a better suggestion as to how
to settle the Middle East war. I do not
accept trial by arms as a good alterna-
tive. I think that the escalation of weap-
onry on each side can only end in dis-
aster.

I am seeking an alternative to the
present course of events. If this sug-
gestion is not approved, if it is discarded
and no better alternative is provided,
we will be no worse off. The situation
will remain as it is, which is to say, very
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dangerous. I think all will agree that it
is very dangerous. The Israelis, for the
moment, occupy Arab territory. The
Senator knows that we certainly pub-
licly subseribe to the prineciple of the
resolution of 1967, that the acquisition
of territory by aggression is no longer
acceptable international practice. We
profess that. If we do not mean it, we
just do not mean it. But I think it is a
good principle.

I think that nothing can be lost by
attempting to settle this problem by
negotiations rather than by a trial of
arms—in other words, by simply keep-
ing on as we have in the past, with more
and more arms on both sides. I do not
have any great confidence that this will
be accepted or that any other rational
means will be accepted. I only hope that
it will be. I think that it is worthy of dis-
cussion and that it may precipitate some
better suggestion from the administra-
tion or from the Senator from Connecti-
cut. If the Senator from Connecticut
has a better suggestion, I welcome it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I commend the Sena-
tor for trying to find a solution, To allow
things to drift would be a tragedy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think so, too.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Even though there are
some points in his speech that I disagree
with—I personally commend the Senator
for taking the time and effort, and for
drawing on his own sources of knowl-
edge in attempting to come up with a
possible solution.

I have one other question: I note
that the United Nations Security Council
resolution of November 22, 1967, states:

The right of every state in the area to live

at peace within secure and recognized boun-
daries, free from contention or acts of force,

This to me contemplates some adjust-
ments of the boundaries, yet the Senator
in his speech talks about Israel’s having
to give up all the territories and moving
back to exactly what the boundaries were
before the 1967 war. I believe that almost
all serious impartial observers have rec-
ognized there will have to be some ad-
justments of Israel’s boundaries because
some of them are not realistic and cer-
tainly not defensible. Just as one ex-
ample, I remember traveling from Tel
Aviv to Jerusalem and traveling in a
steadily shrinking corridor in between.
It seemed to me that this calls for a re-
adjustment. Does the Senator contem-
plate that Israeli withdrawal would be to
the exact borders as it had before the
1967 war?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Well, I think this
has been and is the principle of the 1967
resolution. The Secretary of State, I be-
lieve, used a phrase which I quote later
in my speech, with allowance for—I
think it is an “insubstantial alteration”
for purposes of security—but this is cer-
tainly a most serious matter and we can
engage in negotiations on it, but always
in accordance with the principle that all
of the subscribers to the 1967 resolution
announced concerning withdrawal from
territories acquired by war. I think that
the security of other very sensitive areas,
such as the Golan Heights, Sharm el
Sheikh, and the Gaza Strip should be
guaranteed at least for a reasonable time
by United Nations’ security forees. As
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the Senator knows we have previously
placed United Nations’ security forces
along the Egyptian-Israeli border for the
purpose of providing security in those
areas. It did not work very well, The
Senator is aware of that.

Mr. RIBICOFF, What bothers me is
that when Nasser told the United Na-
tions forces to get out, they got out. How
does the Senator contemplate that
United Nations' security forces will cope
with a future government order to leave
its territory?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If they negotiate a
Security Council agreement, they should
agree not to remove such forces. Many
people believe that the action the Sena-
tor refers to should not have been taken
without further consultation with the
United Nations. But this is a matter
which should be settled in the agreement
and in the guarantee of the Security
Council.

I agree with the Senator, in this sense,
that it is difficult to solve these matters.
My proposal will not work unless the
Russians have changed their attitude to
accord with what I have suggested and
unless they want to make it work. If they
do want to make it work and they can
have influence, as we would be able to
have influence, and as the other major
powers, the other countries immediately
concerned would, there is a fair chance
that it would work.

I am well aware, as is the Senator
from Connecticut, that any agreement
can be breached, no matter how solemn.
They have been in the past. But, again,
we come back to the point: What do we
suggest as an alternative? It seems to
me that the only alternative is reliance
solely upon arms. That is certainly
a/ worse alternative and one which is
even less likely to bring about a degree of
peace than an agreement solemnly
agreed upon and backed by the countries
of the Security Couneil.

I will go further and state that I think
it is their own self-interest, more than
anything else, which might be brought
into play here, in order to preserve the
peace. I do not think it is in the interests
of the Russians to confinue the arms
race—because of the possibility of a war
with us—any more than it is in our own
interest to do so.

If this reasoning is not true, then the
whole thing is not worth anything. But if
if it is true, then there is an opportunity
to focus it and to allow it to be expressed
in an agreement such as I have in mind.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Does the Senator from
Arkansas contemplate, when he talks
about a United Nations security foree,
that this will be the beginning of a per-
manent peacekeeping force under the
aegis of the United Nations? Does the
Senator contemplate this as an oppor-
tunity for the United Nations to be a
meaningful organization instead of just
a debating society?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would hope so.
One of the two main reasons for my
speech, and one of the things that made
me speak on it now, is the approaching
25th anniversary of the United Nations.
The confidence of all nations, including
our own, in the United Nations has grad-
ually eroded. As the Senator has stated,
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many people these days refer to it as a
debating society. I believe the U.N. has
the possibility, if we can ever make it
work, of bringing some stability to this
troubled world. What appeals to me par-
ticularly about this approach is, as I have
stated, that the national interest of the
Russians in this case has a greater de-
gree of identity with our own than in any
other major conflict that I can think of—
far more than in Southeast Asia, or any
place else that I can think of at the
moment, other than such minor matters,
relatively speaking, as the Austrian
treaty on the Antarctic Treaty, in which
the United Nations did play a role. But
this is a much more important question
and far more dangerous than either of
those. I think that the interest of the
Russians, whether they think so or not,
is the guestion the Senator raises. But I
think their interest is quite similar to
ours over the long term. Therefore, it is
my basic assumption that our two inter-
ests have come together, and that the
Russians would be willing to enter into
this agreement and to undertake a guar-
antee that leads me to believe in the pos-
sibility of creating an international po-
lice force, for example, capable of han~
dling the Middle East situation.

We have had some earlier experiences
in this—the Cyprus issue, and the previ-
ous ones in the Middle East. We had
some degree of U.N. action in the Congo.
There have been some small successes
but they have, indeed, been small.

In this case, there is an opportunity
for a large success. And success is pos-
sible if the Russians recognize or believe
as I do, that it would be in their interest
to bring about a settlement now that
they have achieved a presence in the
Mediterranean and in the Middle East.
While I do not think their presence is
a dominant one, or one that can exclude
us, it is nevertheless, an important one.
With all that as background, they may
agree to action by the United Nations,
if such an agreement is in their interest,
as I believe the Senator will admit that
it is.

So it would be of great importance to
the future of the United Nations itself
and it would be a great contribution to
a revival of faith in the United Nations
if it could be made to work., That would
be no small matter to all the world—
including ourselves. I think it would be
8 great thing if it could be done but it
cannot be done without agreement of
the permanent members of the Security
Council, including, of course, the Rus-
sians.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, in the
Middle East, no matter what the Se=
curity Council or the United Nations does,
if the United States and the Soviet Union
do not really mean to have peace there
will be no peace in the Middle East. The
good faith of the United States and the
Soviet Union are really an absolute con-
dition to achieving peace in that part of
the world,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is right.
I agree with that statement.

‘Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Arkansas feel that the
United States wants a settlement in that
part of the world so badly that 'it would
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force the Israelis into a bad settlement?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would hope not. I
certainly do not think so. T am bound
to say that I think the administration in
what it has said and in what it has done
up to now has taken a wise approach
to the problem.

I do net think they are so overly eager
that they would abandoen our interests, or
the interests of the Israelis or that of
50 many people in our country who feel
such a strong attachment to Israel.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am interested in the
Senator's interpretations of the U.S. re~
actions to the violations of the ceasefire
by the Russians and Egyptians.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Americans have
said that the evidence of those vioclations
has been inconclusive.

As the Senator knows, I have no inde-
pendent knowledge of what has taken
place. I have known people who have a
weakness for seeing these matters in the
light of their own versions and appre-
hensions. I have no reason to doubt that
our Government felt there was consider-
able doubt about whether there had been
infractions and, if so, whether they were
substantial infractions. I do not know
any more than the Senator from Con-
necticut does. We read the same news-
papers. I have no independent knowl-
edge. But our Government, with the best
technical facilities we have, has inspected
the area by air.

I do not know whether they have any
other intelligence; they may have. But
the Senator knows that these allegations
are not conclusive. There may be doubt
as to whether the violations, if any, were
substantial. That is all I know about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Arkansas has ex-
pired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Arkansas be permitted to
continue for 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, what
troubles me particularly is the attitude
of the Defense Department and the State
Department concerning these violations.

I feel from reading articles in the
newspapers by reporters whose judg-
ment I respect as and, who are knowl-
edgeable, and who treat facts with great
integrity, and from the picture I have
seen, that a large number of missiles
were in fact put into place after the
cease-fire,

What concerns me is the attitude of
the United States in being angry with
Israel for not swallowing these serious
violations while walking so tenderly in its
actions with the Russians and the Egyp-
tians to try to rectify the breach of the
cease-fire.

Mr. President, Al Friendly's article in
the Washington Post of August 22 en-
titled “Scenario for Middle East,” talks
of “the fear in Israel that the United
States wants a settlement so badly it will
bludgeon Israel into a bad settlement.”

Peter Grose wrote an article in the
Sunday New York Times of August 23,
entitled “Israelis Critical of U.S. Role on
Missiles.”
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The miniconflict with Washington may be
a foretaste of the kind of “support” they
can expect from their ally as the bargaining
gets tough. With friends like this, as they
say, who needs enemies?

The New York Times editorial of Au-
gust 22, “Near-Disaster in Mideast” con-
tends that “Washington has responded
to Israel’s legitimate protests in a less-
than-creditable fashion” and ‘the
critical failures, in intelligence,” were
American.

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

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

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 22, 1970]
SCENARIO FOR MIpnpLE EasT
(By Alfred Friendly)

JERUSALEM.—AS near as one can see it
from here, the scenario of the end of the
first act of the American Middle East peace
initiative looks about like this:

Special mediator Gunnar Jarring will tell
the Israelis that their official proposal this
week, for the discussions to be held in a
Mediterranean or European city and at the
foreign minister level, is simply not the basis
for a deal. However much he may himself like
Israel’s terms, the Arabs don't, and that’s
that. So it's New York and at the level of
the permanent United Nations representa-
tives, or nothing.

But, perhaps as soon as Sunday, the Israeli
cabinet will decide, bitterly, to accept the
terms and some time thereafter the talks
will start.

Israel will accept because a majority in its
government wants the peace discussions as
much as the other parties at interest, the
Arabs, the Soviets and the United States.
Nasser's War of Attrition did not, to coin a
verb, attrite it, but all the costs were escalat-
ing, in lives as well as money.

Facing the inevitable, then, why did the
Israelis put themselves to such an anguished
period for the last three weeks, refusing to
give an officlal reply to Jarring, letting them-
selves in for the propaganda accusation that
they were stalling, when they had already
agreed in principle?

The answer {s that in Israel’s eyes the peace
talks are a much less attractive proposition
in the third week of August than they were
in the first. Two broad sets of events soured
the potion that Willlam Rogers and Joseph
Sisco had mixed—a potion not very tasty to
Israel to begin with.

The first was the evidence—so it seemed
to Golda Meir and her government—that the
support they thought they had from the
United States was dissipating:

The detalls of the two main elements lead-
ing to that view—the wording by which
America relayed Israel’s acceptance to Jar-
ring and Washington’s prolonged refusal to
credit the charges of cease-fire violations—
have been thrashed out so often and at such
length in the last days as to need no repeti-
tion,

But in both episodes, Israel saw America's
action, and then its non-action, as very bad
omens for its future firmness when the going
gets really rough, when the talks about settle-
ment: get down to cases. The fear here is
that the United States wants a Middle East
settlement so badly that it will bludgeon
Israel into a bad settlement.

It should be added, though, that the game
of America-loves-us, America-loves-us-not
has probably been going on at two levels. The
lower one, closely tied to internal political
considerations and public attitudes in a de-
mocracy, was the visible one. At upper
levels—Mrs. Meir to President Nixon, foreign
minister to State Department, chief of staff to
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Pentagon—Iit is pretty certain that American
assurances were much stouter, more credible
and comforting.

Therefore, what depresses the leadership
in Israel more than the recent public slings
and arrows from Washington is the utter ab-
sence of any signs of pacific intent from the
U.AR.

The recent utterings of Nasser, his foreign
minister and his publicist have been blood-
curdling.

Very well, it can be said, these are only
speeches, “You have to make allowances for
Arabs,” Nasser was politically obliged to say
what he did, and so forth.

But even at the most elementary, harmless
level of human decency, that of prisoners of
war, Egypt has put on the ugliest face, pre-
cisely counter to its most recent undertaking
in the cease-fire agreement to “abide by the
Geneva Convention’ on POWSs and to accept
Red Cross intervention.

The second discouraging phenomenon is
the Egyptian insistence that the peace talks
be in New York, the last place for the quiet
diplomacy that is required, and that the level
be that of the permanent U.N. representa-
tives. It is scarcely a great forward step to
peace to bid Jarring talk to three people
whom he could reach any day in the last two
years by phone and who were always under
obligation to deal with him.

Finally, the most discouraging and im-
portant phenomena of all were the violations
of the cease-fire by advancing SAM-2 missiles
into the standstill zone It was hardly the
act of a country whose principal aim is to
make a peace settlement.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 23, 1970]

MipEAST 1: ISRAELIS CRITICAL OF U.S. ROLE
oN MISSILES
(By Peter Grose)

Ter Aviv.—The game diplomats play got a
little rough last week between Israel and
the United States. Each capital played ac-
cording to rules determined by its own na-
tional interests in the Arab-Israeli confron-
tation, and since the immediate interests
diverged, so did the rules of the game.

Yet this “crisls of confidence"” between Is-
rael and the United States was probably only
& pale shadow of what can be expected in
the weeks ahead when fragile peace mnego-
tiations begin in earnest. That is what wor-
rles the Israelis: The miniconfliet with
Washington may be a foretaste oi the kind
of “support” they can expect from their
ally as the bargaining gets tough. With
friends like this, as they say, who needs
enemies?

The immediate point at issue centered in
the realm of sophisticated intelligence gath-
ering. Israel’s public charges of an Egyptian
and Soviet buildup of missile air defenses in
violation of the Aug. 7 cease-fire agreement
were initially greeted by official silence, and
private annoyance, in the United States.

THE U.S. STAKE

Israell diplomats understood the reasons
for American reticence—the complaints of
violation could serve to undermine the en-
tire American diplomatic initiative almed
at starting talks between Israel and the Arab
states. At the very least, the Israell Intel-
ligence reports cast grave doubts on the sin-
cerity of the United Arab Republic in en-
tering upon a cease-fire and standstill agree-
ment and the parallel peace-making effort,
in which the Nixon Administration had such
a heavy investment.

What really rankled here were the reported
innuendos from Washington that Israel was
inflating, perhaps even falsifying, the ‘evi-
dence, either to undermine the negotiating
process or to pry out of Washington more
jet fighter-bombers and other war materiel.

“700 MUCH"

“This is really too.much,” snapped the
generally restrained Abba Eban, Israel's For-
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eign Minister, “On the one hand our adver-
saries endanger our security, on the other our
friends impugn our accuracy and sincerity.”

Of course, Washington's own intelligence
could not confirm that there was movement,
Israell officers sald, since there had been no
American reconnaisance before the cease-
fire, and therefore no confirmed starting po-
sition by which the American analysts could
measure any subsequent changes by their
OWN means.

Vague statements from both Washington
and Jerusalem later in the week were cranked
out to remove the sting from the unseemly
public quarrel. But the underlying problems
remained.

First, even the United States reluctantly
conceded that there had been “a forward
deployment of missiles by the Egyptians
around the time the cease-fire went into
effect.”

“This is something the Egyptians and their
Russian friends have been unable to do for
the past year,” sald a senior Israell staff of-
ficer. He produced photographs which he said
showed missile batteries in place considerably
closer to the Suez Canal than before the truce
was declared, when the closest deployment,
he sald, was 20 miles from the waterway.
From the new sites, Israell officers said, the
alr defense missiles could challenge Israeli
flights directly over the canal and, in some
places, as much as 12 miles inside the Sinal.

This is significant for the future defense
of Israeli positions on the Sinail banks, for
without air superiority over the canal, the
Israelis would be hard-pressed to prevent an
amphibious crossing by Egyptian units and
the establishment of a bridgehead on the
Sinal.

POLITICAL MESSAGE

The new situation is “not catastrophic,”
the staff officer said, “but it is very serious.”
In any case, over three months of daily bom-
bardment by the Israelli air force had bheen
specifically designed to prevent this forward
deployment of the missile batteries. In one
week of truce, the whole effort was negated.

This alone was enough to shake some of
the anticipation that something good could
come from the diplomatic effort. But there
was also a political message to the nervous
Israelis.

Premier Golda Meir led her country into
the 'diplomatic < process—breaking up her
coalition government on the way—only on
the basis of assurances from President Nixon
that the United States would not take any
position to undercut Israel’s military stance
or negotiating strategy. Yet at the first sign of
trouble, as Foreign Ministry officials analyzed
the TUnited States position, Washington
turned its back on Israel. The flashpoint is-
sue with all the imprecision and ambigui-
ties In photo and electronic reconnaissance,
was less significant to the Israelis than the
impatient American reaction to fit.

PROPOSALS SUBMITTED

Israel’s negotiating position may still be
intact—that remains to be seen when the po-
sition is unveiled. The Nixon Administration
may stlll make good on its oft-repeated
promise that should fighting resume Israel
would not find herself weaker for having at-
tempted the truce. Israel last week submitted
her formal procedural suggestions to the
United Nations envoy, Gunnar V. Jarring of
Sweden, and prepared to meet the Arabs—
indirectly, according to the American
formula.

But the seed of distrust in the American
commitment is well planted, and it is worri-
some. to Israelis to reallze that it will have
ample ground to flourish in the coming
weeks and months of negotiation.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 22, 1970]
NEAR-DISASTER IN MIDEAST

Despite a near-tragedy of errors that al-
most derailed the most hopeful Mideast
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peace effort since the 1967 war, it now ap-
pears that the cease-fire will hold and that
talks will open soon—the overriding con-
sideration.

But, two weeks after the fighting along
the Suez halted, it is evident that Egypt
has achieved an important military advan-
tage and that Washington has responded to
Israel’s legitimate protests in a less-than-
creditable fashion. Not one of the parties
has covered itself with glory. But the per-
formance of the United States, in the first
test of its crucial role as guarantor of the
military balance, raises serious questions
about its ability to bring to fruition the
imaginative initiatives it set in motion.

In private assurances and in a news con-
ference statement July 31, President Nixon
told Israel it could agree to the standstill
cease-fire “without fear” that it would “run
the risk of having a military bulld-up oc-
cur” on the Egyptian side of the Suez Canal.

This pledge was based, in part, on Ameri-
can warnings to Moscow and. Calro that it
would regard gravely the movement, under
cover of the truce, of Soviet-bullt antiair-
craft missiles to sites so close to the canal
that they could be used to shield Egyptian
cross-canal invaders from counterattack by
Israeli planes. Some Soviet assurance came
back that no such movement would be made
if both 'sides accepted the American pro-
posal for talks and a ninety-day standstill.

Prior to the cease-fire, 72 consecutive days
of intensive Israell air bombardment—cul-
minating in the dropping of 1,200 bombs on
Aug. 7, the last day of hostilities—had
thwarted all Egyptian efforts to move SAM-2
batteries into the critical zone eighteen miles
or closer to the canal.

Today twelve to fifteen Egyptian-manned
SAM-2 batteries are sited in that zone. Most
of these highly mobile missiles are believed
to have been moved In during the night of
Aug. 7-8, after which the cease-fire made
them Immune to Israeli attack. Whether they
arrived before or after the midnight dead-
line, it is plain that the work of installing
them and fortifying the sites continued—in
;:Jla.tion of the standstill—in the following

ys.

American and Israell intelligence failures
both contributed to. the ensuing contre-
temps, but the critical failures were Ameri-
can. Strangely, meither country took any
aerial photographs of the cease-fire zone on
Aug. 8. More important, no American U-2
photos had been taken on the eve of the
cease-fire, thus ruling out any clear basis of
comparison with post-truce photos.

Despite warnings from experts weeks ahead
that proof of violations would be difficult,
Washington gave Israel firm assurances
about enforcing the truce. Israel, recognizing
the risk, pressed for the cease-fire to take ef-
fect in daylight hours on Aug. 7. But mid-
night was agreed to, under American pres-
sure.

When the Egyptian build-up was detected
two days later, Washington first expressed
doubt that a cease-fire violation had oc-
curred then implied that the Israelis were
trying to block negotiations and finally stated
on the record that “some evidence” of viola-
tions existed but that it was not conclusive.

Meanwhile, conceding privately that Egypt
had taken serious military advantage of the
cease-fire, Washington is shipping Israel air-
ground missiles and other antimissile site
weapons and electronics similar to those the
United States has used effectively against
SAM-2 sites in North Vietnam. What is not
clear at this point is whether any effort is
being made to hold Cairo or Moscow to their
pledges before the cease-fire.

Israel understandably now fears American
“peace at any price” tactics when substan-
tive issues come up in negotiations with the
Arabs. A settlement is vital. But a return to
the pre-1967 conditions that brought war
would be disastrous. The fumbles of recent
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days suggest that such a disaster—or fallure
in the negotiations—could eventuate unless
all parties to the truce strictly adhere to the
cease-fire commitment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity to thank the Senator
from Arkansas for addressing himself to
a very grave and important problem.

I do feel—while disagreeing with
much that he has had to say by way of
background in his speech—that if we
could bring about a durable peace in the
Mideast under the auspices and the
aegis of the United Nations, and with a
commitment by both the United States
and Russia to achieve peace, from this
start we might make a beginning to-
ward the solution of some of the other
problems of the world.

To that extent, I commend the Sen-
ator for opening up this subject for
discussion.

I would hope that the Senator’s pro-
posal for a bilateral treaty is given seri-
ous consideration.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator very much. I know
thai he follows this matter far more
closely than I do. And I am sure that
he is far more knowledgeable about the
whole background than I am. However,
as I said in the beginning, I have not
previcusly made any major statements
on this subject. I have been to the Middle
East to look at the situation. It seemed
like an insoluble situation. Until very
recently I never felt that there was rea-
son to believe that the Russians would
cooperate in any such venture.

I have already mentioned that there
are a number of other developments out-
side of the Mideast that have lead me to
believe that maybe the Russians have at
long last seen that this continued rivalry,
including a very dangerous undertaking
in military adventurism, is no longer wise
policy in view of the development of the
missiles and other weapons. I believe
there recently has been some change in
their attitude and in our own. )

I think that we have sufficiently recog-
nized the gravity situation in Southeast
Asia and, in addition, many people have
come to the view that the situation in the
Middle East with respect to us and the
Russians is unacceptable. That made me
believe that it is at long last timely to
recognize the United Nations and to see
if it could not be brought into play.

To me it was always the best hope as
an institution to bring about some order
and some respect for other people’s
rights and for the principle of nego-
tiation and peaceful settlement. These
principles, of course, are the basis of the
charter, and particularly for that part
relating to the Security Council which
has a responsihility in this matter.

All of this coming together, I felt that
it was timely to explore the matter. This
is why I have made the speech. I have
never professed to be a great expert on
the Mideast or any other area, for that
matter. After all, I represent Arkansas.
But as chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, I felt that it would be
appropriate to express my views. There
they are, and if there is nothing to them,
so be it. But if there is anything that
inspires any people in the Government
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to take seriously these proposals, I hope
it would be wvery useful.

Above all I do hope that the United
Nations can be made an-effective instru-
mentality, as I said 25 years ago. I was
here at the time. I remember very well
at the time thinking that maybe at long
last we had come to our senses and would
try to find a means of keeping peace
other than through a balance of power,
which, although many people say is it
realistic, has resulted from time to time
in very grave destruction of the accumu-
lated wealth, accumulated good will, and
moral fiber of various countries. It has
been a great disaster.

I never thought that was very realistic.
We are looking for a substitute for it. I
do not minimize from my own point of
view the significance of bringing the
United Nations into this.

It was all of this coming together that
prompted me to make a speech. The Sen-
ator knows that I do not usually make
speeches on many of these subjects—
and I hope he agrees—without some rea-
son and some justifications. I hope that
people do not think that this is not a
serious speech. It was intended to be
serious, regardless of whether it turns
out to be effective and suceessful.

I hope that it will be taken seriously
and that something can be done to re-
vive our confidence in the United Na-
tions.

I thank the Senator very much for
this colloguy.

As survivors of genocide, they can
hardly be expected to distinguish with
perfect clarity between Nazi crimes and
Arab rhetoric. All they know is that they
came to Palestine in peace, settlers in
an underpopulated land, but have been
allowed no peace; they have fought three
wars they never wished to fizht and still
their enemies remain implacable, refus-
ing even to talk to them, contesting—
until recently—their right to survive as
a state. Nonetheless, the Arab-Nazi anal-
ogy is a faulty one; it clouds the distinc-
tion between the myth and reality of
Arab intent—whatever these may be.

The Arabs, for their part, perceive
Zionism as a new form of western im-
perialism. Having lived on the land of
Palestine for thousands of years, they
can have little sympathy for the historie
sentiments of the Jewish diaspora. It is,
I should think, impossible for them to
put themselves in the place of the Jews,
whose cultural attachment to their an-
cient homeland sustained them through
centuries of dispersal and persecution.
The Arabs are on a different wave
length: while the Jews prayed for Pales-
tine—‘next year in Jerusalem,” they said
in their prayer—the Arabs inhabited the
land. They could not see the Jews as the
Jews saw themselves: as refugees from
genocide seeking safe haven. What did
this have to do with the Arabs? They
had done the Jews no harm and could
see no reason why they should compen-
sate the Jews for the crimes of Euro-
peans. In fact, to Arab eyes, the Jews
were Europeans, armed with European
skills and technology, coming on the
heels of other Europeans to drive them
from their homes and steal away their
lands.
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In its way Zionism has seemed to the
Arabs even more threatening than the
old European imperialism. The British
and French after all were only establish-
ing colonies and, bad as that was, colonies
come and go. But the Jews were estab-
lishing a homeland, and homelands do
not come and go. On the confrary, once
established, they are likely to expand.
The Jewish state actively encourages
immigration from all over the world,
creating for Arabs the specter of a Jewish
drive for lebensraum, which could only
mean the annexation of even more Arab
lands. Some elements within Israel and
the world Zionist movement openly pro-
claim the need of a policy of expansion,
which must give rise to a fear among
Arabs not unlike that felt by the Jews
when the Arabs talk of throwing them
into the sea. To the Arabs, in short, Zion-
ism is not a program of deliverance for
a persecuted race but a foreign conquest
bolstered by strong ties between the con-
quering people and the most powerful
governments of the West.

As if the Arab-Israeli problem were
not enough, the great powers have made
their own special contribution to the
mythology of the Middle East by infusing
the crisis with the hocus pocus of geo-
politics. The Middle East, in geopolitical
terms, is something far more abstract
than an oil-rich desert contested by feud-
ing Semitic peoples. Beyond that, it is
the “gateway to the East,” the “hinge of
NATO,” and the crucial cockpit of the
historic Russian drive foward warm
water. By sending planes and missiles to
Egypt the Russians are not merely bol-
stering a shaky client; to the X-ray eye
of the geopolitician, they are embarked
upon a drive to convert the Mediterra-
nean into a Soviet lake. The concept is
admittedly vague: would the Russians
close the Mediterranean to foreign ship-
ping? Prohibit fishing? Use it as a vaca-
tion resort? No one really knows what a
Russian mare nostrum would be like, but
the concept serves the purpose of its
users: It scares people; it imputes the
“vital interests” of the great powers to a
regicnal conflict, converting it into a
battleground of the cold war. In this
frame of reference one even suspects the
Russians of an insidious design in wish-
ing to reopen the Suez Canal—something
which used to be considered a good thing,
before the geopoliticians came along,

The vital interests of the great powers
are, in fact, involved in the Middle East—
primarily because those powers have
chosen to become involved. The ultimate
danger is that the Arab-Israeli conflict
could draw the superpowers and the
world into a nuclear war—and that cer-
tainly is a matter of vital interest—but
the danger is not inherent in the loeal
situation, nor is it predestined by fate.
It has come about because the great pow-
ers have surrendered much of their own
freedom of action to the bellicose whims
of their respective clients. There is of
course one way—in case anyone still
cares—in which the great powers are ob-
ligated to intervene: as members of the
United Nations Security Council charged
by the Charter with the responsibility to
“decide what measures shall be taken”
in response to a “threat to the peace,
breach of the peace or act of aggression.”
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Instead, the Soviet Union and the United
States have played the role of cobelliger-
ents to their respective clients, arming,
and financing them, committing their
own prestige to the issue and, in so doing,
converting a local conflict into a poten-
tial world confiict. All that can be said
in mitigation is that both great powers
have shown a certain prudence by hold-
ing back at times on the arms supplied
to the warring parties.

Finally there is the myth of militarism,
and that affects all oi the parties. Each
clings to the notion that another round
may settle things—although three wars
have settled nothing—or that some new
weapons system will stabilize the balance
of power—as if either side would accept
the other’s notion of what it takes to es-
tablish a proper balance.

Since the June war of 1967 the Egyp-
tians have acquired vast arsenals of So-
viet weapons, including air support and
advanced ground-to-air missiles, and
they have launched a “war of attrition.”
What has it gotten them? The Israelis
have been compelled to stop their deep
penetration air raids but they still hold
the Sinai; until the cease fire they were
bombing Egyptian installations on the
west bank of the Canal around the clock;
and they have every prospect of acquir-
ing additional Phantom and Skyhawk
jets from the United States so as to re-
establish their version of the balance of
power. Nor has any of this new Egyptian
hardware wrung any political conces-
sions from the Israelis: Prime Minister
Meir explicitly rejects the borders of 1967
and, instead of offering conecessions, For-
eign Minister Eban contributes pithy
ironies. about recognizing the right of
the United Arab Republic to exist.*

The Israelis, for their part, have hardly
profited from their military successes.
They have gained territory and they have
established their military superiority,
but they have failed to gain what they
most want: security. In 1967 they felt
desperately insecure along the Gaza
Strip frontier; today they feel desper-
ately insecure along the Suez Canal, so
much so that they and their friends
abroad seem almost to have forgotten
that it is not their own but Egyptian
territory that they are defending so ten-
aciously. One begins to understand the
spheres-of-influence psychology, which
causes a nation to believe that it can
have no security at all until it has robbed
its neighbors of all semblance of security.

Surrounded by hostile neighbors, hold-
ing down occupied lands inhabited by a
million Arabs, plagued by fedayeen at-
tacks and oppressed by the costs of arma-
ments, Israel is a desperately insecure
nation. That is clear, but it is anything
but clear that her present policy of re-
lying on military superiority is ever going
to alter the situation. If the Suez frontier
does not provide security, what boundary
would? And even if the United States
provides all the Phantom jets the Is-

_raelis want and the electronic jamming

* Interview on “The Advocates,” a public
television network presentation of ECET,
Los Angeles, and WGBH, Boston, June 21,
1970, “The Middle East: Where Do We Go
From Here? Part II: The Case for U.S. Sup-
port for Israel.”
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gear which may neutralize the SAM-2
and SAM-3 missiles, it is unlikely that
Israel will gain more than a respite;
the Russians will soon enough come up
with something else.

After the First World War the French
tried to gain security in somewhat the
same way that Israel seeks it today. They,
too, were confronted with a potentially
powerful but momentarily weakened an-
tagonist and they tried to perpetuate
that situation by occupying the German
Rhineland, temporarily detaching the
Saar, and compelling Germany to pay
reparations. The effort to make France
secure by keeping Germany weak was a
failure. Now, 25 years after the Sec-
ond World War, France has nothing
to fear from Germany although Ger-
many is strong and in possession of all
of the western territories France once
wished to detach. France is secure now
not because Germany has lost the power
to threaten her but because she has
lost the wish to do so.

The analogy is imperfect and simpli-
fied but it holds: Israel will be secure
when and if the Arabs lose the wish
to threaten her, Eliminating that wish
should be an object worth pursuing from
Israel’s point of view. As victors the Is-
raelis are in a position to be magnani-
mous without being suspected of weak-
ness—which is something nations worry
about whenever they are thinking about
behaving sensibly, But thus far they
have shown little inclination to trade
their conquests for peace. Instead, they
cling to the advantages won by their
military victory of 1967, which is a rap-
idly wasting asset. One insecure fron-
tier has been traded for another and
all that the future seems to hold is
continuing conflict, as threatening to
the outside world as it is to the Arabs
and Israelis.

Because the conflict is a threat to the
outside world, it cannot be left solely to
the humors of the belligerents. I have
never fully understood why some of our
statesmen feel that it would be a heinous
crime for external parties to impose a
solution. Under the United Nations Char-
ter the Security Council has full author-
ity—possibly even the obligation—to im-
pose a settlement upon warring parties
who fail to make peace on their own. The
very premise of the charter is that war-
ring nations can no longer be permitted
immunity from a world police power. As
far as the United States is concerned, it
is worth recalling now and then that the
United Nations Charter is a valid and
binding obligation upon us, ratified as a
treaty with the advice and consent of the
Senate. As to the Arabs and Israelis,
they too are signatories of the charter
and no one can say they have been denied
a fair opportunity to settle their differ-
ences peacefully and on their own. They
might now be reminded of their commit-
ment under article 25 of the charter,
which states that—

The Members of the United Nations agree
to accept and carry out the decisions of the

Security Council in accordance with the
present Charter.

I think it would be a fine thing—a use-
ful step forward for civilization—if, in
the absence of a voluntary settlement by
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the parties, the United Nations were to
impose a peaceful settlement in the
Middle East. It would be an equally fine
thing if the United Nations could im-
pose a settlement in Southeast Asia.

II. PERSPECTIVES

There are four major perspectives on
the Middle East conflict and need of a
fifth. The needed one, as I have sug-
gested, is that of the world community
through its duly constituted organ, the
United Nations. The development of such
a perspective and its translation into ac-
tion will require changes and adjust-
ments in the long frozen perspectives of
Arabs and Israelis, Russians, and Ameri-
cans. There are at present some hopeful
signs of possible change, brought forth by
Secretary Roger’s constructive initiative.
In this slightly improved atmosphere it
may be well to review the prevailing per-
spectives of those involved in the Middle
East, with a view to detecting misconcep-
tions, desirable directions of change, and
opportunities for future agreement.

Starting with Israel, it is less than ade-
quate to say that Israel is concerned with
her survival, Surrounded and outnum-
bered by seemingly implacable foes, the
Israelis are obsessed—as anyone else in
their position would be—with the fear of
being destroyed. This fear is based on
salient facts but it is reinforced by fear
itself, and by a 2,000 years' history which
planted the fear of extermination deeply
in Jewish minds. The result, I suspect, is
a tendency on the part of the Israelis to
exaggerate their own vulnerability, to
credit their adversaries with more relent-
less hostility than in fact they may har-
bor, and to dismiss tentative gestures of
conciliation as hypoeritcial tricks.

It is noteworthy, in this connection,
that, when President Nasser responded
favorably to Secretary Rogers’ peace
proposal, the initial reaction of the Is-
raelis and of some Americans was that
Nasser was setting a trap in which Israel
would be forced either to stop bombing
the west bank of the Suez Canal or risk
alienating the United States. Quite pos-
sibly that was President Nasser's mo-
tive—no outsider really knows—but how
can there ever be progress toward peace
if neither side is ever willing to take the
other’s word for anything, if each insists
upon crediting the other with the most
fraudulent and devious possible motives,
and if each bases its policy on its own
suspicions rather than the other's be-
havior? Would Israel, and Israel's
friends in the United States, have liked
it better if President Nasser had rejected
the American proposal? Would they
have thought better of him for it? Would
they have commended him for candor
and courage?

Chronic suspicion is ultimately un-
rewarding; it is the kind of outlook
which causes myths to displace realities
in the minds of statesmen who pride
themselves on realism and hardheaded-
ness. It has distorted American percep-
tions of China and the Soviet Union, and
it has distorted the Israeli view of Arab
intentions and capacities. When sus-
picion governs policy, it becomes impos-
sible for adversaries to communicate or
negotiate because neither side is recep-
tive to even the bare possibility that the
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other may be telling the truth when he
makes a conciliatory gesture, or that he
may be amenable to compromise.

The Israeli conviction of Arab hostil-
ity is by no means invention, but there
is a touch of paranoia about it—just as
there is in our own attitude toward com-
munism—and the worst of it is that the
prophecy is self-fulfilling. It is a truism
of modern psychology that we influence
the behavior of others by our own ex-
pectations of how they are going to be-
have. The critical question for Israel is
whether it is willing to risk taking the
Arabs at their word when they offer to
live in peace—as they have done in ef-
fect by accepting the Security Council
resolution of November 1967—and, in
taking this risk, helping to influence
Arab behavior in the direction of com-
promise and peace. This is not to say that
Israel can or should gamble her survival
on the hope of Arab good will; Israel has
the unchallengeable right to survive as a
state and, as I shall indicate later, I
would be willing to support a significant
new commitment by the United States to
assure Israel’s survival, Nonetheless, I
think it is incumbent upon Israel at this
juncture to credit President Nasser with
good faith when he says that he is willing
to live in peace. A change in Israeli ex-
pectations might well bring about a
change in Egyptian behavior,

A promising opportunity to do that
was lost last spring when the Israeli
Government refused to authorize the
president of the World Jewish Congress,
Dr. Nahum Goldmann, to hold talks in
Cairo with President Nasser. The “tor-
pedoing” of the Goldmann mission was
surprising as well as unfortunate because,
as the New York Times pointed out at
the time, a meeting between a veteran
Zionist leader and the Egyptian Presi-
dent would have represented a ‘“signifi-
cant breakthrough toward the direct con-
tacts on which the Israel Government
has always insisted.” *

In Dr. Goldmann’s view the Zionist
movement has suffered since its incep-
tion from a failure to grasp Arab psy-
chology. Instead of seeking to minimize
the injustices done the Arabs by the es-
tablishment of the Jewish homeland in
Palestine, Israel, writes Dr. Goldmann,
“counted on military force or the inter-
vention of foreign powers to atfain its
goals.” As a result, he continues, Israel
“has ceased to project the image of a
small country threatened with destruc-
tion” and has become “an occupying
power,” which “exercises control over
peoples who reject it and whom it has
subjected.” The result of Israeli policy
since the Six Days' War of 1967, in Dr.
Goldmann’s view, is a dangerous impasse
which does not work to Israel’s advan-
tage, because time is not on Israel's side.
Israel’s present advantage, Dr. Gold-
mann points out, derives from the vir-
tues, character and technological ability
of its citizens, but the Arabs too have
demonstrated energy and talent in the
past and they greatly outnumber the
Israelis. “No one,” writes Dr. Goldmann,
“can predict how long it will take them
to catch up with Israel technologically,

1*“Sorry Wrong Number,” ediforial in The
New York Times, April 10. 1970,
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especially in the field of weaponry. But
sooner or later the balance of power will
shift in their favor.” Maintenance of the
status quo, Dr. Goldmann concludes,
“will lead to new wars, new Arab defeats
and growing hatred of the Israelis”—a
situation which “could have disastrous
consequences for the Jewish State in the
long run.”*

I recently had a conversation with a
prominent Israeli journalist who had
played a leading role in the struggle
against British rule before 1948. Con-
cerned that Israel has become a garrison
state, he expressed fear for his country’s
survival as a democratic society. I said
that I had the same fear for America,
because we too have been chronically at
war for over two decades. We agreed that
both Israel and the United States would
do well to recall Alexis de Tocqueville's
warning of a century and a half ago:

All those who seek to destroy the freedom
of the democratic nations must know that
war is the surest and shortest means to ac-
complish this. That is the very first axiom
of their science.®

This Israeli journalist concluded by ex-
pressing the hope that Americans of
moderate persuasion would speak out on
.the Middie East. If they did, he thought,
Israeli moderates too would be encour-
aged to speak in favor of a policy of
conciliation.

Israeli policy since the 6-day war has
been characterized by a lack of flexi-
bility and foresight. The establishment
of Israeli settlements on the occupied
west bank of the Jordan River and in the
Sinai, as well as on the Golan Heights,
can only be interpreted as steps toward
foreclosing the return of these territories
to. their previous Arab owners. The in-
sistence upon the nonnegotiability of
the status of Jerusalem and upon the re-
tention of certain other occupied terri-
tories—notably the Golan Heights, the
Gaza Strip and Sharm el Sheikh—Ilends
unfortunate credence to President Nas-
ser's pessimistic assertion, in accept-
ing Secretary Rogers’ peace proposal,
that, “While we inform the United
States that we have accepted its pro-
posals, we also tell them that our real be-
lief is that whatever is taken by force
cannot be returned except by force.”*

Equally distressing—although not en-
tirely unprovoked—is the Israeli view of
the United Nations as what Mr. Eban
calls a packed court whose recommen-
dations may be ignored. The insistence
upon the nonnegotiability of Israeli’s
annexation of Arab East Jerusalem is in
open contempt of the United Nations
General Assembly, which censured that
unilateral act by a vote of 99 to 0.

I speak critically of Israeli policy in
part because of my belief that Israel, as
the momentary victor, has both an obli-
gation and an interest in a policy of
magnanimity. The obligation arises from

{Nahum Goldmann, “Israel and the
Arabs—an ‘Unrepresentative’ View,” Le
Monde, Weekly Selection, May 27, 1970, p. 4.

B Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in
America (New York: Harper and Row, Pub-
lishers, 1966), vol. II, ch. 22, p. 625.

% “Nasser Accepts U.S. Plan, but Asks Ald
to Israel End,” The New York Times, July 24,
1970, p. 1.
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general considerations of world peace
and from the specific injustice which
has been done to the Palestinian Arabs,
who, as Arnold Toynbee has written,
“have been made to pay for the geno-
cide of Jews in Europe which was com-
mitted by Germans, not by Arabs.” ™ Is-
rael’s self-interest in magnanimity is
a maftter of the only kind of security
which really is security. In the words of
a member of the law faculty of Hebrew
University:

A border is secure when those living on
the other side do not have sufficient motiva~
tion to infringeon it . . . We have to remind
ourselves that the roots of sacurit]r are in
the minds of men. . . "%

The Arabs, too, must face up to cer-
tain realities: that Israel has come to
stay; that it is demagogic nonsense to
talk—as some of the Palestinian guer-
rillas still do—of driving the Jews into
the sea; that in any case the Arab States
can have no realistic hope of doing that
because they themselves cannot defeat
Israel, the Russians are not likely to do
it for them, and the United States would
almost certainly intervene to save Israel
from destruction. Once these facts are
recognized—as in large measure they
have been recognized by the governments
of Egypt and Jordan—the Arab coun-
tries will be able to free themselves from
their morbid preoccupation with past
defeats, from futile dreams of revenge,
and from the oppressive burden of ar-
maments which slows their development
and makes them dependent upon foreign
pPOwWers.

While Egypt and Jordan are still
widely credited with the desire to de-
stroy Israel, both in fact have repudiated
any such ambition and have done so
explicitly and repeatedly. They did it in
the first instance by accepting the
United Nations Resolution of November
22, 1967, which required them to give up
positions to which they had held tena-
ciously for 20 years. By accepting that
resolution, Egypt and Jordan com-
mitted themselves to terminate their
belligerency against Israel; to acknowl-
edge Israel's sovereignty, territorial in-
tegrity and right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries; and
to respect Israel’s right to freedom of
navigation through the Suez Canal and
the Strait of Tiran.

Having accepted these provisions of
the resolution—which in fact meet all
of Israel’s stated and legitimate aspira-
tions—the Egyptians and Jordanians
now emphasize the other provisions of
the resolutior of 1967; the withdrawal
of Israel from occupied territories; a
just settlement of the refugee problem;
and the inadmissibility of the acquisi-
tion of territory by war.

The last is a general prineciple which
goes beyond the ‘special interest of the
Arab States. Its vindication—even in one
instance—would represent a long step
forward toward the establishment of the
rule of law in international relations.
That would serve everybody's interests—

"“The Argument Between Arabs and
Jews,” in The Israel-Arab Reader, p. 262.

s Quoted in Search for Peace in the Mid-
dle East (Philadelphia: American Friends
Service Committee, 1970), p. 43.
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everybody, that is, who wishes to survive
the nuclear age and who still has some
hope that the United Nations can be de-
veloped into an effective peacekeeping
organization. It is natural enough for
Israel to resist the honor of being the
first modern military victor to be obliged
to abide by the principles and specifica-
tions of the United Nations Charter,
especially when the great powers who
dominate the Security Council have set
such a wretched example. Be that as it
may, the principle involved is too impor-
tant to be cast away because of the hy-
pocrisy or self-interest of its proponents.

Returning to the Arab perspective, I
think there has been insufficient recogni-
tion of the distance the Egyptian and
Jordanian governments have come to-
ward accommodating themselves to
some form of coexistence with Israel.
President Nasser and King Hussein have
repudiated the contention that they will
be satisfied with nothing less than “driv-
ing Israel into the sea' not only by sub-
scribing to the Security Council’s resolu-
tion of November 1967 but through re-
peated and explicit public statements.
Speaking in Washington last year, for
example, King Hussein reiterated his own
and President Nasser's willingness to
abide by each of the provisions of the
1967 resolution and then added:

In return for these considerations, our sole
demand upon Israel is the withdrawal of its
armed forces from all territories occupied in
the June 1967 war, and the implementation
of all the other provisions of the Security
Council resolution. *

To take another example: in an Amer-
ican television interview on June 14, 1970,
President Nasser stated unequivocally
his willingness to accept the boundaries
of Israel as they existed before the 1967
war as final boundaries. Asked whether
Egypt would promise that its territory
would not be used for attacks on Israel
once the Israelis withdrew from the oc-
cupied territories, 'President Nasser re-
plied—several times—“Yes.” **

Unless one is prepared to contend—
and back the proposition—that Presi-
dent Nasser and King Hussein are sim-
ply not telling the truth, it seems to me
irresponsible to continue accusing either
Egypt or Jordan of a policy aimed at
“driving Israel into the sea.” Even the
President of the World Jewish Congress
has recognized the extent of the change
in Egyptian and Jordanian policy. Dr.
Goldmann states it is his impression
that not only King Hussein but Presi-
dent Nasser would be happy to conclude
an agreement, if not a formal peace, with
Israel. President Nasser, he notes, uses
expressions which would not have been
possible a few vears ago.™

Withdrawal from the occupied terri-
tories is one of two concerns which domi-
nate the Arab perspective; the other is
the question of the Palestinian refugees.
Whatever the politfical considerations
which have led Israel to evade respon-
sibility and the Arab States to exploit

¢ Speech to the National Press Club, Wash-
ington, D.C., April 10, 1969.
10 “The Advocates,” June 14, 1970,

1 Nahum Goldmann, “Israel and the
Arabs—an ‘Unrepresentative’ . View,”
Monde, weekly selection, May 27, 1870, p. 4
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their plight, the unhappy Palestinian ref-
ugees remain preoccupied with the in-
disputable facts that, after 20 years in
exile, they are not permitted to return to
their homes and they have been denied
compensation for their lost properties.
Although, according to United Nations
estimates, some 60 percent of the ref-
ugees have found new homes and jobs,
many thousands—made up mostly of the
elderly, the very poor, the sick and the
least educated—are still interned in
miserable camps, living hopeless lives as
wards of the United Nations. Sincz the
1967 war approximately half of the 215
million Palestinian Arabs have been liv-
ing under Israeli occupation. Despite an-
nual United Nations resolutions recogniz-
ing their right to choose between return-
ing to their homes and reseftling else-
where with compensation for lost prop-
erties, the refugees remain neglected and
embittered pawns in the continuing
Middle East conflict, the original 750,000
refugees of 1948 having increased to over
a million. In the words of the Friends’
Working Party:

The Arabs of Palestine see themselves as a
people in diaspora, just at the time when the
Jews have won their struggle for a national
home,' 12

Since the June war of 1967 the Pales-
tinians have emerged as active par-
ticipants in the Middle East conflict. The
largest of the guerrilla organizations, Al
Fatah, demands the dissolution of the
present state of Israel and the creation
of a secular multireligious state. They
reject partition but they also deny any
wish to “throw the Jews into the sea.”
Other Palestinian Arabs, more moder-
ate, more realistic and—prudently, un-
der present circumstances—more silent,
acknowledge that Israel is here to stay
and say that they are prepared to make
peace—provided that Israel withdraws
from the territories occupied in 19867.

The status of the Palestinians and the
question of the occupied territories are
the critical issues for peace in the Mid-
dle East. The two issues are closely re-
lated because many Palestinian Arabs
are haunted by the fear that there are
no bounds to Israel’s territorial aspira-
tions—a fear which feeds upon classic
Zionist ideology as well as upon the dec-
larations of military-minded Israelis
who press the claim for ‘strategic”
frontiers. A declaration by the Israeli
Government of willingness to restore all
of the occupied territories as part of a
general peace settlement would go far
to alleviate Arab fears of Zionist expan-
sionism. Such a statement would meet
the Egyptian-Jordanian condition for
peace and would also improve the
chances for a settlement in Palestine.

In the Arab perspective the central
issues are the occupied territories and
the Palestinians. In the Israeli perspec-
tive the issue is the survival and security
of the Jewish state. The United Nations
Resolution of 1967 recognizes the legit-
imacy of both parties’ concerns. The
question now is whether the two sides,
and their great power mentors, are ready
to proceed through the renewed media-
tion of Dr. Jarring toward the transla-

2 Search for Peace in the Middle East, p. 36.
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tion of general principles into specific
agreements.

More perhaps than either would care
to acknowledge, the two superpowers
have played similar roles in the Middle
East, both characterized by a certain
ambivalence. On the one hand, they have
played the traditional great power role,
arming their respective clients, commit-
ting their own prestige, building spheres
of influence, fretting over geopolitical ab-
stractions—all serving to elevate a re-
gional crisis into a global one. On the
other hand, both the Soviet Union and
the United States have shown an appre-
ciation of the dangers in the Middle
East, and that appreciation has caused
them to restrain the two sides at critical
moments and to encourage some form of
accommodation. In recent weeks both
great powers have shown a commendable
sense of responsibility; as a result of
their mediation, the prospects for a com-
promise settlement have improved. Par-
ticular credit is due Secretary Rogers for
the cease-fire and the renewal of Dr.
Jarring’s mediation.

The confliet of course is far from over
and the chances of a settlement arising
out of the new Jarring mission have to
be rated less than even. The great
powers, accordingly, still must determine
the kind of role they are to play in the
Middle East, whether they are to revert
to power politics or undertake to advance
and enforce a compromise peace through
the United Nations. Heretofore the su-
perpowers have vacillated between the
temptation to turn the Middle East into
a cold war battleground and a caution
induced by the well-founded fear of an
uncontrollable conflict. The outcome in
the Middle East will be determined as
much by the great powers’ conception of
their own interests and of their own
proper roles as by the attitudes of the
Arabs and Israelis.

Like their tsarist predecessors, the So-
viet leaders are pursuing a foreign pol-
icy aimed at the acquisition of influ-
ence in the Near East and the Mediter-
ranean. What, if anything, they hope to
gain in concrete terms is unclear—prob-
ably even to themselves. The Russians
do not appear much inclined to try to
communize the region; they have ami-
ably overlooked the imprisonment of lo-
cal Communists and the suppression of
Communist parties in Egypt, Syria and
Iraq, eagerly providing armaments to all
three countries, both before and since
the June war of 1967.

The Russians appear to be interested
in the Middle East for reasons of se-
curity and trade as well as influence.
They would like to see American military
power removed from the region, al-
though it is hard to see how that would
benefit Soviet security since American
bases would remain in Greece and Tur-
key. That, however, is the sort of thing
big countries worry about, and I for one
am inclined to take it at face value. The
Russians would of course benefit com-
merecially: from the reopening of the
Suez Canal, as would other countries,
but that could be accomplished through
a compromise peace and hardly requires
a Soviet drive for power in the Middle
East.
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Basically, I suspect, the Russians are
motivated by the same vague geopolitical
impulses that all great powers are sus-
ceptible to: They enjoy sailing their war-
ships around the Mediterranean and
and would enjoy it even more if we felt
constrained to keep our ships out; they
would like in general to be “top dog” in
the Middle East and would be delighted
to see American influence reduced or
eliminated. It appears to be in large part
a matter of ego gratification, or of what
the psychologists call “self-maximiza-
tion,” and it is by no means a unique
Soviet susceptibility.

For the advancement of these noble
purposes, Israel is indispensible to the
Soviet Union. So, at least, says Edward
Crankshaw, the well-known Kremlinol-
ogist. Israel, in his view, is the Soviet
Union’s admission ticket to the Middle
East. If it did not exist, the Arab States
would have little need of Soviet military
and political support, and the Russians
would have nothing with which to charm
the Arabs except their communism,
which does not seem to charm them at
all. Without Israel the dream of para-
mount Russian influence in the Middle
East and of the Mediterranean as a
“Soviet lake” would go aglimmering. If
Israel did not exist, says Crankshaw, the
Russians would have to invent it.

Israelis can be forgiven for an unwill-
ingness to base their security on Soviet
national egoism, but at least they—and
their supporters in the United States—
ought to take solace in the available evi-
dence that the Russians have a stake in
their survival. The Israel leaders are not
known for simple-mindedness or a lack
of diplomatic skill, and that causes one
to suspect that they may be somewhat
less terrified of the Russians than they
care to let on. After 25 years of
the cold war the word has preity
well gotten around that invoking the
Communist menace is a fairly reliable
way of keeping the Americans in line.

A recent statement by the American
Jewish Committee, for example, referred
to the dispatch of Soviet military person-
nel to Egypt as an action “obviously de-
signed to test the intentions of the free
world and particularly that [sicl of the
United States.” “The balance of power in
the area has already been disturbed,” the
statement goes on, “and a serious chal-
lenge to the national will of the United
States has been raised.” And further:

The United States must make it unmis-
takably clear to the Soviet Union that it in-
tends to defend its vital interests in the Mid-
dle East against encroachment by the Soviet
Union.

The statement then calls for “affirma-
tive action"—by which is apparently
meant more Phantom jets and other mil-
itary supplies for Israel—“to avoid the
danger of a confrontation through So-
viet misinterpretation of our past re-
straint as a sign of weakness.” ¥

The language of this statement has a
familiar ring; it is of Vietnam vintage.
Their vital interests are suddenly iden-
tified as our vital interests; their secu-
rity becomes a matter of our “national

13 “American Jewlsh Committee, Statement
on the Middle East,” May 17, 1970.
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will;” their regional conflict is identified
with our global crusade against com-
munism—all without benefit of factual
analysis, much less a security treaty
ratified by the Senate. It is the same old
game of waving a red flag in front of
the anti-Communist bull, and many
Americans are still falling for it.

Fortunately, Secretary Rogers and
other individuals in our Government
have made a cooler assessment of Soviet
intentions in the Middle East. They have
recognized that, although the Soviet
Union has made harsh verbal attacks on
Israel, it has been consistent in its ad-
vocacy of a political settlement based on
the Security Council resolution of No-
vember 1967. It also seems evident that
the introduction of Soviet pilots and of
SAM-2 and SAM-3 missiles into Egypt
was something less than a bid for Soviet
domination of the Middle East. The Is-
raelis, it may be recalled, had been flying
deep penetration raids over Egypt and
had even bombed the suburbs of Cairo.
The Egyptians at that time seemed un-
able to counter Israel air power and
there was even talk of this situation re-
sulting in the fall of President Nasser.
The steps taken by the Russians since
then can—and I think should—be inter-
preted as fairly cautious measures de-
signed to bolster a faltering client. They
seem quite cautious when compared with
the things we have done to shore up our
faltering client states in Asia.

The weight of evidence indicates that
the Russians do indeed want a compro-
mise settlement in the Middle East. In
the view of the New York Times' corre-
spondent in Moscow, they would wel-
come the reopening of the Suez Canal,
relief from the heavy costs of arming
Egypt, and a reduction of great power
tensions. A solution acceptable to the
Arabs, moreover, would earn gratitude
and influence for the Russians in the
Arab world, would enhance Soviet pres-
tige all over the world, and appease the
Jewish population of the Soviet Union."
And, most enticing of all, in the Soviet
perspective, would be the ego-gratifying
prospect of a region full of neutralist
states more amenable to Soviet than to
American “influence”’—whatever that
might mean in concrete terms.

When ideclogica] and moral pro-
nouncements are set aside—as every now
and then honesty commends—the Amer-
ican perspective on the Middle East is in
a number of important respects the mir-
ror image of that of the Russians. We,
too, attach great importance to our fleet
plying Mediterranean waters; we too
have an economic stake in the region—
though not as great as that of some of
our allies, who get most of their oil from
the Middle East; we too derive ego-
gratification from wielding “infiluence”
in various parts of the world—although,
like the Russians, we prefer to dress up
our egoism in unctuous pieties; and, like
our rival, we are a pushover for geo-
political grandiosities, the Middle East
being, in President Nixon’s phrase, the
hinge of NATO.” *

Only in one respect is our interest in

1 Bernard Gwertzman, “Soviet Role in Mid-
east,” New York Times, August 3, 1970, p. 2.
18 Televised Interview of July 1, 1870.
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the Middle East fundamentally different
from that of other outside powers: we are
tied to Israel by bonds of culture and
sentiment and by the special attachment
of our American Jewish population.
These bonds represent a perfectly valid
basis for the definition of a national in-
terest and for the making of a wvalid
commitment based on that interest—
provided that the commitment is made in
an appropriately constitutional manner,
and provided too that it does not infringe
upon or derogate from other valid in-
terests, As matters now stand cur com-
mitment to Israel is de facto and
undefined: we do not really know the ex-
tent of our own obligation, which could
be very great, while Israel does not know
what in the way of American support she
can rely on. This uncertainty in turn ap-
pears to have driven Israel to greater
militaney and inflexibility in her attitude
toward the Arabs. For our part, the lack
of a constitutionally legitimate commit-
ment, candidly based on the sentimental
and cultura! bonds which are the real
source of our interest in Israel, drives us
to rationalize our involvement in terms
of gradiose geopolitical concepts.

The assumption appears to be that
there is something illegitimate about
sentiment as the basis of a national in-
terest and that we must therefore dis-
guise it behind a facade of tough-sound-
ing realpolitik, Reading the statement
of the American Jewish Committee
which I quoted earlier, for example, I
could not help suspecting that the au-
thors did not really believe all that stuff
about the Russians testing the inten-
tions of the free world in the Middle
East and challenging the national will
of the United States, any more than I
believe it. The impression I had was that
the authors of the statement feel a cul-
tural and religious attachment to Israel
but do not feel they can persuade the
U.S. Government to pursue a policy
designed to serve that attachment un-
less it can also be justified in terms of
the grand strategy of the cold war. I re-
gret this attitude very muech, for one rea-
son because there is nothing wrong with
a policy based on sentimental attachment
as long as it does not intrude upon other
interests, but primarily because the in-
troduction of cold war rationalizations
can have—and to a great extent has
had—the dangerous effect of expanding
a loeal issue into a global one.

Both President Nixon and Mr. Kis-
singer have tended to speak in those
terms. In his televised interview of July
1, for example, President Nixon spoke
of the Middle East as being “terribly
dangerous, like the Balkans before World
War I, where the two superpowers, the
United States and the Soviet Union,
could be drawn into a confrontation that
neither of them wants.” Five days earlier,
Mr, Kissinger had said exactly the same
thing:

What makes the situation in the Middle
East so potentially dangerous is the fact that
it has many similarities with the Balkans
before World War 1.

Pressing the analogy, Mr. Kis-
singer contended that “no one caused
World War I;” that it came about as
an accident; and that the situation in
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the Middle East is roughly analogous,
Israel and the Arab States each being al-
lied to a superpower. He said:

Each of them to some extent not fully
under the control of the major country con-
cerned.

This tough talk, it has been explained,
was designed to scare the Russians, not
to be taken literally. Whatever effect it
had on the Russians, I must say that it
scared me, because it reveals a dan-
gerously outmoded way of thinking
about international politics. The catas-
trophe of war is conceived as something
fated, controlled by quarrelsome client
states if not by the iron laws of power
politics. Implicit in this outlook is the
supp_ositlon that the coming of a great
war is beyond the control of statesmen—
even beyond the control of the Penta-
gon computers, or of Mr, Kissinger's staff
of experts in the White House basement.

The outlook is faulty, and so is the
analogy. World War I was not primarily
an accident, and it was certainly not pre-
destined. It came about, as recent Ger-
man historians have shown, because
Germany was willing for it to come about
and aided and abetted the events which
led to the explosion. It was within Ger-
many's power at any time to restrain her
Austrian client and, in so doing, to pre-
vent war. The German leaders knew
they had this power but consciously
chose not to exercise it because they
thought they could win a general Euro-
pean war and judged that it would der-
ogate from German pride and grandeur
if the great German Empire shrank from
war.

That is why war came in 1914 and that
is why it will come again, if it does come
again. It will be, as it was in 1914, the
result of human choice, human pride
and human folly. Neither the Arabs nor
the Israelis have the power to bring on
a world war. Only the superpowers have
that option and—whatever the political
usefulness of historical misanalogies—
they had better not forget it.

At least twice in his two background
briefings at San Clemente, Mr. Kissinger
referred to the American interest in the
Middle East deriving from our allies’ de-
pendence on Middle Eastern oil. The
Japanese, Mr. Kissinger pointed ouft, get
90 percent, and the Western Europeans
75 percent, of their oil from the Middle
East—“which again is one reason why
we can have an overwhelming interest in
preventing this area from being domi-
nated by the Soviet Union.” "

For those who are worried about “neo-
isolationism” Mr. Kissinger's words
should provide ample reassurance that
the policeman-of-the-world spirit is still
a living force in American foreign policy.
Without explanation or elaboration it is
taken for granted that, because Japan
and Western Europe need Middle East-
ern oil, the United States has to protect
the oil supplies from “the Soviets and
their radical clients.” What about the
Japanese and the Europeans? Why

" Background Briefing, San Clemente,
Calif., June 26, 1970, p. 20.

17 Background PBriefing, San Clemente,
Calif., June 30, 1970, p. 9; June 26, 1970, p.
23.
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have they not had anything to say about
all this? Why do they not send their
fleets to keep the Mediterranean from be-
coming a ‘“Soviet lake?” Or at least why
do they not participate in the enter-
prise? And why do we not expect them
to?

The answer appears to derive from the
laws of geopolitics. The “responsibili-
ties of power”"—or what used to be called
“providence” in the age of faith—have
imposed upon us the duty of serving as
the Hessians of the free world, with
the lesser free world countries at lib-
erty to provide a regiment or two, if
they wish, to put a nice face on things.

I do not care much for this geopoliti-
cal hocus pocus. Whatever the reasons
of strategy or preference that induced
the administration to employ it, there
is far more to be said for the sensible,
conciliatory approach which has brought
about the cease-fire and the renewal of
the Jarring mission. The administration
of course may contend that the renewed
peace talks would not have come about
but for the carrot-and-stick approach
combining the Rogers overtures with the
Nixon-Kissinger threats. Perhaps so, but
the Russians seem equally convinced that
it was they who brought the Americans
to reason by sending pilots, missiles and
other armaments to Egypt. Each side
seems to cherish the view that it has in-
timidated the other. Spending so prod-
igally as they do on the instruments of
intimidation, they 'naturally have &
vested interest in having something to
show for their money.

One would not begrudge them the con-
ceit except for the fact that this atti-
tude—this confidence in one’s ability to
intimidate an adversary into compromise
and peace—seldom achieves the desired
result. It has not achieved it in Indo-
china, and in the Middle East mutual
intimidation has had a restraining ef-
fect—if indeed it has—only because
both sides, for once, have been rational
enough to recognize their common in-
terest in peace and, therefore, to over-
ride their natural response to the other’s
threats, which is to feel challenged
rather than intimidated, to be provoked
and to respond provocatively.

The geopolitical formulations of Amer-
ica’s interest in the Middle East are dan-
gerous, historically unsound and basi-
cally romantic. There is no relevance in
the Balkan analogy of 1914, which pur-
ports to show that we are helpless, and
we have no automatic, unilateral vital
interest deriving from the oil require-
ments of Europe and Japan. There are,
to be sure, important American political
and economic stakes in the Middle East,
but our major specific interest is a cul-
tural and sentimental attachment to Is-
rael, rooted in the strong preference of
a majority of the American people and
their elected representatives.

We also have a nonspecific interest,
which we share with the Arabs, with the
Israelis, with the Soviet Union, and with
the rest of the world. That interest is in
the vindication of the United Nations as
an instrument for the maintenance of
peace. The Security Council resolution of
November 22, 1967, which Secretary
Rogers has said “will be the bedrock of
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our policy,” ® emphasizes “the inadmis-
sibility of the acquisition of territory by
war,” and it reminds the Middle Eastern
parties of their obligations under article
2 of the United Nations Charter, of
which paragraph 3 states that—

All Members shall settle their international
disputes by peaceful means in such a manner

that international peace and security, and
justice, are not endangered.

This is where the fifth perspective
comes in, over and above that of Arabs,
Israelis, Russians, and Americans. If a
United Nations perspective can be de-
veloped and brought to bear, we might
come out of the Middle East crisis with
something better than a peaceful settle-
ment. We might come out with a prece-
dent too, with processes to draw upon
in the future.

IOI. TOWARD PEACE

For most of the life span of both en-
tities the United Nations and the State
of Israel have been intimately, if not
always cordially, involved with each
other, Israel was legally initiated by the
United Nations; since then its status,
borders, and policies have been the sub-
ject of a series of United Nations reso-
lutions. The United Nations Relief and
Works Agency still has primary responsi-
bility for the Arab refugees; a United
Nations peace force was placed between
Egyptian and Israeli forces after the
1956 war and United Nations observers
have been stationed along the Suez Canal
since the June war of 1967, The Security
Council resolution of November 22, 1967,
is still the most complete, impartial, and
generally accepted policy statement for
a Middle East settlement, and is still the
best hope for a vyiable peace. If there
has ever been an issue which is ripe and
appropriate for peaceful settlement un-
der United Nations auspices, it is the
conflict between Israel and the Arabs.

First and foremost, a just settlement
must vindicate the principle, as spelled
out in the Security Council resolution, of
“the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by war.” This principle goes to
the heart of the Charter; article 2, para-
graph 4 states—

All Members shall refrain in their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or po-
litical independence of any state.

The return of the conquered territories
is the major single requirement for peace
as stated by both President Nasser and
King Hussein. As King Hussein put it:

Israel may have either peace or territory—
but she can never have both.!®

Restoration of the occupied territories
is also American policy. In his notable
speech of December 9, 1969, Secretary
Rogers said:

We belleve that while recognized political
boundaries must be established and agreed
upon by the partles, any changes in the pre-
existing lines should not reflect the weight
of conguest and should be confined to insub-
stantial alterations required for mutual se-
curity, We do not support expansionism. We

" Testimony before the Senate Forelgn Re-
lations Committee, March 27, 1969.

1 Speech to the National Press Club, Wash-
ington, D.C., April 10, 1969.
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believe troops must be withdrawn as the
resolution provides.

In return for withdrawal from all of
the territories occupied in 1967, Israel
would be entitled to firm and specific
guarantees of her security. One such
guarantee might be the stationing of siz-
able United Nations forces in militarily
neutralized zones on both sides of the
borders at all of the points which are crit-
ical of Israel’s security. This would cer-
tainly include the Golan Heights from
which, before the 1967 war, Syrian guns
tormented the Israeli seftlements below.
United Nations forces might also be sta-
tioned on what is now the ocecupied west
bank of the Jordan River; in and around
the Gaza Strip and the old border be-
tween Israel and Egyptian Sinai; and
perhaps too at Sharm el Sheikh to guar-
antee Israel’s egress through the Strait
of Tiran. In all cases, it should be speci-
fled that the United Nations force could
be removed only by consent of both Is-
rael and the Arab government concerned.
Perhaps too the consent of a majority of
the United Nations Security Council
might be required, either to remove the
United Nations forces or to terminate the
neutralized status of the zones in ques-
tion.

Another necessary provision of an
Arab-Israeli peace settlement would be a
mutual disavowal of any further efforts
by either side to alter the frontiers of
1967. The Security Council Resolution of
November 1967 specifies the right of every
state in the area to “live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free
from threats or acts of force.” The Arabs,
it must be remembered, are as frightened
of the Zionist doctrine of unlimited Jew-
ish immigration leading to a drive for
lebensraum as the Israelis are of an
Arab “holy war” to destroy Israel. Both
sides are entitled to explicit guarantees
against these deeply rooted fears. This
can be accomplished by writing into a
treaty a more explicit and detailed ver-
sion of that provision of the Security
Council resolution which would require
“termination of all claims or states of
belligerency and respect for and acknowl-
edgment of the sovereignty, territerial
integrity and political independence of
every state in the area.”

Israel is entitled to free access through
the Suez Canal as well as the Gulf of
Aqgaba and the Strait of Tiran. That too
is called for in the Security Council
resolution and should be guaranteed in
the definitive instrument of peace.

As to Jerusalem, I have no specific rec-
ommendation. I think it well, however,
to recall that the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly unanimously condsmned
Israel’s unilateral annexation of the city®
and that its status cannot be considered
“nonnegotiable.” Some form of interna-
tional status would seem to be the ap-
propriate solution. The Friends study
suggests the desirability of “some sort
of federal condominium to govern an un-
divided and demilitarized Jerusalem”
and makes the further contention, in
which I conecur, that Jerusalem ‘“‘cannot
peacefully become the sole possession of
@ On July 4, 1967, by the vote of 99 to 0,
the United States abstaining.
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one religion or one national state.”®
There may also be merit in Dr. Nahum
Goldmann'’s suggestion that the old Arab
section of Jerusalem be constituted “an
autonomous enclave with an interna-
tional status administered by its inhabi-
tants.” Such an internationalized city,
Dr. Goldmann suggests, might become a
“center for world organizations” as well
as a center for three great religions.®

Probably the most difficult and intrac-
table of the issues to be resolved is that
of “achieving a just settlement of the
refugee problem” as called for in the Se-
curity Council Resolution of 1967. In
justice and law—the latter in the form
of numerous United Nations resolu-
tions—the Palestinian Arab refugees are
entitled to one of two forms of restitu-
tion: either repatriation or compensa-
tion. As a practical solution it should be
feasible to work out an agreement under
which Israel would take back within its
1967 borders an agreed number of refu-
gees who would be accepted as Israeli
citizens and whose former properties
would either be restored or compensated
for. For the majority of refugees, re-
patriation would probably be neither
feasible nor desired. A commitment by
the Arab States to accept them and as-
sist in their resettlement—as in part they
have already done—should be accom-
panied by generous Israeli financial sup-
port, both to compensate these refugees
for their losses and to facilitate their re-
settlement. With constributions from
friends abroad, and with the relief from
military costs which peace would make
possible, Israel should have no great dif-
ficulty in meeting these costs, which in
any case ought to be accepted as an
elementary moral obligation.

In due course the Palestinian Arabs
will find it necessary to accept the exist-
ence of the state of Israel and to recog-
nize that further, futile efforts to destroy
the Jewish state will only compound
their own suffering. The Palestinians
have been done a great historical injus-
tice but it cannot now be undone in the
way they would have it undone. Indeed,
after 22 years of Israel’s existence
as an independent state, it would now
be as great an injustice to disrupt
that society as it was for the Jews to
drive the Arabs from their land in the
first place. A certain rough justice ac-
crues to any existing state of affairs, in-
sofar as it affects people’s lives and
homes; once people are established and
living in a place—regardless of how they
got there—it becomes an injustice, even
if it were a practical possibility, to dis-
rupt and expel them.

This must be a bitter pill for the
Palestinian Arabs to swallow, but, myths
and realities being what they are, they
are going to have to do it if they want
an end to futile guerrilla warfare.
Whether, whenever, and however they
do, the Palestinians are entitled to some
form of self-determination on the non-
Israeli territory of Palestine. Whether
they will wish to form an independent

% Search for Peace in the Middle East, p.
56.

22 “Israel and the Arabs—An ‘Unrepresent-
ative’ View,” Le Monde, Weekly Selection,
May 27, 1970, p. 4.
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Palestinian State, or rejoin the Kingdom
of Jordan, or federate with it in some
way, is beyond the reach of a foreigner’s
judgment, and perhaps beyond the fea-
sible scope of any foreseeable peace set-
tlement in the Middle East.

Central and indispensable to a peace
settlement based on the Security Coun-
cil Resolution of November 1967 would
be the guarantee of the entire settlement
by the United Nations, Such a guarantee
would properly take the form of a spe-
cific commitment by the United Nations
Security Council to enforce the peace and
all of its specifications, inecluding the
“secure and recognized bcundaries” of
both Israel and her Arab neighbors and
the neutralized status of designated
border zones. The agreement should also
specify strict limitations on the sale or
provision of arms to Middle Eastern
states by outside powers. As permanent
members of the Security Council, the
United States, the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom and France would have
major responsibility for enforcement of
the peace terms, but that obligation
would fall upon them not in their capac-
ity as “great powers” but as members
of the Security Council, which is en-
trusted by article 24 of the Charter with
“primary responsibility for the mainte-
nance of international peace and secu-
rity.”

It might also be appropriate and de-
sirable for the Security Council’s guar-
antee to be ratified formally by the leg-
islative bodies of the signatory states.
Such action would represent a mark of
the seriousness attached to this new com-
mitment by members of the Security
Council, although it might not be re-
garded as juridically essential since, by
ratifying the Charter in the first place,
every member of the United Nations is
already committed, under article 25, to
“accept and carry out the decisions of
the Security Council.” It would do no
harm, however, by formal parliamentary
act, to remind the members of this fre-
quently forgotten obligation.

For reasons of varying merit Israel has
indicated on numerous occasions a lack
of confidence in the United Nations. In
order to accommodate this attitude and
provide Israel with anh added assurance
of security, I, for one, would be willing to
supplement a United Nations guarantee
with a bilateral treaty—not an executive
agreement but a treaty consented to by
the Senate—under which the United
States would guarantee the territory and
independence of Israel within the borders
of 1967. This guarantee should neither
add to, nor detract from, nor in any way
alter the multilateral guarantee of the
United Nations—which would obligate us,
as a member of the Security Council, to
defend the “secure and recognized bound-
aries” of both Israel and her Arab
neighbors. The supplementary, bilateral
arrangement with Israel would obligate
the United States to use force if neces-
sary, in accordance with its constitu-
tional processes, to assist Israel against
any violation of its 1967 borders which it
could not repel itself, but the agreement
would also obligate Israel, firmly and
unequivocally, never to violate those bor-
ders herself.

I conceive of an American treaty of
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guarantee with Israel as an instrument
which would come into effect after—
and only after—the multilateral guaran-
tee of the United Nations had been
agreed upon and ratified by all parties.
The bilateral treaty with Israel would
represent no more than a repetition of
and an additional assurance of, our in-
tent to honor the multilateral guaran-
tee of the United Nations. Essentially,
the bilateral arrangement would serve as
an accommecdation to the fact of Israel’s
mistrust of the United Nations. It would
repeat a commitment which every mem-
ber of the Security Council, including
the Soviet Union, would also have made
through their multilateral guarantee of
the borders of all of the states con-
cerned.

At this hopeful moment of at least
temporary truce and renewed contracts
between the principal belligerents, the
situation in the Middle East presents the
world community with an important, in-
deed an unprecedented, opportunity. At
its present juncture the conflict between
Israel and the Arabs is the most signifi-
cant issue since the end of World War II
in which the Soviet Union and the United
States have identified enough in the way
of common interests to allow of a peace-
ful settlement mediated and guaranteed
by the United Nations Security Council.
I do not think one can exaggerate the
importance of the opportunity. A settle-
ment mediated by the great powers in
their capacity as great powers quite pos-
sibly could be a fair and durable one, but
a settlement mediated by the United Na-
tions could serve as a precedent for the
settlement of other conflicts through the
procedures of international organiza-
tion. Perhaps, if the precedents accumu-
lated, and with further advances in
civilization, it might even be found pos-
sible to apply these procedures in con-
flicts involving the great powers them-
selves. That, after all, was why we cre-
ated the United Nations in the first
place—to save succeeding generations
from the scourge of war.

Mr, President, one other comment in
response to the observations a moment
ago of the Senator from Connecticut. I
can only emphasize what I said, that I
do not have overwhelming faith that
the Russians or other nations are going
to live up to every agreement; but I do
not think that is sufficient reason for not
trying to make the agreements which I
have suggested. No doubt there are many
views as to how the agreements can be
implemented. I have suggested a number
of things, such as the stationing of a
United Nations force in areas which are
sensitive and critical points from a point
of view of security. I reminded the Sen-
ate of suggestions that really have been
made by people far more knowledgeable
than I of the problem of Jerusalem, which
is very complicated because of the deep
emotions involved therein. I made the
suggestion not because I am confident in
it as the solution, but as illustrative of
the kind of problems that will arise, and
to prompt discussion and to show that I
recognize, at least, these problems as a
part of the overall question. These mat-
ters of detail are the very essence of
negotiations which must take place.

But the overall reason for the speech
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is largely, as 1 have said, the conditions
that have arisen both in the Middle East
and outside the Middle East, which in-
dicate that there may now be an oppor-
tunity to arrive at an arrangement with
the Russians which they would consider
to be in their national interest, just as
I think we would consider it to be in our
national interest, to bring about a settle-
ment in the Middle East.

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

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have just
arrived in Washington, and was ap-
brised, very graciously, by the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBriGHT) that he
was going to make this speech. I was un-
able to be here before this hour. I have
had an opportunity to read excerpts, but
not the whole speech.

When the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee applies his very
considerable gifts to so difficult a prob-
lem as the Middle East, I feel it is my
duty and my pleasure to study his re-
marks very, very carefully. Then, if I
have some observations or comments or
reply, I should make them in the same
considered way and with the same study,
introspection, as well as research, that
the chairman obviously has given to his
speech.

I rise now only to say I think it healthy
that the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, on which I have the
honor to serve with him, has taken such
an interest in this subject and has made
his own proposals. It can only advance
our knowledge of this subject, whatever
may be the differences in our views. It
may be that some of us think he is too
trusting in the power of pieces of paper,
called guarantees or treaties, over the
will of the people or geography, or aver
the very nettling problem of Jerusalem,
as was mentioned, or the Arab
refugees.

1 think there is a chance to settle this
dispute. I think there is a chance. I think
some of the genius which can be mus-
tered here in the Senate can materially
help in that chance. I deeply feel that
‘the President, having announced his
policy on July 1, which was so heavily
premised on the interest of the United
States and the free world, for peace in
this area, having been supported by 71
Senators, though there was a heavy
manifestation for it in this Chamber. In
my judgment, the President would not
have proceeded as he did without that
support from so many senators.

We have a very creative responsibility,
I shall consider it a privilege to try to
share it with the chairman, as I am sure
many other Senators will, and I hope to
be able to contribute to the ultimate
result.

One thing is very clear: Certainly,
there is the most ample goodwill and de-
sire to bring this terrible crisis to a peace-
ful conclusion on the part of the Sena-
tor from Arkansas, and for that we will
all be grateful.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
comments of the Senator from New
York., I do not know any man better
equipped to make contributions to this
difficult problem than the Senator from
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New York. He has always had an in-
terest in it, but in addition to his inter-
est in it, he has one of the most thor-
oughly grounded minds that I have ever
seen in matters both legal and political.

One of the purposes of the speech is
to inspire—of course, the Senator from
New York does not need any inspira-
tion—the Senate and the whole country
to take an interest in this matter and
to recognize that we are already in-
volved and that the whole world is in-
volved in it, and to stimulate as many
people as possible to come forward with
any ideas they have to help us in the
negotiations. It is high time we found
some way other than the force of arms
to deal with the problem.

I am not so optimistic as to believe
that my speech or any other speech will
provide a solution. The history of the
human race does not give a great basis
for optimism about solving these prob-
lems. But the previous history of the
human race did not include nuclear
arms. Until recently it did not have the

resent technological development
which now burdens as well as benefits
us. I think we are more burdened than
benefited from it. The whole world has
advanced. It is this realization that in-
spires someone to keep some hope in
mind that we may avoid the short-
sightedness which, in the past, has so
frequently resulted in wars which have
devastated the world.

Perhaps we are not able to solve these
difficulties by reason. After all, it is a
part of the responsibilities of the rep-
resentatives of the peoble, such as Sen-
ators, to apply reason. We can always
hope that our mentality and our politi-
cal astuteness can catch up with the
technological changes and find a way to
bring about peace in the world. That is
all. T think it is our duty to explore it,
at the very minimum.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I hope for two changes.
First, I hope it is true of the Jewish peo-
ple, with whom I have such a deep ac-
guaintance and feeling. They had a ter-
rible heritage for five millennia, and the
apogee of barbarism came in the Hitler
regime. The Arabs heve had a most il-
lustrious history of culture and tech-
nology, mathematics in the fundamental
sense, and they made great contribu-
tions to the world, and then they fell
into a period of centuries of desuetude
which has made their area one of the
most feudal as well as one of the most
depressed in the world.

It is hard to believe that modern cur-
rents have not touched the Arab world,
as often seems to be the case. I think it
is almost impossible to accept and I re-
fuse to believe it.

Perhaps out of these two illustrious
heritages—Jewish and Arab—not only
can. peace be made, but perhaps the
whole area can be brought forward into
a new developmental phase, in which it
is now literally behind the whole world.

I shall certainly jein hands with the
Senator from Arkansas and all of my
colleagues who are interested, to see if
we can fashion this result.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
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tor. I agree with him that it is only re-
cently we have had these developments.
The Arabs and the Jews used to get
alonz in close proximity there in the
Middie East. The problem in earlier days
was not rivalry between the Arabs and
the Israelis; it was the colonialism of
Western Europe, the British and the
Americans who injected themselves into
matters of local concern, that caused the
trouble.

I do not believe there is really any rea-
son why they cannot get along. They are
botn gifted peoples with rich cultural
heritages. The reason I mention the cul-
tural heritages of those countries is be-
cause I recognize the great talents of
their people. We are all well aware of
the tremendous talents and abilities of
the Jewish people, as demonstrated here
and in every other country. And, as the
Senator mentioned, the Arabs have had
periods of great accomplishment. They
are, I am sure, people who can live at
peace, as they did until recently. This is
not a long lasting enmity, extending
back hundreds of years. Their mutual en-
emies were the Europeans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Arkansas may have an ad-
ditional 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Illinois wish me to
yield?

Mr. PERCY. Yes, I shall appreciate the
Senator’s yielding for a few comments
and several questions.

I noted yesterday the full coverage of
the intended speech of the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas today, and I
commend the distinguished Senator for
laying out before the world and the
American public in such a thorough
manner one of the most pressing prob-
lems that we face.

‘We have devoted too much attention
to Vietnam and Indochina, an area 10
or 11 thousand miles from our country,
where the direct relationship between
our vital interests and our national se-
curity is not nearly as apparent as it is
in the Middle East. I commend the dis-
tinguished Senator for bringing into
public debate and bringing to public at-
tention for consideration various alterna-
tives and various routes that can be used
to find what we must find—peace and
stability for the people of Israel and of
the Arab States, for all the peoples of
the Middle East; because the future
peace of the world may depend upon
whether we can find an answer to this
very agonizing problem.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. PERCY. I also commengd the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas for
what I consider to be an exceptionally
fine presentation yesterday on “Meet the
Press.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr, PERCY. If no one else intends to,
I certainly shall want to put the “Meet
the Press” transecript, when it becomes
available, into the REecorp, because I
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think all of us who did not see it should
certainly study and read the very care-
fully chosen words of our distinguished
colleague.

I have just a few questions, and I
think they are serious and important
questions, raised by the presentation
made by the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

I feel certain that the Senator in-
tended his proposals to be provocative,
and to raise questions, because only by
raising these questions can we obtain
answers.

My first question respects the concern
that I feel the people of the State of
Israel, and the government of Israel
would have about the proposal when it
is suggested that they return to the their
previously insecure borders, and give up
what they now have and have gained
through the so-called 6-day war, a war
that they did not want, but which they
felt was a necessary protection against
the threats made that they would be
driven into the sea and exterminated.

I presume that the philosophy is that
a bird in the hand is worth two in the
bush. They do feel much more secure
as a result of having those territories
but they are being asked, in this pro-
posal, to give them up in exchange for a
U.S. treaty commitment to rescue Israel
if she is attacked, and in exchange for
United Nations guarantees.

They look at United Nations guaran-
tees with some concern, because they
have not always been treated in what
they consider to be a friendly and under-
standing way by the United Nations.
Would the Senator care to expand on
how he, walking in the shoes of the peo-
ple of Israel, knowing what they have
gone through, could give them assurance
that giving up the land that they now
hold can be a proper exchange for the
commitment and the guarantee?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I make the point,
of course, that apparently—and I have
no reason to doubt it—the return of the
land is a precondition to any negotiated
settlement. That is, if they do not do
that, the war will continue. That is one
of my assumptions; I think it is a just
assumption.

If the territory is returned, and it
leads to the guarantees which I have
mentioned, it seems to me the only way
to approach the matter is through a set-
tlement that would give the State of
Israel security so that she can live in
peace and pursue her future without
being a garrison state and continually
waging war.

As to the significance of certain pieces
of real estate to a nation’s security, I
think the experience of most of mankind
is that real estate does not give security,
especially with modern weapons. It may
have to a greater extent in the days of
bows and arrows, when a particular river,
for example, which could not be crossed,
except by boats or something, gave a
certain security. I am sure there was a
period prior to technological develop-
ments when mountains, heights, or rivers
gave real security.

But I do not think that such factors
are very significant any longer. What is
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significant is the attitude of the neigh-
bors. You cannot really live in peace if
your neighbors are determined to make
war. We have had many examples of
that.

I try to be careful about analogies, be-
cause they can be very misleading, but
the French, before World War II, felt
that if they had the Rhineland and the
Saar it would add to their security. It
did not. Now they do not have either one,
and they are far more secure. There has
been a change of attitude on the part of
the Germans, and this has made the
difference.

Then there is our own experience with
the Canadians. They do not feel, as far as
I know, any insecurity, though we could
walk across that border any day, be-
cause of our greater size and the strength
of our forces.

In other words, the important thing is
the attitude of people. I do not think the
Arabs and the Israelis are going to
achieve security until both sides make
up their minds to accept a peaceful sit-
uation.

As to the guarantees, that is, the guar-
antees of the United Nations, I hope that
organization would be serious in sup-
porting the guarantees of the individual
countries, including our own. I think
that is what would contribute most to
the development of an attitude, on the
part of both the Arabs and the Israelis,
that they are going to live in peace.

On the one hand, it would be an en-
couragement to make the Arabs feel that
they could not upset it. It ought to dis-
abuse their minds of the idea that they
can destroy Israel. This in itself, it seems
to me, would tend to cause that idea to
evaporate, and cause them to reconcile
themselves to the presence of Israel
That would be a part of their obligation.
Whether or not they would actually do
it is, of course, a question.

But the piece of paper is not the final
answer; it is the change in the attitudes
of the people themselves.

Such changes have come abouf in
other areas. We know how suddenly the
great animosity that existed between us
and the Japanese and the Germans 25
years ago has changed. I do not know
why we should assume that we are so
superior to all other people that we ean
change and they cannot. I think these
are all very gifted people, and can
change., But we have to create the con-
ditions that make the change possible.

Mr. PERCY. I assume that if there
existed between the Israelis and the
Arabs the feeling that exists between the
Canadians and the United States, we
would not have much of a problem. But
the feelings that exist between the Arabs
and the people of the State of Israel are
a long way from that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is why I say I
do not like analogies. However, that of
the French and the Germans is a rather
dramatic——

Mr. PERCY. In the long run, I feel
there is a basis for what the Senator
suggests.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And now between
the Germans and the Russians we have
seen at least the stirrings of a movement
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for conciliation. This is something quite
remarkable.

Mr. PERCY, By the distinguished Sen-
ator’s proposal, did he wish to remove
from the area of negotiation the pos-
sibility that the belligerent parties them-
selves might agree that it makes sense
for Israel to retain small areas which
have no great value economically but
which strategically may give great as-
surance to the people?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Of course not. If the
parties agree to that, I would welcome it.
In anticipation that they may not, I
simply suggested as an alternative that
the Security Council undertake to station
United Nations troops at those critical
areas.

If they would agree to that, it would
mean that they have progressed far
beyond what I had anticipated they
might as to their attitude. If they could
reach that kind of reconciliation, that
would be all the better.

Mr. PERCY. In other words, just on
the eve of talks, it is not the Senator’s
intention to remove the initiative from
the parties themselves or to impose from
the outside the details of an arrangement
or settlement on the parties themselves.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Not at all.

Mr. PERCY. They could work out these
details.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The only reason for
that is that, as the Senator knows, this
has been going on for a long time, and
they have been unable to work out the
details. It would be much more aceept-
able if the parties themselves could work
it out. It is only as a last resort, in rec-
ognition of the danger of this to us, that
I make this proposal—on the theory that
these proposals, if they are taken seri-
ously, might be a further incentive for
the parties to work it out. One can reason
either way on that.

Mr. PERCY. I would presume that the
distinguished Senator welcomed, as I
did, the initiative taken by Secretary
Rogers and the indicated willingness of
Prime Minister Meir, King Hussein, and
President Nasser to negotiate these con-
ditions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly.

Mr. PERCY. And nothing should in-
terfere, then, with whatever progress can
be made.

In other words, one might say that the
proposal of the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
is there as another alternative, should
the initiative which is now under way
fail. In other words, if that fails, all is
not lost. We would still have another
route by which we could go. I feel that
the United Nations should take a much
more active role in this situation in the
future than it has in the past.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly agree
with the Senator.

As I have tried to emphasize, the point
about involving the United Nations and
having it undertake responsibility in this
matter is one of the most important rea-
sons for my making the speech, becalse
the United Nations is important. It is
especially important to small countries.
It may be more important to them than
it is to big countries, but I am not sure
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that it is. Since the big countries seem
inevitably to become involved in the prob-
lems of the smaller countries so, it is im-
portant to all. But the small countries
are more immediately concerned. I think
it is a very important element. If a Mid-
dle East settlement could be a precedent
for action by the Security Council, it
would be a great step forward.

Mr. PERCY. My principal concern goes
to another area that I was not quite sure
I fully understood yesterday in the press
presentation of the Senator’s point.

We would provide a commitment to
the State of Israel, which would back up
a solution to be worked out by the United
Nations, to guarantee their security and
the condition of peace in that area to the
extent that we could. What, then, is to
prevent the Arab States to literally, one
might say, almost blackmail the Soviet
Union into giving them a guarantee in
which they might get a stronger guar-
antee than would be given to us? Then,
reinforced with this guarantee and the
highly emotional state of this whole
situation out there, could it be probable
that some Arab State might be inclined
to take some rash action which today
would be military suicide but which,
backed up by a Soviet guarantee such
as we had given, might then reinforce
their intestinal fortitude, cause them to
go ahead, which then, through an action
of a third party, might force the super
powers into a confrontation?

I shall very much appreciate some
explanation as to how we could avoid
this kind of situation should we give a
guarantee on our side. This, of course,
would not be the kind of guarantee that
would give the State of Israel or the area
any assurance for the future.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not sure that
I get the full impact of that.

My assumption all along has been that
the Russians have an interest in settling
the matter and do not have an interest
in allowing the Arabs to involve them.in
a war with us.

It would be a wholly irrational act, if
the Russians gave any such guarantee, I
am not sure what kind of guarantee could
go further than what I am proposing we
take and the Security Council take.

I cannot imagine the Russians saying,
“No matter how unreasonable, we will
back you, even if you want to destroy
Israel,” I do not think they would enter
into that agreement, unless one assumes
that they are totally devious and delib-
erately fraudulent in what they agree to.
If they have anything like that in mind,
there is nothing to prevent them today
from putting 10 times as many pilots in
there, 10 times as many missiles, and
everything else. I suppose they are physi-
cally capable of doing it, but I do not
think they want to do it.

Here, again, we have to come back to
the good faith of the people involved. If
we cannot possibly have any confidence
in their undertakings and their agree-
ments, all of this is just so much talk. It
may be that the human race is incapable
of negotiating a settlement of its prob-
lems, that only force can be relied upon.
We have not been very successful in it.
We have had some minor successes here
and there.
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I think that the only way we can pro-
ceed is to assume some degree of con-
fidence in solemn undertakings that
countries make, in spite of the fact that
in the past many of them have been
breached. Upon that assumption, I think
that what the Senator is proposing might
happen with the Russians involves an
assumption that they would act irra-
tionally in this whole matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's additional 15 minutes have ex-
pired.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to continue for 5
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Perhaps a hypothetical
situation, then, could help clarify my
concern.

We would presumably, under the Sen-
ator’s proposal, guarantee that if Israel
were attacked by an Arab State, we would
go to Israel’s defense. A counterpart pro-
posal then would come from the Soviet
Union to the Arab States, that if they
were attacked by Israel, the Soviet Union
would come to their defense.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They go to the
United Nations, as a member of the
Security Council, and so do we.

Mr. PERCY. What I am concerned
about is this: Let us say the fedayeen,
or the commandos, would attack from
an Arab State; that it might well be pre-
sumed by the State of Israel that the at-
tack was being supported by the army,
if not directly, at least indirectly, of that
country. They then retaliated, as they
have, and attacked the commandos. The
Arab State interprets this as an attack
upon it and says to the Soviet Union,
“Attack Israel, because the treaty we
have with you has been violated, and you
are therefore compelled to come to our
defense.”

This is the kind of situation I feel cer-
tain we would all want to avoid, and I
would hope that it could be clarified, so
that this is not the kind of situation that
the distinguished Senator would envision
our being drawn into.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator
is assuming a breach of the agreement
which will have been guaranteed by the
Security Council. Our entering into it
does not change those conditions. If the
Senator is assuming, say, that Egypt or
Jordan should violate it by harboring
and doing by proxy what they have
agreed not to do directly, I can see no
justification for saying it is not a viola-
tion. That is a violation of their under-
taking. In contrast, we have the hypo-
thetical situation that they are unable
to control absolutely all the activities of
small guerrilla bands who, in spite of the
opposition and good faith efforts of the
respective governments, can still make
raids. And this could happen. Then it
would not be a violation of the treaty be-
cause they have in good faith tried to
live up to it. They cannot quite control
all the commandos any more than we
can quite control our own criminals here
at home. As strong as we are, we have
the same problem, although in a differ-
ent context. But it is not a violation of
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the treaty. I would expect, certainly,
that Israel would be quite competent to
deal with an act. If it had no backing
from an Arab government, Israel could
certainly contain it. They can now, and
they could under any reasonable circum-
stances, even though backed by the Rus-
sians, or even though backed by the gov-
ernment. It is like the criminals operat-
ing here in Washington or Chicago, we
are not able quite to control them. But if
we assume a breach, then the whole
thing falls to the ground of course, and
it is impossible. World War I started
when a solemn obligation was breached
with regard to Belgium. I am quite pre-
pared and believe it is possible that
someone will breach an agreement. But
what is the alternative? If we try and
fail, we will still be no worse off than we
are Now.

Mr. PERCY, With that, I certainly
concur. I commend the Senator once
again for his initiative in opening up this
debate, which I hope will be carried on,
because I think it helps our understand-
ing of the complexity of the problem,
and will help us also in the coming
months on the negotiations.

My last question is an attempt to clar-
ify the Senator’s feelings as to the inten-
tion of the Soviet Union in the Middle
East. I do not think that we dare under-
estimate Soviet determination to assume
a major role in Middle East affairs. I
think it is to our national interest to
bring about an equitable peace in that
area and, thereby, reduce Arab depend-
ence on the Soviets while saving Israel.

In reading the Senator’s speech, I felt
that he was a little less concerned or
maybe a good deal less concerned than I
have been about Soviet intentions in the
Middle East. Would the Senator com-
ment on what he believes the Soviet in-
tentions have been there, and what the
direct reletionship is to our national
security?

With the answer to that question, I
wish to thank my distinguished colleague
for helping me better to understand his
very, very forthright, fine, and valuable
contribution to this debate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator
very much for his works of approval of
my efforts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator may proceed for an additional 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Boces). Without objection,
ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With regard to the
intention of the Soviet Union, first, I
think they intend, wherever they wish, to
be recognized as a major power. We often
refer to the two existing superpowers,
the Soviet Union and the United States
because of our industrial power and our
military power. I suppose the Soviets
believe that they have a reasonable de-
gree of parity with us in the art of de-
struction, but each of us has such tre-
mendous military power that we could
destroy each other and maybe most of
the world if we sought to do so. So, the
Soviets wish to be recognized. They do

(Mr.
it is so
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not agree that we have an exclusive fee
simple title in Mediterranean affairs, in
the Middle East, in the Indian Ocean, in
the Caribbean, or anywhere else, any
more than they have a fee simple title
that excludes us from various parts of
the world. Their national ego, like our
own, I suppose, requires that they be
able to sail their ships in the Mediter-
ranean, or anywhere else they like on
the high seas. They do not recognize that
we have a prior right to control of or
access to various parts of the world. I
think one of the reasons I happen to
think they are willing even to talk at
Vienna is that they feel they have ac-
quired a degree of parity with us and
therefore they are willing to talk. I do
not believe fhat the old principle many
people subscribe to, that we should ne-
gotiate only from strength is a feasible
policy, because the opposite side says,
“Well, we will not negotiate from weak-
ness,” therefore we never get to nego-
tiate. I think the way we interpret their
actions in the SALT talks is just that.
They feel they have acquired a degree of
parity in the world.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boags). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the transac-
tion of routine morning business, under
the 3-minute limitation.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
REGARDING COSPONSORS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that for
the remainder of the 91st Congress, any
Senator may present a request in writ-
ing and signed by him, to add the names
of cosponsor of bills, resolutions, and
amendments, and that such request ap-
pear in the appropriate place in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boaes) . Is there ocbjection to the request
of the Senator from West Virginia? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. With the
further understanding that the request
presented by each Senator shall be
signed by the Senator who turns in the
request with the parliamentarian at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
that further understanding, without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask if the
Senator from West Virginia would con-
sider including as a part of his unani-
mous-consent agreement that a notice
go to all Senators in addition to being
in the REcorp, so that all Senators will
know that henceforth cosponsorship may
be accomplished by tendering the re-
quest to the Parliamentarian at the desk.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I make that request, and I ask
unanimous consent that such a notice be
ineluded in the Daily Digest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, a point
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of information. Would the unanimous-
consent agreement involve the ones I
have here in my hand to present this
afternoon?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes, it
would. I make this request in the interest
of saving time. So often Senators have
to wait on the floor of the Senate in order
to get recognition only for the purpose
of adding the name of a cosponsor to a
bill, resolution, or amendment. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement which has
been entered, any Senator may present
in writing to the Parliamentarian at the
desk, without getting recognition from
the floor, the names of cosponsors of bills,
resolutions, and amendments, and the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcoOrD will so show. This
means that a staff aide cannot present
such an item at the desk. It must be done
by the Senator himself and the request
must be signed by the Senator.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from West Virginia. How-
ever, in lieu of a signature to these re-
quests, I shall make them in the REcorD.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, the Senator may, of course, do that
if he so wishes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, at
the conclusion of morning business to-
day, the unfinished business remain laid
aside and that the bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of State, Jus-
tice, Commerce, and the Judiciary be
laid before the Senate and that it be-
come the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? Without objection,
it is so ordered.

SENATOR INOUYE ON AN ALL-VOL-
UNTEER ARMED FORCE

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
InovuyE), I ask unanimous consent that
a statement of his position on Senate
Amendment 844 to H.R. 17123 to estab-
lish an all-volunteer military to be print-
ed in the REcoRD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

The BSenate will soon be considering
Amendment number 844, which will add a
new title to the Military Procurement Au-
thorization Bill implementing the recom-
mendations of the Gates Commission for an
all-volunteer armed force.

I have decided, after a long period of
agonizing review of the facts, that I shall
support this amendment because I believe
that the Selective Service System, as it is
presently constituted, has outlived its use-
fulness. The time has come to institute a new
system for raising manpower more consistent
with the principles and ideals of the Ameri-
can political tradition.

Last year, I opposed the all-volunteer army
concept because I believed it was impractical
and would have dangerous implications for
American freedom. I must frankly admit
that I still do not regard it as the panacea
which many of its enthusiastic supporters
consider it.
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I am still gravely fearful of the “profes-
sional” military. The “professionals" have
too much power already. Events of this cen-
tury should be convincing. To set them fur-
ther apart from the general run of humanity
is a dangerous development. At the very
least, the draft added to the military thou-
sands upon thousands of young men in uni-
form who hated the military. I do not sup-
pose that with a volunteer army, men who
hate military service will be volunteering.
Nor will one with an advanced education
and prospects for a well-paying job be en-
ticed into entering this hard, sometimes
lonely and dangerous, but very necessary
profession. I fear that thousands of young
men, freed from the specter of military serv-
ice, will not join the military and hency
deprive us of a body of officers and enlisted
men who will subject military decisions to
skeptical and suspicious scrutiny.

However, I have decided that the poten-
tial good of this amendment outweighs
whatever doubts and misgivings I may have,
My support for the amendment is based not
only on the economic and political argu-
ments famillar to the members of the Sen-
ate, but also on considerations of what the
draft has done to our society. Compulsory
service has had pernicious effects on our
country and weakened our social fiber. It is
my hope that much of this disruption and
tension will ease if the draft is eliminated.

No one need convince me of the many
Inequities found in the draft. Everyone who
has studied the problem has come across
cases where induction has been used to re-
press dissent. Some local boards have been
careless—by design or ignorance—in ob-
serving the legal rights of registrants and
as a result have clogged the Federal courts
with a multitude of complex cases., The loop-
holes and exemptions have led to tortured
legal distinctions of “consclentious objec-
tion”. Most important, the draft has been
administered with an uneven hand, leaving
those men with a college education and
wealth & greater opportunity to pursue their
interests than those who were less favored.

Finally, I am not unmindful of the great
personal crises of conscience many men un-
dergo when confronted with the momentous
decision posed by the draft. This crisis has
been aggravated by our involvement in the
most unpopular war in our history, a war
whose continuation I oppose. Approximately
60,000 men have fled to Canada. Uncounted
numbers have fled to other countries will-
ing to offer them asylum.

These decisions to flee have had tragic
consequences on thelr families. They prob-
ably have destroyed promising careers,
broken marriages, and caused irreparable
loss to our national life. Many of those anti-
military youths who accept induction have
continued their insubordination and opposi-
tion to army policy, and their contribution
to the spirit of restlessness in the military
has been of great concern to career officers.
The great hostility engendered by this anti-
military feeling has led to skyrocketing rates
of desertion from the armed forces, None of
this human tragedy or allenation can be
computed in dollars and cents.

I hope that our democracy will be strong
enough to withstand the pressures of a
“professional” military. I shall support ef-
forts to terminate the present Selective Serv-
ice Act. I pray that my decision is a correct
one.

ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMED FORCE

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, LeRoy
Anderson, major general, U.S. Army re-
tired, and former Member of Congress,
recently made a statement on the all-
volunteer military which I would like to
commend to my colleaguss. I ask unani-
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mous consent that -the statement be
printed in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF LEROY ANDERSON

The draft is unnecessary, unjust, expen-
sive in money and moral values and a threat
to the very fabric of our soclety. It is as un-
American as the old British custom oI
shanghaiing or impressing seamen by force.

The usual reason given for continuing the
draft is that it would be too expensive to
have an all-volunteer military. Forget for
the moment that this statement is, on the
face of it, an acknowledgment that we are
forcing & disproportionate share of the cost
of national defense onto the shoulders of the
young men selected for the draft (who had
no part in making the mess they are sup-
posed to clean up, at the possible cost of
their lives). The fact is that the argument
just will not stand up under close scrutiny,
all factors consldered.

The draft, far from being economical, is a
most wasteful way of maintaining military
manpower. What efficlent corporation would
tolerate a personnel system with the 'mili-
tary services high rate of turnover, as It
trains and retrains new men every few
months to operate the Increasingly complex
and complicated machinery of modern war-
fare?

Let Congress determine the size of the
military and then provide the funds to stafl
it with those who willingly choose the mili-
tary profession. Whatever the required
strength the personnel can be recruited if
the pay and other incentives are competi-
tive with other occupations and proportional
to the demands of the service.

This will be more economical in the long
run than our present antigquated system of
conscription. We must move, in this time
of Increasingly sophisticated weapons, from
a system of draftees, much of whose time is
spent in training, and many of whom are
unwillingly in the service, to a military that
is professional and makes a career of it. Cer-
tainly savings, efficiency and a better stand-
ard of performance will then do the job with
a smaller number of properly tralned pro-
fessional soldiers, supported by civilian em-
ployees where feasible.

Perhaps, too, we have overlooked the need
for motivation to make the military efficient.
A man will do a good job If he believes in it,
a poor job if he is forced to do something he
doesn't want to do, or something which is
counter to his deep-felt convictions. Having
bzen a tank battallon and task force com-
mander in combat from Normandy to the
Elpe in WWII, I was much impressed by
the findings of then Colonel, now General, S.
L. A. Marshall. General Marshall found that
& large number of soldiers, nominally in
combat, made no contribution to the success
of their units. Many never fired their rifles
or carbines, even when the flow of battle
threatened their own bodily safety. Yet each
of these non-effective soldlers required the
same number of men to back him up in the
support and logistical forces as did any other
soldier in the lines. We can say that for each
non-efective soldier the military was also
providing backup personnel and supplies,
and that this sum total was wasted.

I believe that in an all-volunteer service
there would be far fewer non-effectives, re-
ducing both c¢combat and service expendi-
tures and providing a far more effective and
efficlent military machine.

The arguments I have presented so far
have been those concerned with justice, fair-
ness and with the materlal, practical dollars
and cents considerations. Those were my
views when I sat on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee and they are still my views.
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Now, additionally, as an observer of the na-
tional scene, I am convinced that continua-
tion of our present draft system could well
have apocalyptic consequences in the grow-
ing allenation of our young from the rest of
society. No other single cause is s0 respon-
sible for the growing allenation, dissent and
protest throughout our nation as is con-
scription and its concomitant issues of peace
and war, This is a terrible and pervasive
alienation, found among all classes of Ameri-
cans, rich and poor, white and non-white
alike,

The cause i5 to be found in the grave de-
fects In the draft system itself, which call
upon some young men to offer their lives for
reasons which are, at the least, unclear; for
reasons which appear to many to eall upon
them to participate in a war which they re-
gard as totally unjustifiable, immoral and
inconsistent with the great democratic and
humanitarian traditions of our country.
Much of the turmoil on our campuses is con-
scription and draft related. The fact that
over 60,000 young men have left the country
because of the draft and that some 30,000 are
simply refusing the draft and taking their
punishment bears eloguent testimony to the
depth of their feelings and convictions.

The draft is terribly unjust, both as be-
tween one young man and another and even
more because it forces certain young men
to bear a disproportionate share of the cost,
even to sacrificing their lives, of getting us
out of (or deeper into) a mess that they
had no part in creating.

In simple justice every young man should
be free to make his own choice. A few should
not be chosen, arbitrarily or by lot, to make
a sacrifice for the security of us all. We must
move at once to a professional all-volunteer
military by setting the pay and incentives
where they will attract the number and qual-
ity of men required to provide for our se-
curity.

We can do it, and have a more efficient and
economical military. Nothing less will heal
the wounds that scar our society. Let us move
forward to make our people one again.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recognized
for 6 minutes in the morning hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NO, 1—WHY THE MILITARY BUDGET
CAN BE CUT BY $5 BILLION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in the
next few days, the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MatHIAS) and I, along with a
number of other colleagues, intend to
offer an amendment to cut military
spending for fiscal year 1971 by $5 billion.

Thursday evening Deputy Secretary of
Defense Packard made a remarkable
speech in which he provided massive evi-
dence in support of a major military
budget cut. He sharply criticized Penta-
gon procurement practices. The Deputy
Secretary put it very bluntly:

We have a real mess on our hands.

Speaking at a meeting of the Armed
Forces Management Association in Los
Angeles, Secretary Packard placed the
blame squarely on the defense contrac-
tors:

We should buy only what we need—not
systems you or anyone else thinks they can
develop to do something that doesn't need to
be done. The Defense Department has been

August 24, 1970

led down the garden path for years on sophis
ticated systems that you promised would dao
all kinds of things for some optimistic cost
Too frequently we have been wrong in listen
ing to you, and more frequently you have
been unable to deliver on elther of these
promises—what it would do or what it would
cost.

Mr. President, it is only rarely
that a high Defense official is i
candid about the inadequacies of the De
fense Establishment. For this reaso:
alone, we should take these remarks ve
seriously. Is there any better evidencd
that we can cut defense spending? When
the men responsible for our defense pro
grams say we are spending too muc
money, that the system is breaking down
it is time all of us in Congress began td
listen.

Can we cut the military budget? Here
is what Deputy Secretary Packard says:

When we are not in a hurry to get things
done right, we over-organize, over-man, over
spend, and under accomplish. The most dra
matic contrast i3 within Lockheed—Kelly
Johnson and his programs, and the Ailr Fored
and Lockheed on the C-5A.

Can there be any better evidence thaf
we can cut the Defense budget withouf]
jeopardizing our national security? Ca
there be any better evidence that by cut
ting the budget we would actually be
doing the Defense Department a greaf]
service? Many of us believe that we ca
improve our defense posture by spending
less money. This is what the Secreta
is saying. To quote him again:

We don’'t need more supervision and more
people in the act, We need fewer people.

Mr. President, these are the words o
the Deputy Secretary of Defense—no
mine or those of other Defense Depart
ment critics. The Secretary is clearl
telling all of us in Congress that we havs
provided the Department with too muc
money; that we are promoting ineffi
ciency by appropriating such large sums
of money for projects of guestionabl
value.

Let me quote the Secretary once again

Let's face it—the fact ls that there haf
been bad management of many Defense pro.
grams In the past. We spend billions of thg
taxpayer's dollars; sometimes we spend i
badly. Part of this is due to basic uncertain
ties in the defense business. Some uncer
tainties will always exist. However, most o
it has been due to bad management, both i
the Department of Defense and in the De
fense Industry.

Let me repeat that, Mr. President:

Most of it has been due to bad manage
ment, both in the Department of Defenss
and in the Defense Industry.

What is the Secretary's answer? “Usg
fewer people, do not overorganize, do no
overspend.” I would hope that everyong
in Congress hears this. If we want
better Defense Establishment, we should
spend less money and use fewer people

I would hope that every Member o
Congress hears this. Under Secretary
Packard said that we should spend les
and not overorganize, but use fewer peo
ple. Secretary Packard’s statement, i
seems to me, implies that we can maksg
very substantial cuts in procurement.

Mr. President, Congress can cut thd
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defense budget by as much as $5 billion.
We are not doing the Pentagon a favor
by giving them too much money. We are
making their job more difficult. We are
promoting inefficiency and waste. If we
want a truly strong Defense Establish-
ment, not one fat with people and pro-
grams we do not need, then we will cut
the Defense budget. The Secretary has
pointed to the C-5A. Other overruns such
as those on the Minuteman III, the
Mark-48 torpedo, the Gamagoat, the
Navy’s deep submersible rescue vehicle,
the Sram missile, the DE-1052, and other
weapons system could be added to the
list.

The message is clear. We can cut the
Defense budget without jeopardizing our
national security. Such a cut would add
to our security by forcing contractors to
deliver all the performance promised, at
the price promised. We will get better
weapons, at a lower cost. For all these
reasons, I urge Congress to carefully con-
sider what Secretary Packard has said.
I ask unanimous consent that his speech
be printed in the REecorp, and I urge
every Senator who is concerned with a
truly strong Defense Establishment to
read this speech carefully. We can cut
the Defense budget now.

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

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE DAVID PACKARD

I am delighted to be with you here in Los
Angeles tonight. T am sorry I was not able
to spend more time at this conference, and
particularly sorry not to hear Gil Fitzhugh
this noon. He and his Blue Ribbon Panel
have done an outstanding job making recom-
mendations which will improve the operation
of the Defense Department.

Secretary Laird and I intend to move
ahead as quickly as possible to put most of
the 113 recommendsations into effect.

I agree in particular with the Committee’s
recommendation that more decentralization
of the Department is necessary. To me that
means more decislon-making at a lower level
and less time-consuming and duplicate sec-
ond-guessing topside.

This gives me a problem on the recom-
mendation for the three deputies. We do not
want to create a structure that adds more
top-level involvement in the working man's
business. I appreciate the implication that
I have to work hard. I do put in long hours.
I assure you, however, that much of my
time has been spent doing things that lower
levels should do. Three deputies would tend
to pull even more decision-making up to the
top, and we do not want to move in that
direction. What we want to do is give a man
a job and let him do it.

The report greatly under rates the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. I have spent a great deal of
time working with the Chiefs during the
past year and a half. I found them among
the finest, most dedicated, most capable men
I have ever known, They have given Secretary
Laird and me their complete support and
cooperation.

There is no question about civillan control
of military operations. Secretary Laird or I
approve every operating order; but we do
need to steamline the chain of command for
operations, This wil be done on a careful,
step-by-step basis because the probiems are
complex, and also because we need to assure
uninterrupted combat readiness of our
forees.

We intend to give the Service Secretaries
and the Services more responsibility so that
they can do their jobs. Before they can do
thelr jobs right they will have to break down
some of the multi-layer stafing that has
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bullt up over the years and work together
better to avold unnecessary duplication. In
short, the problem is not the people—it’s
the system. And now, how does this apply to
the procurement problem and this meeting
you have been holding this week?

I suppose that some of our critics will
call this a meeting of the military-industrial
complex. So be it. I am not embarrassed by
the fact that we need industry to help the
Department of Defense. I am only embar-
rassed that we haven't done a better job.
Many of you, and certainly those mot in
the industry, may expect me to talk about
what a grand job we have all done and how
necessary we are for one another. I am not
going to do that. I am going to talk about
the things we do wrong and the things that
we have to do better.

Let's face it—the fact i1s that there has
been bad management of many Defense pro-
grams in the past. We spend billions of the
taxpayers' dollars; sometimes we spend it
badly. Part of this is due to basic uncer-
tainties in the Defense business. Some un-
certainities will always exist. However, most
of it has been due to bad management,
both in the Department of Defense and in
the Defense industry. We can and are doing
something about that. I am not talking just
about cost over-runs as so many of our
critics do. Over-runs are the end product
of our mistakes rather than the key issue
to be addressed. I am surprised that our
critics took so long to discover cost over-
runs. They have been around for a long time,
and many of the cost over-runs that receive
the most publicity were organized by De-
fense and Industry years ago. We are now
paying the price for mistakes in contracting,
in development and in management.

Frankly, gentlemen, in Defense procure-
ment, we have a real mess on our hands,
and the question you and I have to face up
to is what are we going to do to clean it
up.

Let me first mention two things that
won't help.

It won't help for Congress to legislate de-
tailed and infiexible rules governing pro-
curement.

Nor will it help to put the General Ac-
counting Office in the process of making
management decisions. The GAO deserves
the highest marks for auditing, but the tal-
ents of a good auditor are not identical with
those of a good manager.

The pressures are strong to insert the Con-
gress and its right arm, the GAO, into the de-
tails of day to day management decisions in
the Department of Defense. Untll we in the
Department and you in defense industry
demonstrate that we can provide capable and
efficient management, these pressures will
continue,

I have been in this job now for 19 months,
Frankly, I am ashamed I have not been able
to do very many of the things that need to
be done to improve the situation I found
here in January 1969. The most frustrating
thing is that we know how we ought to man-
age—you, me, all of us—and we refuse to
change based on what we know. Every time
we want something done In a hurry and
want it done right, we have to take the proj-
ect out of the system. We give a good man
direction and authority and let him go—
and it works, When we needed sensors in a
hurry for Vietnam, we got the best man we
could find—General Starbird—gave him all
the authority he needed and told him to
produce—and he did. And I don't know why
anybody would be surprised. His successor,
General Lavelle, has had the same author-
ity, has consistently returned money from his
budget, has done all the management things
that people say you are supposed to do, and
meets every requirement—financial, man-
agerial or operational—that we could want.
Industry does the same thing. The *“Skunk
Works"” in Lockheed has had tough, complex,
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expensive and demanding programs. Kelly
Johnson produces.

On the other hand, when we are not in a
hurry to get things done right, we over-or-
ganize, over-man, over-spend and under-ac-
complish. The most dramatic contrast is
within Lockheed. Kelly Johnson and his pro-
grams, and the Air Force and Lockheed on
the C-HA. I simply cannot understand why
we are unable to change the system to avoid
the C-5As and get more Skunk Works. We
must find a way to do this job right, and you
bear as much responsibility as I do.

We need good people—and by that I mean
you—who will step up to their responsibili-
tles, That is what decentralization is all
about.

In the hope you would do this, on May
28 I issued a memorandum of guidelines for
Major Weapons System Acquisition. There
is nothing in this memorandum that you
don't already know. As a matter of fact, the
management principles in my memorandum
are so simple that anyone who could not
have written the memorandum himself
doesn't belong in management. Again and
again I have made a big point about getting
the right man in the right job and giving
him authority. But it is just not that sim-
ple. Admiral Rickover is a good example. The
Admiral is a man of considerable capability.
He has his own style, but he produces. He
got a program, had to fight the system tooth
and nail to get it, challenges the system
every chance he gets, but is still saddled
with the system. I had a long talk with him
after the 28 May memorandum was pub-
lished, and it was clear that I hadn't taught
him anything about management. He told
me that the principles were great but that
if we couldn’t get to the system that sits on
top of the manager, nothing else mattered,
He is right.

I know Secretary Laird and I bear the re-
sponsibility for the system in the Depart-
ment of Defense, and I am going to keep
working at it. But you in industry bear a
similar responsibiilty, and I expect you to do
the same thing,

In my memo I told the Services to select
people with the right background and edu-
cation for management, give them appropri-
ate training, give them recognition, and
leave them on the job long enough to get
something done.

All four Services have accepted my recom-
mendations—and their letters say that they
agree. But on at least two occasions they
have taken actions exactly contrary to those
suggested. The Air Force and the Navy are
both involved. In one case, a small dedicated
Air Force team developed the gunhsips
which have been so successful in Vietnam.
The Alr Force decided to put this program
into its formal system. About & month ago I
asked when we would be able to get some
more gunships. The answer was in two years.
That program is now out of the Air Force
system, and we will have more gunships in
six months.

In the other case the Navy, shortly after
agreeing that a good manager should be kept
on the job long encugh to get it done right,
proceeded to promote a key manager at a
critical time from an important program to
another assignment. The system wins and
the cause of good management loses,

In my memo I talked about policies for
development of new weapon systems. The
lesson that comes through loud and clear
here is we should buy only what we need—
not systems you or anyone else thinks they
can develop to do something that doesn’t
need to be done. The Defense Department
has been led down the garden path for years
on sophisticated systems that you promised
would do all kinds of things for some opti-
mistie cost, Too frequently we have been
wrong in listening to you, and more fre-
quently you have been unable to deliver on
either of these promises—what it would do
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or what it would cost. And we in the past
have sometimes been guilty of over-opti-
mism on our cost estimates and over-de-
manding in our requirements, We share the
blame together, but the mistakes of the past
cannot be repeated if we are to provide for
the nation's defenses in today's climate of
a critical public and a critical Congress. We
are going to buy only things that we need,
and we are golng to make sure they work
before we buy. The same thought carries
over into full-scale development and produc-
tion. We must know what we are going to
do and how to do it before we go into pro-
duction, We are not going to put things into
development until we are sure we need them,
and we are not going to put things into pro-
duction until we are sure that they work.

This has been a short speech. I have tried
to speak very frankly and directly this eve-
ning because the problem is very real. It is
you people here tonight and the Department
of Defense that must take action to solve
these problems. We recognize that these
problems cannot be solved overnight and
perhaps some of them cannot be solved at
all, but it is very clear that it is unaccept-
able to continue to do business as we have
done it in the past.

The things I have had to say tonight and
the things I said in my 28 May memorandum
are simple. Many times we have done a bad
Job—we are going to do a better one. We
are going to know what we are doing before
we do it, and we are going to manage it bet-
ter. We have a lot of obstacles in front of us
and some of them we created ourselves. We
have given our critics the opportunity to
find us at fault, and we run the danger that
their efforts to direct Defense management
will just compound the mistakes in the De-
partment. We don't need more supervision
and more people in the act. We need fewer
people. The system in the Department of
Defense is going to change. Secretary Laird
and I are going to demand it. I expect you
who are here tonight and everyone else who
does business with the Department of De-
fense to do the same. That is all I have to
say.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate completes its business
today, it stand in recess until 9 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent; that
upon the approval of the Journal tomor-
row morning, the unfinished business be
laid before the Senate and that then the
amendment which has been offered today
by the able Senator from Oregon (Mr,
Harrierp), be laid before the Senate and
that the time then start running under
the previous agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may proceed for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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POSITION OF ASSOCIATION OF THE
US. ARMY ON ALL-VOLUNTEER
ARMED FORCE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, in
view of the recent discussion on the Sen-
ate floor, reference the Hatfield amend-
ment to establish an all-volunteer army,
it would seem useful for the Senate to
have the benefit of a white paper issued
on this subject by the Association of the
U.S. Army.

This paper was issued April 21, 1970,
and the association feels it would be un-
wise to discard the selective service sys-
tem at this time. The association does
support taking steps to move toward an
all-volunteer army, but feels that draft
should be continued until more is accom-
plished toward this end.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this report be printed in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

PrROTECTING THE FREE BocCIETY: AN AUSA
WHITE PAPER ON PROPOSALS FOR AN ALL-
VOoLUNTEER ARMED FORCE

INTRODUCTION

Almost since the Inception of warfare, the
problem of how to obtain manpower for
the fighting forces has been & real bone of
contention. Impressment, lotteries, universal
military service, selective service, hiring sub-
stitutes and All-Volunteer systems have all
bzen tried in a variety of forms but none has
produced a system that both meets the need
and satisfies the participants.

This subject has most recently come under
scrutiny again as a result of the recently pub-
lished report of the President’s Commission
on an All-Volunteer Armed Force—popularly
known as the Gates Commission.

For those not familiar with the back-
ground of the Gates Commission, it had its
genesis in some remarks prepared for a cam-
paign speech of President Nixon's which was
aired on radio on 17 October 1968. He said
in part:

“A system of compulsory service that arbi-
trarily selects some and not others simply
cannot be squared with our whole concept
of lberty, justice and equality under the
law. . . . The inequity stems from one sim-
ple fact—that some of our young people are
forced to spend two years of their lives in the
Nation's defense while others are not, It is
not as much the way they are selected that is
wrong, as it 1s the fact of selection. ... The
military services are the only employers to-
day who don't have to compete in the job
market.”

Following Mr. Nixon's inauguration he an-
nounced on 27 March 1969, the creation of a
Presidential Commission to be chaired by
Thomas 8. Gates, Jr., the former Secretary
of Defense, which would “develop a com-
prehensive plan for eliminating conscription
and moving toward an All-Volunteer Armed
Force”,

At the same time the Gates Commission
was begining itg work, the President directed
the Secretary of Defense to undertake a sim-
ilar study of the actions within the Depart-
ment that would be required to' reach the
same All-Volunteer goal. The DOD group was
known as the Project Volunteer Committee.
Each of the services had a subordinate study
group feeding their views into the Project
Volunteer Committee. The Project Volunteer
Committee has not issued a public report.

In 1967 two blue-ribbon panels undertook
exhaustive studies that addressed themselves
to the feasibility of an All-Volunteer Armed
Force and what improvements should be
made in the methods of procuring military
manpower.
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One of these was the President’s National
Advisory Commission on Selective Service—
a8 group of 20 distinguished citizens, headed
by Burke Marshall, which concluded that an
All-Volunteer Force was not feasible or
desirable.

The second 1967 study group was the Ci-
vilian Advisory Panel on Military Manpower
Procurement which was set up by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House of
Representatives. Retired Army General Mark
Clark was the Chairman of this distinguished
group of eight educators and business leaders.
Even more forclbly this group rejected the
feasibility of an All-Volunteer Armed Force,

In the interim, several Congressional Com-
mittees have delved deeply into the subject
and major draft reforms have been enacted.

This excerpt from the introduction of the
Marshall Committee’s report summarizes the
problem:

*“. . . the necessity to search for a method
of manpower procurement that would assure
the Armed Forces' ability to acquire the men
they need, under any clrcumstances, to pro-
tect the nation’s security and to meet its
commitments, and at the same time function
as uniformly and equitably as possible with
due regard for the problems and the rights
of the Individual into whose lives it must
intrude”.

Proponents of the All-Volunteer Armed
Force including the Gates Commission ad-
vance some arguments with which there can
be little quarrel.

As President Nixon pointed out, we have
never been able to devise a system of con-
scription that was completely fair to all con-
cerned. It is unlikely that we ever will, al-
though Selective Service legislation is under
almost constant review and modification,

If it were feasible to have an All-Volunteer
Force, it almost certainly would be more cost-
effective as the pipeline of entries was re-
duced and concurrently the training over=-
head. Up to a point, an All-Volunteer Force
should be a more efficient one. Although it
is difficult to conceive of a more superbly
trained Armed Force than we have right now.

There can be little question that conscrip-
tlon is an invasion of the personal liberties
of the young men being drafted. Some 17%
million young men have, since 1917, been
drafted for duty to their country and they
have borne this invasion of their liberties
with surprising goodwill and comparatively
small complaint.

We agree also with the premise of the
Gates Commission that an All-Volunteer
system, maintaining the same standards of
quality, would be manned by approximately
the same ethnic distribution of individuals
as are in the service today.

We heartily endorse the Commission’s
strong fundamental consideration of: “The
need to maintain and improve the effective-
ness, dignity, and status of the Armed
Forces.”

We strongly support the Commission’s
view that material increases in compensa-
tion are overdue in our Armed Forces. The
Commission is absolutely correct in em-
phasizing the needs for improvements in a
variety of phases of career attractiveness,

There are, however, some areas of funda-
mental disagreement with the Gates Com-
mission’s recommendations which we shall
enumerate, ]

First and foremost, is the very basic ques-
tion will the All-Volunteer scheme work?
We don't think so— for several reasons. First,
there is nothing in our history to suggest
that Congress will consistently appropriate
the very sizeable expenditures that will be
required to do all things necessary to attract
volunteers in the numbers needed. Secondly,
it just isn't realistic to expect that the ex-
panding manpower requirements of the Re-
serve Forces could ever be met solely on &
volunteer basis. We can't afford Reserve
Force units manned at less than 75 to 80%.
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The Gates Commission has recommended
hat the Selective Service System be puton a
stand-by basis not to be reactivated without
he consent of Congress after “public de-
bate"”, Considering the past history of public
debate surrounding Selective Service legisla-
fon this would have to be considered a very
risky recommendation which we cannot sup-
port.

The Committee’s recommendation that the
stand-by draft system be established by 30
June 1971 is most unrealistic. We support
Secretary of Defense Laird’s view, “The tran-
sition to an All-Volunteer Force must, of
course, be handled cautiously and respon-
sibly s0 that our national security is fully
maintained.” Also, we feel his objective of
getting to zero draft calls under the present
Selective Service System is eminently more
practical and desirable than undertaking the
risky course toward an All-Volunteer Force.

The cost flgures advanced by the Gates
Commission appear to us to be serlously
understated and fail to include many of the
costs of improving career attractiveness
which the Commission feels are necessary
if sufficient volunteers are to be attracted.
When these additional figures are included
they exceed the Commission’s cost estimates
substantially.

It seems to us that the approach to the
Reserve Forces manning problems as out-
lined by the Commission is not in keeping
with our national defense needs nor is their
recommended course of action, in fact, feasi-
ble or desirable.

We have some thoughts also in rebuttal
to the Commission’s philosophy expressed in
this statement:

“A return to an All-Volunteer Force will
strengthen our freedoms, remove an in-
equity now imposed on the expression of the
patriotism that has been been lacking among
our youth, promote the efficlency of the
armed forces, and enhance their dignity. It

is the system for maintaining standing forces

that minimizes government interference
with the freedom of the individual to deter-
mine his own life in accord with his values.”

As the Commission so rightly points out
elsewhere in its report, the vast majority of
those now serving are volunteers and have
had the full opportunity to express their
patriotism, as did those who had to be
drafted. Government Interferes with our
freedoms in a variety of ways—laws and
regulations—taxes and civic responsibility—
and some of these invasions are considered
by many to be far more onerous than the
draft. But this is part of the price we pay
for our liberty under a democratic system
which Winston Churchill has described as
“the worst form of government except for
the alternatives”,

That young men be permitted, in time of
national need, to decide whether or not a
particular confllct is to their liking seems to
us to be sheer folly. Even a cursory exami-
nation of our manpower procurement prob-
lems starting with the Revolution would
suggest that to the young man of draft age
the most unpopular war is the present one
in which his life might be endangered.

The Gates Commission has made two
kinds of pay recommendations:

1. Those requiring implementation prior
to or concomitant with the transition to an
All-Volunteer Force. These would include:
increased basic pay; extension of skill dif-
ferential pay to men in the first two years
of service; and an increase in hostile fire pay.

2. Those the committee considers equally
necessary for reasons of equity and effl-
clency but not primarily essential to an All-
Volunteer Force. These would include the
development of a military salary system com-
parable to that in the eivillan sector, in-
cluding the substitution of cash for some
benefits that are now provided in kind. The
modification of the present retirement sys-
tem, including the introduction of vesting.
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In this immediate examination, we shall
restrict our comments primarily to those
recommendations which the Commission felt
were fairly essential to move promptly
toward a volunteer system. Later on we shall
discuss some of the points mentioned in 2
above.

The Commission started with an assump-
tlon that there would be an across-the-
board 8% increase in basic pay for all mill-
tary personnel effective 1 July 1970. From
this point the Commission then made these
specific recommendations:

1. Raise the average level of basic pay for
enlisted military personnel in the first two
years of service from $180.00 a month to
$315.00 a month effective 1 July 1970.

2. The basic pay of officers in the first two
years of service be raised from an average
level of $428.00 per month to $578.00 per
month,

On a percentage basis the Commission’s
recommendations and assumptions for pay
increases are as follows:

57% for 1st term EM®*,

145 for 2d term EM?®*.

369% for officers in first 3 years of service®.

8% for all other ranks,

*These include the 8% across-the-board
increase.

If the Committee's recommendations for
pay Increase only are put into effect, they
would entall a budget increase of an esti-
mated 3.3 billion for the following:

Basic pay increase

Proficiency pay.

Reserve pay increase.

Additional medical corps expense
Recruiting, ROTC and misc

Total i

The Committee computes that about 540
million of this budget increase would be re-
turned to the Treasury in the form of in-
come tax collections so that, in fact, this
pay portion of their recommendations is an
actual net increase in military costs of only
2.7 billion,

Let us look first at the Committee’s rec-
ommendations for increases in basic pay and
then later on in the context of other career
compensation required, discuss its longer
range recommendations.

First of all, AUSA strongly supports the
8% across-the-board pay increase. It is es-
sential almost at once to keep millitary pay
from falling any further behind pay in the
civilian sector. So this increase for all is
needed.

We agree also with the Commission in its
view that those in the earliest years of serv-
ice both officer and enlisted are deserving
of the substantial increases which have been
recommended. Certainly the adoption of
these increases will improve the attractive-
ness of service and should increase the num-=
ber of volunteers.

The Commission has made some assump-
tions and estimates that appear to us to
require considerable testing before accept-
ance. For example, consider their Ilinear
mathematical equation which states, “a 10
percent increase in the current value of first
term military compensation will result in
an Increase of about 12,6 percent In the
voluntary enlistment rate from the 17 to 21
year old civillan population.”

This says in effect that ail you have to do
is increase the pay and adequate volunteer
enlistments will be forthcoming. We suggest
that the situation is more complex. If it
were purely a matter of pay, how is it that
the D.C. Metropolitan Police Force cannot
fill its ranks with personnel of very similar
standards at a starting pay scale of §8,5600.00
per year vs. the $3,750.00 plus room, board,
medical care. and uniforms per year which
the Comunission has recommended for mili-
tary entrants?
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Asub-committee of the Senate’s Judiciary
Committee put the problem this way, “Staff-
ing the military establishment is not a typi-
cal employment problem, because of the sin-
gular circumstance that fighting may be part
of the job.” For many, even the hostile fire
pay of $200.00 per month which the Commis-
sion has recommended will not make service
that attractive since it is “restricted to those
who in the course of their duties are regu-
larly exposed to hostile fire and then only
for the period of such exposure”.

Allled with this concern is the problem of
the inequality of hardships amongst the
services and even within the services. Pre-
sumably volunteers will be permitted to
select the service of their cholce and prob-
ably the branch they desire within that serv-
ice. The Commission recommends “an ex-
pansion of the current program whereby
enlistees are permitted to specify their choice
of occupation as a condition of enlistment".
If that be true, the Army and Marines will
continue to be the least popular, Consider
these casualty figures from the Eorean War—
which are being pretty well validated in
Vietnam:

Army (849% Infantry)

--- 38,620

In the draft calls during the Vietnam con-
flict only the Army and occaslonally the
Marines have had to rely on Selective Service
to fill their quotas.

All of this suggests that while pay will
have an important bearing on our ability to
attract volunteers some scheme not covered
by the Committee's recommendations will
bave to be found to fill the ranks of those
who must close with the enemy on the battle-
field and defeat him. In the current ver=-
nacular, that's what it's all about.

So far we have discussed only the entering
officers and enlisted personnel and have not
discussed the very serious problems of re-
tention. This plays an Important part In an
evaluation of the Commission’s report since
many of its recommendations are based on a
low rate of personnel turnover both to re-
duce manpower requirements and costs. We
shall return to this when we discuss other
forms of compensation but we suggest that
beyond the 8% across-the-board Increases
already included in this plan, that military
pay scales generally are well behind those of
their civillan counterparts even when you
translate present pay and allowances and
other emoluments into a salary basis such
as the Hubbell Committee recommended and
which the Gates Commission most strongly
endorses. We feel therefore the amounts rec-
ommended for pay alone are too low to
accomplish the objectives.

We shall discuss the Commission’s recom-
mendations on the Reserve Forces later on
in this paper but while we are on the subject
of pure pay a few observations are appro-
priate. The Commission’s basic recommenda-
tion concerning Reserve drill pay is to in-
crease It significantly in the lower grades
(up to $2.50 per hour from about $1.00 an
hour now) and lesser amounts in the higher
grades, For an Individual in the 6th year of
service, the current poilnt for initial reen-
listment, pay would be increased about 6%
over what it is now. The Committee’s efforts
here were to lmprove the position of Reserve
drill pay compared to other part time em-
ployment compensation. To the extent this
will affect volunteer enlistments and reen-
listments in the Reserve Forces this is a
sound move. However, the Commission
points out that surveys indicate that as
many as 75% of the enlisted personnel on
thelr first enlistment in the Reserve Forces
are there because of draft motivation., It
seems unlikely that these comparatively
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modest pay increases would attract anywhere
near enough people to meet this requirement
if the draft were

We shall not comment to any extent on
the Commission’s discussion of the conscrip-
tion of physicians. They are quite undecided
as to what course should be pursued in this
froublesome area. They have made some pay
increase suggestions, not funded in their cost
figures, which would give a firat year doctor
$12,834.00 per year increasing to $39,895 at
22 years service. They indicate that the
reduction in forces mow going on plus the
medical students already committed to mil-
tary service gives more time to study the
problem and to do some experimenting. We
agree—and point out that it will also be
necessary to keep a viable Selective Service
System going until this and other problems
are proven to be solved.

We subscribe to the Commission’s opening
statement in their chapter on Compensa-
tion:

“Pay is not the only, and perhaps not been
the primary motivating force for joining or
remaining in the military services. A sense
of duty, a desire for adventure or travel, so-
ciety’s esteem for the military service, a de-
sire for training, the quality of military life
and the general condltions of military serv-
ice—all affect an individual’s decisions.”
We agree—that's why we question the llnear
mathematical equation the Commission has
used. That's why we think its cost estimates
are unrealistically low since the only cost
that they have funded is for the basic pay
increases. The general conditions of military
service and the quality of military life need
serious upgrading and this too will cost con-
siderable sums—as will other other needed
improvements.

OTHER COMPENSATION
If, as the Commission has suggested, pay
may not even be the primary motivating
force for joining or remaining in the military

service, what then is being proposed to im-
prove other areas of compensation that help
affect these decisions? The Commission has
not made concrete recommendations on some
of these key problems,

The Commission has strongly urged the
adoption of the so-called “salary plan" of
pay for the Armed forces, This would give
military pay more visibility and, to the ex-
tent that pay motivates, 1t should be more
efficient in attracting and retaining person-
nel.

The Commission belleves that 1t would be
equitable and desirable to glve officers and
enlisted men the same vested retirement
rights that civil service employees currently
have. This would involve Increasing military
pay sufficiently to enable military personnel
to contribute 614 % of their salaries annually
to their retirement account without any loss
in net income. It would introduce partial
vesting after 5 years of service and a reduc-
tion in the retirement income avallable in
the years prior to approximately the 25th
year of service In most cases. The Commis-
sion did not, however, include the costs of
this part of any pay ralse in their estimates
of the total cost of the Volunteer Force
scheme.

The Commission decided against recom-
mending general increases in such henefits
as housing, educational programs, dependent
medical and dental care and other items they
refer to as “income in kind.” They believe
that instead individuals in the military
should be compensated In cash for these.
However, no provision for funding or specific
recommendation for providing for these most
Important areas was made by the Commis-
sion. This 1s another reason why we feel thelr
cost estimates are so fundamentally under-
stated.

The whole area of housing, educatlon, ade-
quate medical and dental care are deserving
of more attention than is evident in the Com-
misslon’s report. For along with pay, among
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the tangible rewards, these areas have as
much to do with job satisfaction and reten-
tion as almost any other factors. Certainly
nothing contributes more to family well-
being than these vital areas.

Becretary of Defense Laird sald it this way
in his FY 71 Posture Statement:

“We should improve the quality of educa-
tion, both military and civilian, to ensure a
high degree of professionalism and technical
competence through the Department of
Defense,

“We should reduce the inherent personal
and family hardships of military service life
by providing among other things: (a) rea-
sonable sharing of the risks of combat; (b)
quality education in overseas dependent
schools; (c) adequate housings for all per-
sonnel without discrimination, and (d)
quality medical care with efficiency.

“Despite budget reductions for almost all
DOD activities, the Department has not cut
back its request for 4,800 units for family
housing for FY 1970. Moreover, we are re-
questing funds for the construction of an-
other 8,000 units for FY 1971. This program
represent$ an increase of 67 percent over FY
1970 and 86 percent over the average annual
family housing construction program for the
previous four years."

“I feel strongly that we must increase our
efforts to upgrade housing conditions for
military personnel, The provision of satisfac-
tory housing for our servicemen and their
families is a key factor in career motivation
and retention and contributes substantially
to improved morale within the Armed
Forces.”

One of the more puzzling contradictions in
the whole Commission report stems from its
stated bellef, on the one hand, that the
quality of military life needs to be improved
generally if it Is to attract and retain good
people, and on the other hand, to recom-
mend against general increases in the very
sectors which would materially enhance the
quality of military life. This it seems to us is
a fundamental weakness in the report.

Surveys suggest that there are a number of
reasons why young men and women enlist in
the Armed Forces. Foremost among these is
the desire to serve the nation and to receive
recognition for that service. Patriotism is still
an important motivator—and would be even
more so with greater national recognition.

If good young people are to be attracted to
the service, morale must be improved, job
satisfaction must be provided, we must con-
vey a sense of accomplishment and find ways
to further enhance self-respect. The optimum
would be for the service to satisfy both a de-
sire to serve and the means to return to
civilian life better prepared to assume a
meaningful role in the community.

The goals can only be met by a major effort
on several fronts. We have discussed im-
proved pay. The living and working condi-
tions, and in many instances, the facilitles
themselves, need immediate improvement.
The services must reexamine many of the
traditional restrictions on the personal lives
of service people to see if living and working
conditions cannot be improved. Those un-
necessary or unpleasant duties not essential
to the mission need careful examination with
a view toward eliminating those we can.

Probably more needs to be done in sup-
plying enlistment and reenlistment bonuses
and options as well as providing greater post
service benefits. Efforts in this latter category
have often been studied but never adequately
funded.

Finally, the importance of his duty to his
country must be clearly evident to the serv-
iceman and he must be given the best tools
and equipment avallable to carry out his
missions.

One of the weaknesses of the Commission’s
report in our view is its insistence of equat-
ing military service so directly with civilian
employment. There is a considerable differ-
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ence between the two and the difference

bulk of its young officers or career enlisted
men would prefer to rent civillan housing
as opposed to belng provided even less ade
quate housing on post, we suggest the!

survey sample was small indeed.

They have failed to grasp the real impor
tance of these intangible factors of morale
and camaraderie that for years have moti
vated career service people to put up with s
life of genteel poverty while serving thei
country. They take pride in their service and
their dedication to the country and pay
alone will not motivate this type of individua
to a career in the military.

RESERVE FORCES

Because about 76% of their first term en
listees are draft motivated, the Commission
felt that they should give special attention
the manpower problems of the Reserve
Forces. However, in our view, they failed
come to grips with some very basic problems]
that will have to be solved before any serious
thought could be given to moving the Re-
serve Forces to an All-Volunteer status.

Beyond a modest pay ralse, heavil
weighted toward the first two years of the
initial enlistment, the Commission recom-|
mended no other specific actions. They did
feel that the Reserves should lower their
sights both in terms of numbers and the
quality of personnel they take in but be-
yond that, the Commission seems to feel that
there are no insurmountable problems. In its|
view, as far as the Reserve Components are
concerned, modest Injections of pay will en-
able the Reserve Components to reverse the
present situation,

This seems to us to be an unusual view-
point. To begin with, President Nixon has
made it abundantly clear on more than one
occasion that this country will stand by
its international commitments with more|
than 40 nations. And as the Commission has
sald, “In the event of a national emergency|
requiring a rapld increase in the number of
men under arms, the first recourse should
be the ready reserves, including the National
Guard.” So it would follow logically we think
that if your commitments remain the same
and you reduce materially the size of your
active establishment, you may very well be
talking about increasing the size of your
Reserve Components. Certainly you will be
placing greater reliance on them.,

To assume that a modest increase in pay
would permit the Reserve Forces to revert to
voluntary enlistments flies directly in the
face of all of our previous experience.

If we are realistically to give any consid-
eration to reverting only to volunteer enlist-
ments as the only source of manpower for
the Reserve Forces there are a whole host of|
actlons, many of them costing considerable
sums, that seem to us to be almost as essen-
tial as they are for the active establishment.

First, we must provide the Reserve Forces
with the training facilities and equipment
they require to conduct meaningful and in-
teresting training. Never in their entire his-
tory have the Reserve Forces been adequate-
ly supplied with the late model equipments
they need for realistic training in anywhere
near the quantities they need.

The monies expended for Reserve recrult-
ing will have to be greatly increased.

It would probably be necessary to reduce
1st term enlistment from 6 years, which now|
calls for 6 months' active duty plus 514 years
in a unit, to 3 years to coincide with the ac-
tive duty enlistments and be more realistic in
an All-Volunteer environment. This, of
course, doubles the input figures required.
Where you now need 55,000 men each year
going into the Reserve Enlistment Program
for six years, you would need 110,000 under
a 3 year enlistment.

Other possible inducements might in-
clude:
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1. A reenlistment bonus of $100.00 or more
and a bonus of similar amount for each year
pf satisfactory service for reservists.

2. Additional awards for reserve service.

3. Extending servicemen's group life in-
surance coverage to all reservists.

4. Allow credit for all Inactive duty points
peccumulated In computing reservists retire-
ment pay.

5. Mediecal care for reservists who contract
f disease or aggravate an Injury during any
lraining period.

6. Provide proficlency pay for enlisted re-
Bervists.

The Commission maintains that the draft
motivation data (l.e. 76% reservists draft
motivated) significantly overstate the prob-
em. It feels that if recrultment is focused
bn a younger, less well-educated group, than
hose who now populate the Reserve Forces,

he flow of volunteers will be substantially
arger than it is now. They do not suggest nor
o we believe that this would amount to re-
placing the T6% figure In question. They
eel the Reserves could be reduced by 113,000
(about 1/6th) with no harm to the national
defense. Our position is just the opposite.
n the present world climate as our active
forces are cut back, we feel that we may wish
0 increase the size of our Reserve Forces
while maintaning high standards of per-
sonnel quality.

We note with further concern that the

ommission has made no provision for the
maintenance of personnel currently main-
alned by all services in the Individual
[Ready Reserve. This vast reservoir of trained
personnel are not only essential in time of
national emergency, they are needed almost
at once, These individuals are used to bring

nits of the active Army up to strength as
well as to flesh out Reserve units called to
active duty. A minimum of 600,000 Individual
[Ready Reservists are required for the Army
manpower pool alone.

STANDBY DRAFT

Many of the theories and recommenda-
ons of the Gates Commission are subject to
est and validation without lessening our se-
urity one bit. If Congress can be persuaded
0 provide the money for the pay increases

and other improvements in career living for
he military, we can determine whether or
mot these assumptions are correct and
whether we can in effect buy enough volun-
eers to make conscription unnecessary. All
of this can be done without taking the un-
warranted risk that would result from termi-
nating the draft as a viable on-going pro-
gram. We should strive instead for a lengthy
period of what Secretary Laird calls “zero
draft calls”,
The Commission recommends that Selec-
ve Service be put on a standby status on
B0 June 1971 to be activated only by joint
resolution of Congress upon request of the
President. This strikes us as the most dan-
gerous recommendation that the Commis-
slon has made, for the evidence is clear that
he hot breath of the draft is solely respon-
sible for large numbers of those now serving
in both the active and reserve forces.

One of the reasons that the Commission
recommends that Congressional approval be
8 prerequisite to the use of Selective Service
is to guarantee the propriety of whatever ac-
ion is under consideration. This seems to us

o be a wrong reason.

The implication is that Selective Service

legislation provides a vehicle for the Congress
o exercise a stronger veto over the foreign
jpolicies of the administration. Since this is
tten In today’s world, one draws the con-
Iusion that had Selective Service been on a
standby status it might have been possible
o keep us out of let's say the Dominican Re-
public, the Cuban Crisis or most probably
Vietnam. Things like the passage of the Guilf
of Tonkin resolution, for example, indicate
hat this line of thought is in error. In any
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event, Selective Service legislation has no
place in these kinds of forelgn policy con-
siderations.

Selective Service legislation comes up for
review and extension every four years at least
and in recent years it has been under almost
continuous Congressional scrutiny with nu-
merous public hearings and great public dis-
cussion as witness the introduction of the
lottery and the “youngest first” call changes
last year,

So we fall to see any validity in this par-
ticular recommendation of the Commission.
The Commission goes on to state:

“The viability of an All-Volunteer Force
ultimately depends upon the willingness of
Congress, the President, the Department of
Defense and the military services to maln-
tain: (1) competitive levels of military com-
pensation; (2) reasonable qualification
standards; (3) attractive conditions of mili-
tary service”.

While the Commission’s recommendations
suggests a good start on (1) we do not feel
that the Committee has made appropriate
recommendations nor suggested the funding

for (3). Hence, we can only con-
clude that realistically, our political repre-
sentatives will not be willing to undertake
the fiscal expenditures required for a viable
All-Volunteer Force.

Mr. Nixon made it clear that his basic goal
was to stop conscripting people as soon as
that was feasibly consistent with national
security needs. We suggest along with Secre-
tary of Defense Laird that we can do this
and leave Belective Service Intact. If draft
calls drop to zero as a result of the imple-
mentation of the Commission’s other recom-
mendations, the young men who must reg-
ister will not really care whether Selective
Service is on standby or operational basis.

CONCLUSION

What then is the sum and substance of all
this discussion? There are many who feel that
it should not be necessary to conscript young
men to meet the military manpower require-
ments of the nation. This may be true if we as
a nation were willing to do those things and
spend the money that would make military
service a mnationally recognized, prestige
career.

However, in the present national climate
of frustration with a whole host of problems,
we feel strongly that no irrevocable, emo-
tional decision should be made on such a
fundamental matter. We must not repeat the
mistakes of the past. We cannot reduce the
strength of our Armed Forces to the point
where they are no longer an effective instru-
ment of national policy.

There is a practical way to prove out not
only the feasibility of volunteer forces but
at the same time insure that our national
defense needs can be met.

This Assoclation feels strongly that it is
important to maintain an operational Selec-
tive Service System and, at the same time,
strive through every practicable means to
make military service attractive enough to
eliminate the need to actually draft anyone.
To discard a viable operative Selective Service
System without first clearly establishing our
ability to maintain adequate military forces
without it, would be to accept a risk to our
national security that is both unwise and
unnecessary to take.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Leonard, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the President
pro tempore (Mr. Russern) laid before
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the Senate a message from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations received today, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

COMMUNICATION FROM AN EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr.
RusserL) laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing letter, which was referred as indi-
cated:

REPORT OF NAVY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOP=
MENT PROCUREMENT ACTIONS OF $50,000 or
OVER
A letter from the Deputy Chief of Naval

Material (Procurement and Production), De=-

partment of the Navy, transmitting, pursuant

to law, the Department’s semiannual report
of research and development procurement ac-
tions of §50,000 and over, for the period Jan-
uary 1 through June 30, 1870 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

FOREIGN BANK SECRECY AND BANK
RECORDKEEPING—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE—SUPPLEMENTAL
VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 91-1139)

Mr, PROXMIRE, Mr. President, from
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, I report favorably, with amend-
ments, the bill (S. 3678), to amend the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act to require
insured banks to maintain certain rec-
ords, to require that certain transac-
tions in U.S. currency be reported to the
Department of the Treasury, and for
other purposes, and I submit a report
thereon.

I ask unanimous consent that the
report be printed, together with the
supplemental views of the Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. Tower), the Senator from
New York (Mr. GoopeLL), and the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. Packwoob), and
that the committee have until midnight
to deliver the copy for printing pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
HucuEs) . The report will be received and
the bill will be placed on the calendar;
and, without objection, the report to-
gether with the supplemental views will
be printed as requested by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. HARTKE:

S. 4282. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1854 to restore the investment
credit for small businesses;

8.4283. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against
income tax to individuals for certain ex-
penses incurred in providing higher edu-
cation;

S.4284. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to provide for an increase
in the amount of the personal exemptions
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1973; and

8. 4285. A blll to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to restore the investment
credit; to the Committee on Finance,
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By Mr. ANDERSON:

5. 4286. A bill to declare that certain fed-
erally owned lands are held by the United
Btates In trust for the Indlans of the Pueblo
of Chochiti; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
BILLS

B. 368

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
at the next printing, the names of the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALroTT) and
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN)
be added as cosponsors of S. 368, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to
make disposition of geofhermal steam
and associated geothermal resources, and
for other purposes.

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

8. 3650

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska), I ask unanimous consent that
at the next printing, the name of the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) be
added as a cosponsor of S. 3650, to
amend section 837 of title 18, United
States Code, to strengthen the laws con-
cerning illegal use, transportation, or
possession of explosives and the penal-
ties with respect thereto, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bocees). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

B. 3724

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGEeE), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senators from Nevada (Mr.
Brsre and Mr. CannoN) be added as co-
sponsors of S. 3724, to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code with respect to am-
munition recordkeeping reguirements.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boees). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

5. 4179

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of my colleague from
West Virginia, Mr. RaxoorpH, I ask unan-
imous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HarT) be added as a cosponsor of
8. 4179, to amend the Public Works Ac-
celeration Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Boces). Without objection,
ordered.

(Mr.
it is so

8. 4238
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, at
the next printing, the names of the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL) and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. Yar-
BOROUGH) be added as cosponsors of S.
4238, the Universal Enrollment Act.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boces). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
8. 4260
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
at the next printing, the names of the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc-
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INTYRE), the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
Proury), and the ‘Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. TEUrRMOoND) be added as
cosponsors of S. 4260, to authorize ap-
propriations for the fiscal years 1972 and
1973 for the construction of certain
highways in accordance with title 23 of
the United States Code and to provide
for statewide public planning, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bogas). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 228

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), I ask unani-
mous consent that at the next printing
the name of the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JorpanN) be added as a
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 229,
to establish National Good Grooming
Week from November 16 through No-
vember 22.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boces). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SENATE RESOLUTION 454—SUB-
MISSION OF A RESOLUTION RE-
LATING TO TERRORIST ACTS
AGAINST DIPLOMATIC AND
OTHER FOREIGN PERSONNEL IN
LATIN AMERICA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, recently there has been a steady
inerease in cruel and inhumane terrorist
activities in Central and South America.

Of particular concern is the recent
rash of political kidnapings of foreign
officials for extortion purposes. These
brutal criminal acts violate all diplo-
matic concepts as practiced since an-
cient times.

Political kidnaping is abhorrent to a
civilized society, contrary to the inter-
ests of world peace, and in violation of
the fundamental rights and freedoms of
man. Kidnaping used as a political
weapon disrupts the efficient perform-
ance of functions vital to the comity of
nations, and the well-being of their peo-
ple. It directly affects the security and
the domestic stability of the nation in
which such an act occurs.

Mr. President, those radicals who in-
tend to destroy governments friendly to
the United States wourd pose dangers to
our own national security. The security
of the Western Hemisphere relies mainly
on the solidarity of our neighboring na-
tions, and the continued stability of
their governments. Those who seek to
create havoc with the conduct of these
ll:ielations impair inter-American secu-

ty.
Political kidnapings are no mere
whims of a small band of guerillas, but
a callous and calculated effort to embar-
rass and destroy free democratic gov-
ernments.

Since January of 1968, there have been
at least 13 major incidents of terrorist
acts against diplomatic and other for-
eign personnel in Latin America. I have
asked the Forelgn Affairs Division of the
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Legislative Reference Service of the Li-
brary of Congress to prepare a repo
describing these incidents in detail, and,
at the conclusion of my remarks, I shall
ask unanimous consent that the report
be printed in the REcORrD.

Mr. President, the world is now pray-
ing for the safe release of two hostages
currently held in Uruguay. When the|
Uruguayan Government rightly refused|
to accept the blackmail terms calling for
the release of 150 political prisoners,
ultra-leftist guerrillas called Tupama-
ros—fanatics who style themselves after
an 18th century Inca chief—kidnaped
and executed Daniel Mitrione, an Amer-
ican who was assisting the Uruguayan
police in improving their security proce-
dures.

What the fate of the two hostages
Dr. Claude L. Fly, an American agricul
tural expert, and Brazilian Consul Aloy-
sio Mares Dias Gomide—will be is s
unknrown,

This morning the Uruguayan police
found a new note, the 11th communi
que from the Tupamaros guerrillas. The
Uruguvayan authorities consider this new
note to be an authentic document, and it
is the latest one to be received since
August 11 concerning the health and
safety of Dr. Fly.

The note stated that Dr. Fly and the]
Brazilian consul are well, and that the]
disposition of the two hostages has no
yet been determined. The note indicated
that as long as “measures are being taken
against them”—*“them” referring to Tu-
pamaros held as prisoners, and “meas-
ures” referring to continued question-
ing—the guerrillas will continue to hold
the hostages. This could, however, be in-
terpreted as a change from earlier de-
mands that all prisoners be released.

In addition, the note confirmed an
earlier document, which was obtained on
August 5, which spoke of dissensio
within the Tupamaros movement, and
the new note reiterated that the two
hostages would be executed if the police]
or military made an effort to seize them.

The country of Uruguay is famous for
its beauty. It is a nation small in terri-
tory and large in accomplishments. The|
people are industrious and educated. Pov-
erty is almost unknown. Yet, if the vio-
lence of the ultra-left wing guerrillas
continues to mount in Uruguay, the
democratic government of President|
Jorge Pacheco Areco might very well fall

The Uruguayan President has bravely
stood his ground. More than 12,000 police
and military personnel are now conduct-
ing a house-to-house search for the ab
ductors and their hostages,

This is a needed policy, for if these
terrorists are allowed to succeed, no for-
eign official or diplomat will be safe
from the harassment of leftists in search
of political gains.

The United States has instituted
special protective measures, which have
not been announced publicly for secu-
rity reasons, to protect American diplo-
mats stationed throughout Latin Amer-
ica. While this action has been welcomed
by the diplomats and their families, i
does not diminish or stop the subversive
activities. What is needed is unified in-
ternational agreement and action, so that
all radicals will know that kidnaping will
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no longer be tolerated, and that political
asylum will no longer be given either to
political prisoners whose release was in
exchange for hostages, or to the abduc-
tors.

Mr. President, last June the General
Assembly of the Organization of Amer-
ican States adopted a resolution con-
demning these acts, and at the same
time, requesting the Inter-American Ju-
ridical Committee of the OAS to draft
an inter-American instrument on kid-
naping, extortion, and assaults against
persons where such acts may have inter-
national repercussions. The Inter-Amer-
ican Juridical Committee was to have
commenced its work this morning, but
due to a procedural problem, it has now
postponed its first meeting until Au-
gust 31. A final report is expected not
later than 60 days after this first
meeting.

It is hoped that a strong multilateral
agreement will be adopted, for it will
implement the resolve with which the
nations of this hemisphere can work to-
gether to prevent further terroristic vio-
lence from disrupting the political sta-
bility and solidarity of our hemisphere.

On June 26, Secretary of State Rogers
spoke eloquently before the OAS, and on
this issue said:

I hope this Assembly can deal effectively
with terrorism and kidnapping, especially in
their international aspects ... Such acts
clearly and distinetly violate the principles
governing the conduct of relations between
states. We would suggest that the Assembly
initiate steps to prepare a new international
agreement defining these acts as interna-
tional crimes and establishing appropriate
measures to deal with them.

On August 19, after a special meeting
of the Council of Organization of Amer-
ican States, the U.S. delegation issued
the following press release, which in es-
sence reiterated the U.S. position taken
during the secret meeting:

The United States has and will continue
to have deep concern for the safety of U.S.
personnel abroad. We have taken and are
continuing to take steps to provide greater
protection for our personnel overseas and
to make it more difficult for kidnapping to
take place. The host governments, who have
the direct responsibility for the protection
of foreign diplomats and consulate person-
nel, have been as concerned as we. If despite
our combined efforts a United States officlal
is nevertheless kidnapped, the U.S. Govern-
ment determines its policy toward that un-
fortunate event in the light of all of the
pertinent circumstances at the time. We do
not, however, ask those governments to meet
demands that are consldered extreme; to do
80 would only serve to encourage terrorist
groups to kidnap others.

Mr. President, I concur with the state-
ments made by Secretary of State Rogers
and the U.S. delegation to the OAS, and
I believe the U.S. position deserves the
full support of the Senate.

Unless something is done Americans
and officials of other countries will con-
tinue to be harassed. On August 19, 1970,
a group of Tupamaros kidnaped an
American, Stephen Spann, held him for
an hour, used his car in an attempted
robbery, and released him. Although
there may not have been any political
implications intended in this abduction,
the Spann incident does indicate that
terrorists continue unabated to endanger

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

the lives and freedom of Americans
abroad.

The OAS Inter-American Juridical
Committee will soon begin its work. The
United States has presented a position
which condemns kidnaping as an inter-
national crime, and which calls for ap-
propriate measures to deal with such
crimes. However, there could be an effort
made by other Latin American govern-
ments to neutralize any international
agreement which would serve as an effec-
tive deterrent against these heinous
crimes.

For this reason, the United States must
be strong in maintaining a position
which would guarantee the safety of gov-
ernmental and official personnel sent
overseas, and thus I am introducing to-
day for appropriate reference a resolu-
tion expressing the sense of the Senate
that the United States should enter into
agreements with other nations relating
to measures to be taken against persons
who unlawfully endanger the life and
freedom of any official of a government
of another nation or an international or-
ganization, or the life and freedom of a
member of his family,

My resolution calls upon the President,
as he is now doing, to take such action
as may be necessary to secure, at the
earliest practicable time, bilateral or
multilateral agreements by which each
signatory nation would agree to treat all
such officials and members of their fam-
ilies with due respect, and to take all ap-
propriate steps to prevent any threat or
act which would unlawfully endanger the
lives of such officials and members of
their families.

In addition, each signatory nation
would agree to take all measures prop-
erly within its jurisdietion to apprehend
and to prosecute or extradite any person
who commits, or threatens to commit
such a threat or an act against such offi-
cials and members of their families.

Each signatory nation would agree—
keeping in mind the need to act wisely
in safeguarding the lives of such officials
and members of their families—either,
first, to refuse to accept any political
hostages released as a result of such ter-
roristic acts or threats; or second, to
capture and hold in confinement for ex-
tradition, and to extradite any political
hostages released as a result of terror-
istic acts who might have entered a
country illegally.

My resolution ‘also provides that each
signatory nation would agree to withhold
formal recognition of any government
formed by terrorists who have partici-
pated in threats or acts endangering such
officials and members of their families,
and to take all other appropriate meas-
ures as may be necessary to deter any
further terroristic activities.

This is an important resolution, and it
merits early consideration by the Senate.

Mr., President, I submit the resolution,
and ask unanimous consent that it, as
well as the report prepared by the Li-
brary of Congress, be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bogas). The resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the resolution and the report
will be printed in the RECORD.
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The resolution (S.Res.454) express-
ing the sense of the Senate that the
United States should enter into agree-
ments with other nations relating to
measures to be taken against persons who
unlawfully endanger the life and free-
dom of any official of a government of
another nation of an international orga-
nization, or a member of his family, was
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and is printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

S.Res. 454

Whereas the malntenance of international
peace and security and the promotion of
friendly relatlons among nations depend on
the orderly and effective conduct of relations
among nations;

Whereas any threat or act by any person
which unlawfully endangers the life or free-
dom of any official of the government of an-
other nation or an international oragnization,
or a member of his family, is abhorrent to a
civilized society, contrary to the interests of
world peace, and violates the fundamental
rights and freedoms of man;

Whereas any threat or act unlawfully en-
dangering the life or freedom of any officlal
of the government of another nation or an
international organization, or a member of
his family, may affect the security and
domestic stability of the nation where such
threat or act occurs;

Whereas any threat or act unlawfully en-
dangering the life or freedom of any official
of the government of another nation or an
international organization, or a member of
his family, disrupts the efficient performance
of functions vital to the comity of nations
and the well-being of their people; and

Whereas threats and acts unlawfully en-
dangering the life or freedom of any official
of the government of another nation or an
international organization, or a member of
his family, constitute heinous acts which
have arcused world rebuke: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the President should take such
steps as may be necessary to secure at the
earliest practicable time bilateral or multl-
lateral agreements by which each signatory
nation agrees—

(1) to treat all officials of natlons and
international organizations, and members
of thelr families, with due respect, and to
take all appropriate steps to prevent any
threat or act unlawfully endangering the
lfe and freedom of any such officlal or
member of his family;

(2) to take all measures properly with-
in its jurisdiction to apprehend, prosecute,
or extradite any person who commits, or
threatens to commit, any such threat or
act against an official of another nation or
an Iinternational organization, or a mem-
ber of his family;

(3) consistent with the need to safeguard
the lives of such officials, or members of
their families, who have been placed in jeop~
ardy by any threat or aet unlawfully en-
dangering their lives or freedom, to refuse to
grant asylum to any person, and to cap-
ture and to hold in confinement for extradi-
tion any person, whose release from custody
of another nation was achieved by means
of any such threat or act;

(4) consistent with the need to safe-
guard the lives of such officials, or mem-
bers of their families, who have been placed
in jeopardy by any threat or act unlawfully
endangering their lives or freedom, to ex-
tradite any such person so captured and
confined to the appropriate authority of the
nation from which he was released fol-
lowing the removal or cessation of any such
threat or act;

- (5) to withhold formal recognition of any
government formed by any person, or group
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of persons, who have participated in such
threat or act; and

(6) to undertake such other appropriate
measures as may be necessary to deter any
threat or act unlawfully endangering the
lives or freedom of any such official or
member of his family,

The report furnished by Mr. Bxrp of
West Virginia is as follows:
RECENT TERRORIST ACTS AGAINST DIPLOMATIC
AND FoREIGN PERSONNEL IN LATIN
AMERICA

(By Rieck B. Hannifin)

January 16, 1968, Guatamala, while return-
ing from lunch, U.S. Army Colonel John D.
Webber, commander of the 34-man U.S. mili-
tary group in Guatemala, and Lieutenant
Commander Ernest A. Munro, head of the
group’s navy section, were gunned to death
by bullets from a passing car. Two U.S. mili-
tary enlisted personnel were wounded in the
attack. The following day the FAR (Armed
Forces of the Revolution), a pro-Castro ter-
rorist group, distributed leaflets throughout
Guatemala City claiming responsibility for
the assassinations. The leaflets declared that
the shooting was to avenge murders by
clandestine right-wing organizations which
the FAR sald received orders from the U.S.
military mission.

U.S. Ambassador John G. Mein is sald to
have believed that the killings were an at-
tempt to force an escalation of U.S. military
strength in Guatemala, aimed both at arous-
ing the population against the United States
and at diverting U.S. soldiers and equipment
from “wars of liberation” elsewhere (in short,
Che Guevara’s strategy of weakening the
United States by creating various Vietnams).

(2) August 28, 1968, Guatemala, U.S, Am-
bassador to Guatemala John G. Mein was
assassinated while enroute in the chauffeur-
driven U.S. Embassy limousine from a lunch-
eon at the Embassy residence to his office in
downtown Guatemala City. The limousine
was forced to the curb by a car, and blocked
in from behind by a s=mall truck. Several
young men dressed in green fatigue uniforms
and armed with at least one automatic weap-
on scrambled from their car and surrounded
the Ambassador's limousine. Ambassador
Mein leaped from his car and ran. He was
struck in the back by a burst of submachine
gun fire and killed instantly.

The following day the PAR issued a com-
munique, given to the newspaper El Impar-
cial, announcing that Ambassador Mein was
killed “while resisting political kidnapping
a5 an answer to the capture of commandant
Camilo Sanchez of the FAR." Sanchez, be-
lieved to have been in command of urban
guerrilla units, reportedly was a prisoner in
Guatemala City. It is speculated that the
FAR sought to kidnap Mein as ransom for
the release of Sanchez.

Ambassador Mein, whose life had been
threatened repeatedly, knew that he was a
possible target of leftist guerrillas, Neverthe-
less, he spurned a bodyguard, believing that
U.S. policy was best served by refusing to
give the terrorists an opportunity to boast
that they had Intimidated the United States.
In conversation with friends, he indicated
that he would attempt to escape rather than
submit to capture and provide the terrorists
with an opportunity to humiliate the United
States and Guatemalan governments.

(8) September 4, 1969, Brazil, U.S. Am-
bassador Charles Burke Elbrick was kidnaped
by four gunmen who ambushed Elbrick’s car
in a Rio de Janeiro street near the Embassy
as the Ambassador was returning to his
downtown office from lunch at the Embassy
residence.! The abductors drove off with El-
brick, leaving behind the Ambassador's
chauffer, a ransom note, and a homemade

! Ambassador Elbrick, recently arrived in
Brazil, refused an armed escort, a precau-
tion which his predecessor, Ambassador
Lincoln Cordon, regularly took.
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bomb which failed to explode. The note sald
that the Ambassador was seized because he
was “the symbol of exploitation,” and de-
manded the publication of the manifesto and
that the Brazilian Government release 15
political prisoners who were to be flown to
Algeria, Chile, or Mexico. If the demands

were not met within 48 hours, Elbrick would
be *“executed.””

The manifesto was signed by two left-wing
terrorist organizations—the MR-8 and the
National Liberation Alliance, It declared that
they would no longer tolerate tortures, beat-
ings and killings of their members at the
hands of the authorities and contained a vio-
lent condemnation of Brazil's military re-
gime.

The kidnapers negotiated with the Brazil-
ian Government by notes, left first in an alms
box in a church in Rio and then in the sug-
gestion box at a supermarket in suburban
Leblon. On September 5, the Brazilian Gov-
ernment agreed to the kidnapers' conditions,
and that day broadcast the terrorists’ mani-
festo. The following day, the fifteen speci-
fied prisoners were flown to Mexico. The pris-
oners were a varied group—representatives of
student organizations, unions, and peasant
groups, and members of the orthodox Bra-
zilian Communist Party as well as represen-
tatives from the more radical Castroite, Trot-
skyits, and Maoist groups. In Mexico, one of
the released prisoners, Mario Galhardo Za-
canto, a 22-year-old former medical student,
said he had organized eight bank robberies
In the state of Minas Gerais to raise funds
for the revolutionary movement. Two others,
Ivens Marchetti and Onofre Pinto, a former
army sergeant, sald they had taken part in
organizing the killing of U.S. army captain
Charles Chandler.?

On September 7 Ambassador Elbrick was
released by his captors, whom he described
the following day as “young, very determined
intelligent fanaties” who would have car-
ried out their threat if their demands had
not been met.

(4) March 6, 1970, Guatemala, Sean Holly,
TU.8. labor attache in Guatemala, was seized
by two carloads of men armed with subma-
chine guns who intercepted his automobile
on & main street of Guatemala City as he
returned to the Embassy from lunch. The
urban guerrillas, members of Communist
Rebel Armed Forces (FAR), held him hos-
tage in the mountains for 39 hours to
obtain the release of four of their comrades,
threatening to kill Holly if the Guatemalan
Government refused. In return for Mr. Hol-
1y’s release, two imprisoned members of the
FAR were released and were given political
asylum in the Costa Rican Embassy on
March 7. A third, whose release the guerrillas
had demanded In the mistaken belief that
he was in fall, contacted the Costa Rican
Embassy on the morning of March 8 and
was given political asylum there. All three
were given safe conducts to go to Mexico.
The fourth guerrilla on the kidnappers' list
was allowed to go to Mexico earlier. Mr. Holly
was taken to a church in a working-class
district of Guatemala City on March 8 by
two guerrillas who turned him over to the
priest with a warning that the police not
be called for an hour.

(6) March 11, 1970, Brazil, Nobuo Okuchi,
Japanese consul general in Sao Paulo, Brazil,
was abducted by terrorists while on the way
home from his office in Sao Paulo. Three cars
forced Mr. Okuchi’s car to stop; then armed
men threatened the chauffeur, made the con-
sul get out of his limousine, and drove him
off in another car. In a ransom note the fol-
lowing day, the kidnappers said they would
release Mr. Okuchi after five prisoners had
been released from Sao Paulo prison and sent
into exile, preferably to Mexico. The ab-

? Chandler, assassinated in Oectober 1968
In Sao Paulo, was & student of Portuguese
and Brazilian history at the university of
Sao Paulo. The terrorists claimed he was &
CIA agent.
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ductors identified themselves as members of
the Popular Revolutionary Vanguard, an
urban terrorist organization under the lead-
ership of a former Brazillan army captain.
They threatened to kill Mr. Okuchi if the
five prisoners were not released and if the
government did not call off its massive man-
hunt, Soon after the kidnappers made their
demands known, a note from Mr. Okuchi
saying he was well and asking for caution
by authorities was dellvered to the Japanese
Chamber of Commerce in Sao Paulo.

That evening, close to the deadline set
by the kidnappers, the Brazililan Govern-
ment announced that it would meet the
ransom conditions. The following day, the
Brazilian Government agreed to an addi-
tional demand—to guarantee all prisoners in
Brazilian jails good treatment.

On March 14, the Brazilian Government
released the five prisoners and sent them
on a jetliner to Mexico. The prisoners in-
cluded three self-confessed urban guerrillas
and two women. One of the latter is the
mother superior of a church-sponsored or-
phanage in Sao Paulo state who was im-
prisoned on October 25, 1969, on charges of
allowing members of the Armed Liberation
Front to use her convent as a base of oper-
atlons. The other is the wife of a guerrilla
leader who had been detained on February
26, 1969, following a raid on her home in
which her husband was killed in a shoot-out
with the police. Upon arrival in Mexico, the
five released prisoners all clalmed to have
been tortured in prison.

Ten hours after the released prisoners ar-
rived In Mexico, the kidnappers freed Mr,
Okuchi unharmed.

(6) March 24, 1970, Dominican Republic,
Lt. Col. Donald J. Crowley, United States
air attache in the Dominican Republic, was
kidnapped on arrival for his customary 8
a.m. calisthenles on the polo field beside the
Hotel Embajador by five or six men in mili-
tary uniforms and armed with rifles. In a
note to the evening newspaper EI Nacional,
the kidnappers identified themselves as
members of the United Anti-Reelection
Command, a group of leftists seeking to
block incumbent President Balaguer's at-
tempt to serve another term as President.
The kidnappers demanded that 21 prisoners
be brought to S8anto Domingo’s main square
by 10 a.m. the following morning, and re-
leased in a public ceremony attended by the
auxiliary archbishop of Santo Domingo,
the president of the unliversity, and the
president of the bar association. Lt. Col.
Crowley would be released ten hours later. If
anything happened to any of the prisoners,
the kidnappers vowed to kill Crowley.

The Dominican Government agreed to ex-
change the prisoners for Crowley, but balked
at waiting ten hours for his release and at
freelng the prisoners in the Plaza Duarte.
With Archbishop Hugo Polanco arbitrating
between the Dominican Government and the
kidnappers, & compromise was reached
whereby 20 prisoners would be placed on
board a jet airliner under protection of the
Mexican Embassy, with Archbishop Polanco
aboard as escort, and the plane would be
permitted to depart as soon as Col. Crowley
appeared. Crowley was. released unharmed
on March 26.

(7) March 24, 1970, Argentina, Waldemar
Sanchez, Paraguayan consul In the border
town of Ituzalngo, was kidnapped In the
afternoon while showing his car to a group
of prospective buyers in Buenos Alres. The
abductors, members of the Argentine Liber-
ation Front (formed in 1968 by militant dis-
sidents of the Soviet-orlented Argentine
Communist Party), threatened to kill the
consul if two of their members, Carlos Del-
lanave and Alejandro Baldu, were not re-
leased by 10 p.m. on March 25.

The following day, President Stroessner of
Paraguay arrived in Argentina for a sched-
uled vacation. That day, the Argentine Gov-
ernment (apparently with Stroessner's ap-
proval) refused to comply with the terrorists’
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demands. The Government declared that Bal-
du was not in custody and that Dellanave
was & common criminal and would stay in
jail. In response, the Front said that Baldu
had been either killed by the police or tor=-
tured so severely that the government could
not release him. Dellanave was shown for
ten seconds on television, but his father
declared in a news conference that his son
had been stripped by police, beaten, and
tortured with an electric prod. On March 25
the kidnappers told Buenos Aires news-
papers that if the two men were not released,
they would execute Mr, Sanchez and “begin
the execution of all managers of American
business.” On March 28 and 27, radio and
television stations throughout Argentina
declared every half-hour that the Govern-
ment would not be blackmalled into releasing
any prisoners.

On March 28 the kidnappers released Mr.
BSanchez unharmed. The group sald that it
did not go through with its threat “for
humanitarian reasons.” In their final state-
ment, issued after releasing their hostage,
the Front declared that they would now
“undertake the execution of an undetermined
number of police and officials.”

(8) March 29, 1970, Argentina, an attemp-
ted kidnapping of two Soviet Embassy diplo-
mats failed when one of the diplomats fell
out of the getaway Mercedes and the other
was rescued when the car crashed during a
police chase. Four men were waiting in the
commercial garage used by the Soviet dip-
lomats when Yuri Pivovarov, assistant com-
mercial attache of the Soviet Embassy, his
wife and infant daughter, and another So-
viet official and his wife returned from a
Sunday drive. The assailants forced the

women from the car, subdued Pivovarov,
with a blow of & pistol butt, and drove off.
The women's screams alerted a police guard,
who fired at the fleeing car. A passing police
car took up the chase and riddled the Soviet

car with bullets. The car collided with an-
other and smashed Into a tree. Three of the
abductors were injured and captured by
the police; the fourth escaped.

The Argentine Government ldentified one
of the captured kidnappers as Deputy In-
spector Carlos Boningno Balbuena of the
Federal Police's 33d Precinct, a man known
for right-wing bellefs. The two others were
not connected with the police. A rightist
terrorist organization MANO, or Argentine
National Organization Movement) circulated
a statement claiming responsibility for the
attempted kidnapping and describing the
three captured men as “war heroes.”

(9) March 81, 1970, Guatemala, the West
German Ambassador to Guatemala, Count
Karl von Spreti, was forced from his
limousine by armed men In downtown
Guatemala as he was riding with his chauf-
feur from his embassy to his home shortly
after noon. The FAR claimed responsibility
for the abduction and demanded the release
of 17 prisoners, among whom were three ac-
cused of killing a congressman and three
policemen, others accused of taking part in
,shootings of pro-Government politicians and
attacks on military installations, and five
who were accused of carrying out the kidnap-
ransom of Guatemala’s foreign minister
Alberto Fuentes Mohr, Guatemalan banker
Gabriel Piguria, and U.S. labor attache Sean
Holly, The Vatican Ambassador announced
that he had been contacted by the guerrillas
to act as intermediary.

On April 2 the Guatemalan Government
announced that it would not release any
prisoners, and issued a general declaration of
war on rebel movements, imposed martial
law, and proclaimed a state of emergency.
The West German Government issued a pro-
test to Guatemala, saylng it could not “ac-
cept the decision"” against freeing prisoners
to obtaln the Ambassador's release.

On the morning of April 3, a delegation of
foreign ambassadors met with Foreign Min-
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ister Alberto Fuentes Mohr to protest the
Guatemalan Government's decision not to
meet the kidnappers' demand for the release
of the 17 prisoners. Meanwhile, in a note to
the Papal delegate, the kidnappers increased
their price from 17 to 25 prisoners and $700,-
000. On the sames day, Bonn dispatched a
special envoy to Guatemala to press its case.
1t is reported that West Germany offered to
pay the $700,000 demanded by the abductors.
However, that evening the Guatemalan Gov-
ernment renewed its refusal to meet any of
the guerrilla’s demands.

The kidnappers' ultimatum expired at 3
p.m, on April 4. On April 5, after an anony-
mous call, von Spreti’s body was found in an
abandoned house 17 kilometers from Guate-
mala City with a bullet wound in the temple.

(10) April 5, 1970, Brazil, United States
Consul Curtis Cutter was shot in the back
when he thwarted a kidnapping attempt in
Porto Alegre, Brazil. Cutter, his wife, and a
friend were returning to his residence after
a late dinner when the path of his car was
blocked by another. Several men wearing
dark glasses and armed with submachine
guns and revolvers jumped out of the car
and headed toward the counsul's station
wagon. Cutter pushed on the accelerator and
sped off around the car, hitting one of the
men and dragging him on the bumper for
several yards. The others opened fire, wound-
ing Cutter a fraction of an inch from his
lung. He made it home, while the terrorists
picked up their injured man and escaped.

(11) June 11, 1970, Brazil, West German
Ambassador Ehrenfried von Hollenben was
abducted in Rio de Janeiro as he returned
to his residence from the German embassy.
Several hundred yards from the residence, a
station wagon swerved in front of the am-
bassador’s car. Several terrorists jumped
from the station wagon with submachine-
guns blazing, spraying the ambassador’'s car
and also hitting a follow-up guard car, The
ambassador’s police guard was killed, and
Von Hollenben was chloroformed, put in the
trunk of another car, and taken to a house
in the outskirts of Rio.

At the site of the abduction the kidnappers
left leaflets which said. the ambassador would
be returned safely if the government agreed
to release an unspecified number of politi-
cal prisoners. Later communiques from the
terrorists demanded the release of 40 speci-
fied prisoners and that the government pub-
licize an inflammatory proclamation issued
by the kidnappers calling for guerrilla war-
fare and the overthrow of Brazil's military
regime.

On June 15 the Brazillan government met
the ransom demanded, flying 34 men and six
women to Alglers which had agreed to grant
them asylum for humanitarian reasons, Four
of the prisoners exchanged (Fernando Paulo
Nagle Gabiera, Cid de Queiroz Benjamin,
Daniel de Ardo Rels Filho, and Vera Sllvia de
Araujo Magalhfes) had been charged with
participating in the earlier kidnapping of
U.S. Ambassador Elbrick.

In a press conference after his safe re-
turn, Ambassador von Hollenben sald that
his captors told him they had chosen a West
German because the Federal Republic has
strong business and investment links with
Brazil, which would encourage Bonn to put
pressure on the Brazillan Government to
meet the kidnappers’' demands.

(12) July 31, 1970, Uruguay. In four sepa-
rate and well-coordinated actions in Monte-
video, groups of Tupamaros (Uruguay’s
Marxist urban guerrillas) abducted a United
States official and a Brazilian diplomat, and
attempted unsuccessfully to kidnap two
American diplomats.

Dan A. Mitrione, former police chief of
Richmond, Indiana, and for the past two
years head of the U.S. ald mission’s public-
safety program in Uruguay, reportedly was
selzed on his way to work by five terrorists
who intercepted his chauffeured car and
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forced him into their station wagon at gun-
point. During his capture, Mitrione was shot
in the chest.

At almost the same moment, Brazil's con-
sul and second secretary of the embassy,
Aloysio Mares Dias Gomide, was kidnapped
by four gunmen who entered his home dis-
guised as telephone repairmen.

Simultaneously, separate attempts were
made to abduct M. Gordon Jones, second
secretary of the United States embassy, and
Nathan Rosenfeld, the embassy’'s cultural
attache. Both men managed to elude their
abductors after both were struck on the
head and slightly injured. According to press
reports, Jones was bound hand and foot
and shoved into the rear of a pickup truck;
he managed to escape by throwing himself
out of the moving vehicle, then hobbled to
a small store where he asked the owner to
call the United States embassy. Details of
Rosenfeld’s escape have not been published.

In a statement delivered to the newspaper
El Diario on August 2, the guerrillas de-
manded as ransom for the two hostages the
release of all “political prisoners” (estimated
variously from 100 to 150) and that they be
sent to Mexico, Peru or Algeria. The com-
munique made no mention of the conse=
quences if their demands were not met. The
Tupamaros also announced that Mitrione
had undergone surgery for his wound and
gave detalls of his treatment.

Uruguay's President Jorge Pacheco refused
to “negotiate with criminals” and, instead,
the government continued the nationwide
search for the two kidnapped men begun
immediately after their abductions.

On August 6 the guerrillas set a deadline
of midnight August 7 for the government
to decide on the release of all political pris=-
oners. Their statement, delivered to a radio
station, contained the vague warning that
“if there is no official pronouncement by
then we shall terminate this affair and do
Justice.” The terrorists’ message described
Mitrione as “an American spy infiltrated by
the government into the Uruguayan state”
and Dias Gomide as the “representative of a
dictatorship which has tortured and assassi-
nated hundreds of patriotic Brazilians.” In
reply that evening, President Pacheco reiter-
ated his refusal to bargain with the kidnap-
ers, stating that he was “absolutely in agree-
ment with” the Interlor Ministry's refusal
to recognize imprisoned guerrillas “polit-
ical prisoners'” and that it was his duty as
President to “maintian law, institutions, and
the intangible rights of legitimate justice.”

Following capture of the Tupamaros’ two
most Important leaders, Raul Sendic and
Raul Bidegain Gressing, the terrorists an-
nounced on the night of August 8 that
Mitrione would be executed at noon the fol-
lowing day because President Pacheco re-
fused to release the political prisoners. The
next day Dan Mitrione’s body, shot twice in
the head, was found in a car parked in a
Montevideo street.

(13) August 7, 1970, Uruguay, as Uruguyan

police and military searched for Mitrione
and Dias Gomide who had been kidnapped
the week before, terrorists seized Dr. Claude
L. Fly, a soll expert working privately on
contract to the Uruguayan government. Re-
portedly, Dr. Fly was meeting with
Uruguayan agronomists at his laboratory on
the outskirts of Montevideo when a band of
armed Tupamaros rushed in and abducted
him.
At this writing, Brazillan Consul Aloysio
Mares Dias Gomides and Dr. Claude Fly are
still in captivity. A Tupamaro communique
on August 11 warned that if their hideout
were found or if the Uruguyan government
harmed any Tupamaros it held prisoner, the
American and Brazilian captives would be
shot.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I wish
to congratulate the distinguished Sena-
tor from West Virginia for bringing this
matier to the attention of the Senate.

One of my constituents, Dr. Claude L.
Fly, is now a prisoner of the Tupamaros
in Uruguay. We have been in touch with
his family, his son and wife and daugh-
ter, to determine what can be done.

I was pleased to see that in the appro-
priation bill for State, Justice, and Com-
merce, which is now before us, there has
been added a little over $1 million to try
to give additional protection to our peo-
ple working overseas in these perilous
areas.

However, this does not cover the prob-
lem we have in many areas of the world.
Dr. Fry was an officer in an independent
agriculture organization which, in turn,
had been hired by the Uruguayan Gov-
ernment. He was down there as the
American representative of that group to
try to give assistance in agricultural
knowledge and the productive capacity
of that country, so he was not an em-
ployee of the United States. He was an
employee under contract with the Uru-
guayan Government. That means what-
ever efforts we undertake—and the State
Department has been doing very well on
this matter; I must give them an A-plus
on this all the way through—have to be
through the Uruguayan Government.

This, of course, doubles the number
of problems we have.

I sincerely hope that we can start out
just exactly as the Senator from West
Virginia has been doing, to try to de-
termine some method by which we can
provide whatever assistance is necessary
to give protection to both people who are
trying to help other countries and those
trying to carry out orders of this coun-
try.

I thank the Senator for what he has
proposed. I want to establish myself as
being on his team in this effort.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 856

Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
amendment—No. 814—proposed by Mr.
HarrieLp, for himself and other Senators,
to the bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize ap-
propriations during the fiscal year 1971
for procurement of aircraft, missiles,
naval development, test, and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength of the
Selected Reserve of each Reserve com-
ponent of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 857

Mr. BELLMON submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, o
H.R. 17123, supra, which was ordered to
lie on the table, and to be printed.
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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1971—-AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 858 TO H.R, 18515

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am sub-
mitting for myself and Senator NELSON,
an amendment to H.R. 18515, to increase
from $2,046,200,000 to $2,195,500,000 the
appropriations for fiscal year 1971 to
carry out the provisions of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, an increase
of $149,300,000. The administration
originally requested $2,080,200,000—an
amount $32,200,000 above that requested
for fiscal year 1970, and $132,200,000
above that estimated for fiscal year 1970.

Last year, with the administration’s
full support, the Congress gave the pov-
erty program a new tenure and a new
vote of confidence; it is now essen-
tial that the agency be given the funds
to implement the policy set forth in the
act:

To eliminate the paradox of poverty in the
midst of plenty in this Nation by opening
to everyone the opportunity for education
and training, the opportunity te work, and
the opportunity to 1live in decency and
dignity.

The poor are a nation within our Na-
tion, equal in number to the entire popu-
lation of Canada, or approximately one-
half of that of France or the United
Kingdom. In 1969, there were 24,300,000
persons classified as poor, approximately
69 percent of whom were white and 31
percent nonwhite.

While total Federal aid for the poor—
which includes welfare payments, food
programs, special education programs,
manpower programs, and economic de-
velopment—rose from $917,000,000 in
1961 to an estimated $29,700,000,000 in
1970, a substantial amount of the ex-
penditures are in welfare payments. I
need not remind the Congress that this
same appropriation bill which contains
funds for the poverty program at a level
of approximately $2 billion, contains also
a so-called uncontrollable expenditure of
$2,540,683,000 for Federal costs for fiscal
year 1971 under the welfare program
known as aid to families with dependent
children, a projected increase of $409,-
601,000 above the Federal costs of $2,-
131,082,000 in fiscal year 1970.

The poverty program is the only Fed-
eral program for the poor which empha-
sizes self-help and self-involvement on
the part of the poor. Accordingly, it is to
it that we must look, importantly, if we
are to make these “uncontrollable” ex-
penditures controllable in the future
years.

Mr. President, in adopting the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act Amendments of
1969, the Congress authorized total ap-
propriations of $2,879,700,000 for fiscal
year 1971, some $684,200,000 more than
the total amount which I seek by this
amendment.

While there is no question that a full
appropriation of $2,879,700,000 could it-
self be justified, we have chosen to seek
an amount at a level which we believe the
Congress can, and indeed, should,
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reasonably adopt under the current
budgetary circumstances and which un-
questionably can be put to effective use
during this fiscal year.

In fact, the amount which we request
that the Congress approve, is the total
base amount authorized for last year—
fiscal year 1970—under the Economic
Opportunity Act Amendments of 1969.

I am aware that in connection with
this appropriation bill the Appropria-
tions Committee of the Senate has be-
fore it a request by the Office of Economic
Opportunity that it be relieved from the
earmarking provisions contained in the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1969.

In light of that fact, I do not consider
it appropriate to indicate my preferences
at this time as to how the additional
sums which I seek should be allocated
among the many programs funded un-
der the Economic Opportunity Act.

Mr. President, I defer to the Appro-
priations Committee on the question of
elimination of the earmarking, and
should those provisions be retained, then
I shall leave it to the best judgment of
the Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity ‘and the heads of the other
agencies involved as to how these sums
which I seek can best be allocated. In
that connection, I should underscore the
fact that under section 616 of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, the Di-
rector has the authority as a general
matter to transfer up to 15 percent of
the amount appropriated or allocated
from any appropriation from one pro-
gram to another, with certain limitations
as to the amount that can be added to a
program depending on its size. I assume
that within that authority the Director
would use any additional funds that the
Congress might approve, to transfer to
the more successful and needy pro-
grams.

The administration is to be com-
mended for the efforts that it has made
to continue the poverty program and I
think that the President deserves credit
for his personal commitment to the ap-
propriation request for fiscal year 1971,
which, as I have indicated, is in excess
of that for the previous year.

Mr. President if we are ever going to
arrest the trend in this Nation toward
welfare dependency and to alleviate the
despair of many of the poor, we must al-
locate even more funds for these essen-
tial antipoverty programs.

‘We are now merely scratching the sur-
face of need. Even with the increases
sought by the administration for this
fiscal year, we will reach less than 31
percent of all poor children ages 3—-6 who
need early childhood education; less than
10 percent of persons who could benefit
from manpower programs; only 1.7 per-
cent of the hard-core drug addicts among
the poor; only 8.9 percent of those who
could benefit from family planning serv-
ices; only 7 percent of the poor who need
legal services; and only 7.3 percent of
the migrant and seasonal farmworkers.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
included in the Recorp at this point, a
table prepared at my request by the Of-
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fice of Economic Opportunity, indicating
the universe of need for selected proverty
programs, together with estimates of the

target population to be reached and the There being no objection, the table was
estimated and proposed budgetary ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
amounts for fiscal years 1970 and 1971. as follows:

UNIVERSE OF NEED DATA FOR SELECTED EOA PROGRAMS !

1970 1871
estimate estimate Fiscal year Fiscal year
target Estimate lﬂtr {911 {9’?1
population . 1970 pupulat on percent President's
reached ? of tota obligations of total Budget

TITLE I, WORK AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
Job oppem;réilies, concentrated employment, Public Service careers in

pove
In-s:horg New York c:ty In poverty, 14-21 and still in school
Summer, New York City: In poverty, 14 to 21 and still in school

Qut-of-School, New York City: In poverty 16 to 17 non-high-school grads

and out of school

Job Corps: In poverty, 16 to 21 non-high- s:hwl grads out of school....
up.

Operation Mainstream: In poverty, 22 and

TITLE 1
Health and nutrition:
Family plannin
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Emergency food and medical service
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Alcoholic counseling and recovery.
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Comprehensive health services
Legal services...
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Communltg action operaticns program:
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Senmr opp ortunities and services.
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Early childhood development:
Headstart: Children aged 3 to 6

Parent and children centers: Families with at least 1 child under

TITLE 111-B
TORI ts and | farm workers, total
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7.3 30, 800, 000 286, 500 7.3 35, 500, 000

1 Data oom?iled from the “Justification of Appro ai?aéion Estimates’ FY 1971, prepared for the 2 Esti 100 projects with a 10,000-person capacity which will be initiated but which

Congressional Committees on Appropriations May
* Total program enroliees.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
now indicate a program by program jus-
tification for the additional funds which
I have requested.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICES
PROGRAM

Under Section 222(a) (5) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, the emer-
gency food and medical services program
is designed to:

Provide on an emergency hasls, directly
or by delegation of authority pursuant to
the provisions of Title VI of this Act, finan-
cial assistance for the provision of such
medical supplies and services, as may bhe
necessary to counteract conditions of star-
vation or malnutrition among the poor. Such
asgistance as may be provided by way of
supplement to such other assistance as may
be extended under the provisions of other
Federal programs, and may be used to extend
and broaden such programs to serve econom-
ically disadvantaged individuals and fam-
ilies where such services are not now pro-
vided and without regard to the require-
ments of such laws for local or State ad-
ministration or financial participation. . . .
(emphasis added)

Accordingly, in his historic message to
the Congress on May 6, 1969, pledging to
“end hunger in America for all time,”
the President coupled an expansion of
the food stamp program with a request
that the Director of OEO:

Redirect OEO. funds into the Emergency
Food and Health Service program to in-
crease its food, health, and sanitation serv-
ices for our most depressed areas. Presently,
health and sanitary conditions in many of
our most depressed countles are so poor
that improved food services alone would

will not require refunﬁlns until fiscal 1972,
4 Per year estimate for legal services.
& Cases served,

have little impact on the nutritional health
of the population. The Emergency Food and p Percentafa

Health Service has provided invaluable serv- bty eg;‘r’n“g;“; Tots
ices in alding these areas, and its good food stamp  distribution _percentage
work should be substantially expanded. State program program  in programs

The administration has requested
only $33,000,000 for the emergency food
and medical services programs for fiscal Arizona_____.
year 1971, an amount which is $15,800,- Arkansas...
000 below the estimate for fiscal year o
1970.
Substantially increased funds are
necessary to provide the food, health,
and sanitation services to which the
President referred and to supplement
and aid in the outreach of the food
stamp and commodity programs. For,
even under administration’s plans for
expansion of those two programs, total
participation over the next 2 years will
reach only approximately 17,500,000 of Nayiand-...-
the 24,300,000 poor. Michigan____.__
As of April 1970, the food stamp m:;;:gg“;“
and commodity distribution programs Missour.
reached only about 9,500,000 persons; Montana..
in fact, the current participation rate <
in food stamps and commodity programs
is lower than 30 percent in 18 of the
Nation’s 50 States.
I ask unanimous consent that there
be included in the Recorp at this point :
a table submitted by the Select Commit- Jkisfioma_:
tee on Nufrition and Human Needs, of psn'ﬁ.smm.,_‘
which I am the ranking minority mem- Rhode Island.
ber, indicating the percentage of the goUih Carolina
poor in each State who are receiving
either food stamps or commodities.
There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

(1]

()
PAST
o o

BELERNE
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Percentage

Pemnia%
of poor n
food stamp
program

Total
_percentage
in programs

distribution

State program

13.0 2.5
6.9 38.9

14.0 36

Wisconsin 16.5
Wyoming 33

Tol = e 22

Note: Based on USDA commodity distribution ﬁ%ures for
March 1970, and USDA food stamp figure for April 19

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as indi-
cated by Robert Choate, one of the lead-
ers in bringing the “hunger issue” to na-
tional attention, in testimony before the
House Committee on Appropriations on
June 12, 1970:

To get food delivered to the blind; to carry
food up six flights of stairs to the aged
crippled; to truck commodities out to the
end of a Eentucky hollow; to transport In-
dian familles both to the trading post and
to the commodity warehouse while the
mother attends a nutrition class in Navajo;
to buy food stamps in counties where many
families have zero income; to visit door-to-
door urging people to enroll in the school
lunch program; to alert mass media of the
need for nutrition education and public
service spots commodity and food stamp
benefits; to seek innovative methods of
packaging and combining foods for those un-
able to make full use of the commodity pack-
age; to urge mothers to feed their infants
better baby foods; to update cultural cus-
toms once based on good nutritional prac-
tice but today impaired by lowered food
values; to invite inspection of water sources
and parasitic infections; to pay for a doc-
tor's care when the malnutrition is evident;
to generate interest In apathetic communi-«
ties over the plight of the hungry—all these
are the rewards of a vigorous Emergency
Food and Medical Services program.

If only the requested $33,000,000 is ap-
propriated, OEO will not be able to fund
any new emergency food and medical
services programs for fiscal year 1971.

PRESCHOOL EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE

In his February 19, 1969 message to
the Congress on economic opportunity
programs, the President stated:

Much of our knowledge is new, but we are
not on that ground absolved from the re-
sponsibility to respond to it. So crucial is
the matter of early growth that we must
make a national commitment to providing
all American children an opportunity for
healthful and stimulating development dur-
ing the first 5 years of life.

The administration has underscored
that commitment by requesting $339,-
000,000 for the Head Start program for
fiscal 1971, an amount some $13,000,000
greater than the $326,000,000 estimated
for fiscal year 1970.

With this new commitment of the ad-
ministration, has come a desire to shift
the emphasis from summer to full year
Head Start programs. A full opportunity
now costs approximately $800 per child
more than for an opportunity in a sum-
mer program, and as a result of the
change in emphasis, fewer children can
be served. In fiscal year 1969, 664,000
children participated in the program.
The number declined to 488,500 in fiscal
year 1970. The administration’s request
for fiscal year 1971 would provide oppor-
tunities for only 403,700.

This last figure is less than one-third

of the total estimated Headstart target
population of 1,300,000 disadvantaged
children between the ages 3-6.

Mr. President, the effects of early
childhood neglect have become increas-
ingly apparent over time and the need
for programs to enhance the develop-
ment of young children has been a mat-
ter of national concern.

Also of great importance is the “Fol-
low-Through” program, which focuses on
the education of disadvantaged children
in the early primary grades. The pro-
gram is designed to sustain and supple-
ment the gains made by children from
Headstart or similar preschool pro-
grams. Follow-Through programs are co-
ordinated with Headstart in many of the
same communities so that a continuum
of intensive education is established for
children from age 3 or 4 to the third
grade. It is correct to say that there is
a very close and necessary relationship
between Headstart and Follow-Through
and the success of both.

The Office of Economic Opportunity
has requested $69,000,000 for this pro-
gram for fiscal year 1971, a net decrease
of $1,300,000 from the estimate for fiscal
year 1970. These funds will provide op-
portunities for only 77,300 children and
will permit the addition of only a few
new projects.

The OEO justification of appropria-
tions estimates that for 1971 there will
be 430,000 full vear Headstart and other
quality year-long preschool program
graduates. It is clear that 77,300 oppor-
tunities will be inadequate given the
needs of the poor and the existing im-
portance of the relationship between Fol-
low-Through and Headstart.

As noted in the table prepared by the
Office of Economic Opportunity, placed
in the Recorp, only 17 percent of the
“target population” for the Follow-
Through program will be reached in fis-
cal year 1971 with the funds requested by
the administration.

Mr. President, the administration has
made a significant commitment to the
development of child care facilities
through its proposed Family Assistance
Act. However, even the 450,000 oppor-
tunities that are to be provided under
that act will be inadequate to the over-
all need. In 1969, there were an estimated
3,500,000 children ages 3 to 13 in poor
families and there are now approxi-
mately 600,000 child-care spaces avail-
able in llcensed facilities in the entire
Nation,

Accordingly, the efforts now being
taken by the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity to assess the exact needs for child
care and to develop new approaches in
meeting those needs are crucial if we are
ever to close the child-care gap. The Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity will allo-
cate $20,000,000, its budget request for
fiscal year 1971, for this purpose. The
Congress should appropriate additional
amounts so that even further efforts may
be undertaken.

In that connection, I ask that there be
printed in the Recorp a letter dated Au-
gust 3, 1970 from the Office of Economic
Opportunity detailing a number of the
efforts being made in this eruecial area.

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

OFFICE OF EcoNoMICc OPPORTUNITY,
August 3, 1970.
Hon, Jacor K. JaAvITs,
U.S, Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR JAVITS: I am writing to give
you a progress report on the present status
of the Office of Economic Opportunity activi-
ties in the day care area. We would be
pleased to arrange for an additional oral
briefing if you feel this would be desirable.

The national survey and analysis of exist-
ing day care efforts has been commenced as
outlined in my letter of March 11, From this
project of our Office of Research and Evalua-
tion, we are to have in hand by October.a set
of six in-depth community case studles and
by November an extensive reference compen=-
dium on Federally-assisted day care pro-
grams. A national probability sample of some
56 communities will be drawn and field in-
terviews conducted this fall with operators
of some 400 or more day care centers and day
care homes and with nearly 3,000 users and
nonusers of day care services, The interview
results will be processed and analyzed during
the winter months and a final report on the
whole survey project is due from the contrac-
tor in March of 1971,

The “state-of-the-arts” study by our Office
of Research and Evaluation is also well under
way and the compilation of material on child
development needs, program content, sup-
portive services, and a number of other topics
is scheduled for completion by November.

The summer workshop on child develop-
ment and day care is now In progress at Airlie
House. The Office of Economiec Opportunity
and HEW's Office of Chlld Development have
worked jointly in support of this effort, with
actual project supervision by OCD. A serles
of publications will be available this fall as
a result of the workshop effort.

In addition to these three projects, which
were outlined in our March 11 letter, the
Office of Economic Opportunity has also
launched the following projects under the
supervision of its Office of Program Devel-
opment:

(a) A day care policy studies group to
perform analyses on problems such as facil-
ities, staff training, financing, methods of
service delivery, and the role of the private
sector. The Institute for Interdisciplinary
Studies in Minneapolis, a nonprofit orga-
nization, was selected to carry out this re-
search and analysls over a period of 18
months and is already at work.

(b) An eremplary day care project which
is studying some 40 notable day care cen-
ters selected for one or more outstanding
qualities of program concept and delivery.
On the basis of a thorough on-site evalua-
tion of these facilities, some 20 models of
programs or major components of programs
will be developed and made avallable to the
day care community. The evaluation phase
of the project is now under way and all field
work 1s scheduled for completion by Decem-
ber 31.

(¢) The feasibility/design phase of an im-
pact project in comprehen-'ve Federally-
supported day care. This is now fully under
way through the efforts of the grantee for
this phase (Center for the Study of Public
Policy, Cambridge, Massachusetts). The im-
pact project itself is now envisioned as an
ecomonie, soclal, and educational experl-
ment to be conducted in two urban commu-
nities, adopting an entitlement (voucher)
system in one and a project grant approach
in the other. The current study phase, which
is to be completed by the end of the current|
year, would then be followed by the plan-
ning grants to the two selected communities
and the initiation of the full-scale operation-
al experiment thereafter,
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The {following project in the State of
Vermont was also supported by the Office
of Economic Opportunity in Fiscal Year
1970 by transfer of approximately $1.1 mil-
lion to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare: the day carc portion of
a large-scale, rural-emphasis family assist-
ance demonstration. This day care expansion
project is under the supervision of the Of-
fice of the Secretary, HEW, and the Office of
Child Development, HEW.

Detailed planning for the Fiscal Year
1971 Office of Economic Opportunity day
care research and development program is
stlll in process, but the following projects
are under active consideration:

(1) A day care licensing stuay. This proj-
ect would be supported by the Office of
Economic Opportunity and carried out
through the Office of Child Development,
HEW. It would cover State and local prac-
tices in the regulation of day care facilities,
particularly with regard to time and cost
considerations associated with securing ap-
provals for new or expanded facilities.

(2) Establishment of a number of demon-
stration centers intended to show how day
care services can be delivered in different
locales under a variety of auspices. These
centers would be intended to complement
those identified in the exemplary day care
project.

(3) Establishment of a clearinghouse to
utilize imaginative techniques to get good
current day care practice into the hands of
new project operators and to disseminate the
results of our other research and analysis
findings.

(4) Establishment of a serles of experimen-
tal or differential day care centers to compare
the relative impact of different types of child
care programs when carried out under opti-
mal conditions,

(6) Conduct of a combined effects experi-
ment to examine the impact of income main-
tenance, manpower training, and day care on
various economic decisions and behavioral
patterns of families. (This project was men-
tloned in our March 11 letter.)

(6) Conduct of a day care facilities study
directed toward the Improvement of the
physical environment of day care centers and
the creation of new design principles.

Please let me know if you need additional

Sincerely,
CArROL KHOSROVT,
Associate Director for Congressional and
Government Relations.
SPECIAL IMPACT PROGRAMS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under title
I(D) of the Economic Opportunity Act,
which I had the opportunity to author
with the late Senator Robert Kennedy,
funds are provided for programs focus-
ing on particular poor and geographically

mited areas, attacking problems of eco-
Inomic development, as well as social
problems. The first such project, estab-
lished in my home area of Bedford-Stuy-

esant, in New York City, has shown the
success of this kind of approach to the
problems of poverty. Under this program,
the people of Bedford-Stuyvesant have
developed 10 on-going projects. Among
eir accomplishments has been the
renovation of approximately 1,000 homes
since the program began, and the train-
ing and placement of some 400 previously
ard-core unemployed.

The administration has sought $32,-
100,000 for this essential program for fis-
cal year 1971, a decrease of $4,700,000
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from the $36,800,000 estimated for fiscal
year 1970.

In May 1970 appropriations estimates,
submitted to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity indicates that the $32,100,000 re-
quest will be used as follows: $20,500,000
will be allotted for Community Develop-
ment Corp. programs, under the tradi-
tional model such as is exemplified in
Bedford-Stuyvesant; $7,000,000 will be
used for an Opportunity Funding pro-
gram, testing the use of leverage to pro-
vide more capital to low-income commu-
nities; and $2,500,000 shall be applied
to a new mechanisms program, designed
to bring the resources and expertise of
several agencies together to improve the
design and potential impact of economic
development programs. The remaining
amount would be used for research, tech-
nical assistance, and program adminis-
tration.

Mr. President, we cannot afford to let
lapse existing efforts which have proven
so successful. They should be expanded,
instead. Much more than $20,500,000 in-
dicated for community development pro-
grams will be needed in fiscal year 1971
to refund existing programs and to fund
new programs that may be established
as the result of seven planning grants
funded in fiscal year 1970.

Moreover, of the 15 largest cities in
the Nation—containing many pockets
of poverty—only seven have received as-
sistance under the special impact pro-
gram operated by the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

There is ample evidence that a num-

ber of community-based groups would
qualify for assistance in these major
cities were funds available; in fact dur-
ing fiscal year 1970, when more funds
were available, more than 170 applica-

tions, totaling $40,000,000 went un-
funded.
LEGAL SERVICES FROGRAM

Mr. President, no program is more vi-
tal to the poor than the legal services
program. As John D. Robb, chairman of
the American Bar Association’s Commit-
tee on Legal and Indigent Defenders told
members of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare last November 14:

I think this is terribly important. I cannot
really get across to the committee our sense
of urgency about the need for expansion of
legal services to try to repair the divisions
that are taking place in our society. We know
from documented reports by various presi-
dential commissions and by hearings that you
yourselves have participated in that the poor
by and large have little confidence in our
society, In its structure, In its institutlons,
in lawyers, in the law, in the court system,
and as a result, when their own rights are not
honored it is not too surprising, I think,
that they riot in the streets and that there is
violence on our campuses, What we are trying
to do in this program is to have a peaceful
vehicle where these disputes can be taken
from the strife-torn campuses, in the streets
and the fire and burnings that are taking
place and give these people a peaceful forum
in which the grievances that they have
against society can be aired, where their posl-
tion can be set forth.
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The administration requests $63,400,~-
000 for this program—an increase of $9,-
600,000 over fiscal year 1970—but even
at that level the program will serve only
a fraction of the poor. As noted in the
table prepared by the Office of Economic
Opportunity and placed in the record,
the program will reach only 7 percent of
the 5,000,000 poor who require legal serv-
ices. In fact, if the poor were to have the
same number of lawyers as the popula-
tion as a whole, there would have to be
50,000 lawyers serving the poor rather
rather than the 4,000 now working in
programs funded by OEO and other
sources.

In spite of the substantial increases
allotted to the Legal Services program,
large areas of the country with the heav-
iest concentration of poverty have no or
extremely limited legal services programs
for the poor. There is only one program
in Alabama, Delaware, and Maryland;
there are only two programs in Arkansas,
Kentucky, Mississippi, Minnesota, Ne-
braska, and Virginia; and there are only
three in Georgia. North Carolina, South
Carolina and Kansas. A large number of
rural areas are without legal service. Yet
under the current fiscal year 1971 budget
request OEO plans to initiate only a few
new programs. Clearly, more funds are
needed to expand meaningfully beyond
the current inadequate level of opera-
tions.

VOLUNTEERS IN SERVICE TO AMERICA

One of the most exciting and effective
antipoverty programs, VISTA, is ham-
pered by lack of funds.

VISTA was conceived as a domestic
Peace Corps, providing volunteers to
work with public and private nonprofit
organizations in their efforts to assist the
poor. Through this program, concerned
Americans are given the opportunity to
live and work directly in poverty neigh-
borhoods.

The administration has requested $38,-
500,000 for this important program—a
$3,500,000 increase over the estimate for
fiscal year 1970—and thus there will be
only a nominal increase in the number of
volunteers. OEO estimates that the
average number of VISTA volunteers in
the field will rise from 4,700 to 4,900
in fiscal year 1971, but that the end of
fiscal year volunteer strength will level
off to approxiraately the same as in fiscal
year 1970—6,051.

Our overseas Peace Corps has a pro-
jected fiscal year 1971 strength of 10,000.
A nation like ours must be able to support
antipoverty efforts at home equal to those
it sponsors around the world.

Mr. President, recently I met with a
number of VISTA volunteers who came
to Washington to express their position
on the direction of the VISTA program
and to underscore the need for greater-
congressional support for the program.
I was impressed by their sincerity, en-
thusiasm, and sense of purpose.

Congress can recognize the significance:
of this plea of these young people by sup-
porting the additional amounts needed
for the poverty program generally, and
thus making available additional funds.
for the VISTA program.
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BENIOR OPPORTUNITIES AND SERVICES

The administration has requested a
total of $7,800,000 for fiscal year 1971
for the senior citizen program under
section 222(a) of the act—an increase of
only $1,000,000 over the $6,800,000 esti-
mate for fiscal year 1970.

The senior opportunities and services
program is designed to identify and meet
the special economic, health, employ-
ment, welfare, and other needs of per-
sons above the age of 60 in projects
which serve or employ older persons as
the exclusive or predominant partici-
pant or employee group. The projects
aim at dealing with the specific problems
of the older poor that cannot be met
practically by more general programs de-
signed to serve all or younger age groups.
The program supports a wide variety
of projects, ranging from those with
specialized goals such as job training, to
those with highly generalized purposes,
such as community outreach and so-
cialization-recreation, Currently, there
are 217 such projects in 45 States which
employ, serve, or involve older poor peo-
pla.

The requested amount is expected to
reach between 800,000 to 900,000 elderly
persons. This is only 12 percent of the
“target population” for this program—
which includes more than 6,250,000 per-
sons.

The inadequacies of the present budget
request are obvious, and it is clear that
appropriations should be substantially
increased:

YOUTH FROGRAMS

Mr. President, there are an estimated
3,100,000 youths, aged 14 to 21, in

poverty. For many, the usual problems of
youth are exacerbated by discrimination,
insufficient education, and growing
pressures of a complex, urbanized so-
ciety. The youth in poverty often has
been forced, for economic and other
reasons, to leave school without a high
school diploma to enter the job market,
and once in the job market, he is fre-
quently out of work.

There are a multitude of Federal ef-
forts directed at or directly related to
the alleviation of the education, employ-
ment, and other needs of disadvantaged
youth, yet it is clear that much more
must be done for this sector of the poor
population. For example, out of the 2,-
450,000 youths eligible for the special
summer and youth programs, only 1,000,-
000 were reached during fiscal year 1970.
In the coming fiscal year, OEO estimates
that under its new budget requests, there
will be a decrease of 200,000 youths
reached.

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH SERVICES

Under section 222(a) (4) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 a special
program of comprehensive health serv-
ices is authorized to focus upon the need
of urban and rural areas having high
concentrations or proportions of poverty
and marked inadequacy of health serv-
ices for the poor.

To provide comprehensive health serv-
ices to the poor, OEO has established a
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new health care delivery system—the
neighborhood health center. Each cen-
ter provides high quality, personalized,
continuous health care by offering serv-
ices for the entire family at conveniently
located facilities. Various ambulatory
services are provided under one roof also.

The administration has requested a
total of $110,000,000 for fiscal year 1971,
an inecrease of $36,000,000 above the
$74,000,000 provided for fiscal year 1970.

As in the cases of the other increases,
however, it must be considered against
the backdrop of total need. Of the 49
original neighborhood health centers, 34
still have not reached what OEO terms
“a fully operational and mature level.”
Dr. Thomas Bryant, Director of OEO’s
Office of Health Affairs, has estimated
that it would require between approxi-
mately 600 and 800 neighborhood health
centers in the United States to ade-
quately provide health services to the
poor. Information received from the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity indicated
that last year there were more than 200
applications that went unfunded and
which would have required an appropria-
tion of $400 million to meet.

As indicated in the table prepared by
the Office of Economic Opportunity,
which was placed in the record, the re-
quested amounts will enable the program
to reach only 6.5 percent of the 24,300,-
000 poor who could benefit from health
Services.

ALCOHOLIC RECOVERY

Mr. President, last year the Congress,
upon the initiative of Senator HucGHES,
included in the 1969 amendments to the
Economic Opportunity Act a provision
establishing a new alcoholic counseling
and recovery program. The amendments
reserved $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1971
for that purpose.

Under the administration’s request the
program would be funded at a level of
$4,000,000—an. amount $5,000,000 less
than funding for fiscal year 1970 and
$11,000,000 less than the amount which
the Congress clearly deemed necessary.
The justification submitted to the Appro-
priations Committee by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity explains that many
of the programs initiated late in fiscal
yvear 1970 will not require funding
until fiscal year 1972.

Alcoholism ranks as the third major
health problem in the Nation, and afflicts
an estimated 800,000 poor persons each
year. Yet the estimated capacity of OEO’s
alcoholic counseling and recovery proj-
ects for 1971 is only 35,000, or approxi-
mately 4.4 percent of the target popula-
tion. It is essentia that funds be in-
creased to a level sufficient to provide
additional funds to start new projects
under this program.

DRUG REHABILITATION

Last year the Congress also adopted an
amendment proposed by Senator Domi-
NICK for a new drug rehabilitation pro-
gram, indicating a reserve as in the case
of the aleoholism program, of $15,000,000
for fiscal year 1971.

Under the proposed budget, $3,000,000
would be provided is fiscal year 1971, a
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decrease of $1,500,000 from the amount
requested for fiscal year 1970, and $12,-
000,000 short of the amount which the
Congress determined should be reseved.

Again, it is asserted that programs be-
gun late is fiscal year 1970 will not have
to be refunded before fiscal year 1972,

However, the projects now funded will
serve only 2,000 persons while there are
at least 120,000 hard-core heroin addiets
among the poor—and the rate of drug
experimentation among poor youth is
rising.

Mr. President, the tragedy of drug ad-
diction has terrible consequences for
more than just the user and his indi-
vidual family. Addiction fosters crime
which menaces entire communities. And
again it is the poor who bear most of
the burden. Residents of poverty com-
munities are victimized by such crime
more frequently than other groups, with
resulting serious loss of income and
opportunities.

The Congress should increase the ap-
propriations so as to afford greater fund-
ing for this progam.

FAMILY PLANNING

The administration has requested
$24,000,000, an increase of $7,400,000
over the amount estimated for fiscal year
1970 for this important program.

Even with this increase, the fact re-
maijns that at this program level, only
48,000 or 8.9 percent of the 5,400,000
medically indigent women in the Nation
will receive the services provided,

A OEO survey has revealed that
family planning services are available in
only 1,200 of the Nation’s 3,072 counties.

MERCHANTS AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS

Through the efforts of Senator Mon-
paALE, chairman of the Migratory Labkor
Subcommittee of the Labor and Pubic
Welfare Committee, members of that
committee, and others in the Congress,
the plight of 3,900,000 migrants and sea-
sonal farmworkers in the Nation is re-
ceiving the increasing recognition of the
public at large.

Persons working as migrants and sea-
sonally employed farmworkers rank sec-
ond only to the American Indians in
terms of severe deprivation and inter-
generational poverty.

In light of the recognition—which I
think parallels the discovery of hunger
in America—the Office of Economic Op-
portunity seeks to increase the appro-
priation for this program by $4,600,000
over last year, in order to provide a total
of $35,500,000.

However, funding at even that ex-
panded level will serve only 286,500—or
only approximately 7.3 percent—of the
3,900,000 mirgants and seasonal farm-
workers in the “target population.”

AMERICAN INDIANS

There is no more disadvantaged group
than the American Indian. The condi-
tions which cause so much suffering
among the other low-income groups are
many times worse in the Indian exper-
ience. Unemployment among Indians
frequently ranges from 40 to 50 percent
and on some isolated reservations ap-
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proaches 90 percent of the available work
force. Indian health is notoriously poor,
with unjustifiably high mortality rates.
%—Iouslng is a critical need, as is educa-
ion.

Almost 80 percent of the 400,000 Amer-
ican Indians who live on Federal reser-
vations are poor. In addition there are
almost 400,000 Indians living away from
these Federal areas. Thus the universe
of need is estimated at approximately
700,000 hard-core poor, of whom approx-
imately 391,000 are eligible for special
OEO reservation anti-poverty programs.

OEO indicates that 370,000 of a total
target population of 391,000 Indians will
be reached generally under all Economic
Opportunity Act programs on Federal
reservations in fiscal year 1971. It is clear
that in particular areas much more must
be done than can be done under existing
funds. For example, in the area of edu-
cation, only 9,500 Indian children of a
total universe of need of 30,000 will be
reached by Head Start in FY 1971. Simi-
larly, the Federal Government must do
more to reach those many Indians re-
siding in State reservations and in rural
or urban enclaves.

RURAL POVERTY

In 1969, 8,200,000 persons—more than
one-third of the Nation's poor—were
living in rural areas.

Deprivation is much more common
among the rural population than in the
Nation as a whole, except for the rural
nonfarm fringes of metropolitan areas.
Approximately 22 percent of all farm
families and 23 percent of rural non-
farm residents outside metropelitan
areas have an income standard below
the poverty line.

The effects of rural poverty are mani-
fested daily in the large-scale migration
to the cities and the resultant problems
of poverty in those cities.

The Office of Economic Opportunity
has advised that funds allocated to
meet the problems of the rural poor
have increased from 26 percent of the
total in fiscal year 1969 to 31 percent
of the total under the projected expendi-
tures for fiscal year 1971, Yet, the great-
er number of rural poor will be un-
touched by such essential programs as
Comprehensive Health, where only 170,-
000 of the 3,400,000 rural poor in the
target group will be reached.

In an effort to stimulate economiec de-
velopment of the rural areas and thus
raise the standard of living for the rural
poor, Economic Opportunity Loans are
provided under title III-A of the amend-
ed Economic Opportunity Act of 1964.
These loans furnish low-cost credit,
backed up by technical assistance and
supervision, and are designed to assist
low-income rural families in establish-
ing small nonfarm enterprises, and
enable poor farmers to combine basic
real estate, machinery and equipment
purchase in one loan flexibly tailored to
meet limited resources.

The estimated universe of need for this
program is 2,500,000 families. The OEO
budget request for fiscal year 1971 allots
only $500,000 to replenish the roughly
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$90,000,000 in the revolving loan fund.
This represents a decrease of $5,400,000
from fiscal year 1970.

COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

Mr, President, the special emphasis and
other programs mentioned owe their suc-
cessful operation, and in many cases,
their origin, to the real backbone of the
poverty program—the community ac-
tion agencies. This program is designed
to make possible the structure through
which the process of community action
is carried out and to enable each com-
munity to tailor its total antipoverty pro-
gram to its people’s needs. At the com-
munity level, funds are provided for staff
to plan, coordinate, develop, and man-
age antipoverty programs.

The administration has requested
$384,600,000 for fiscal year 1971, for com-
munity action operations, of which a
portion is for local initiatives. This is an
increase of only $2,500,000 over the fiscal
year 1970 figure of $382,100,000. How-
ever, if the additions to the fiscal year
1971 funds for State offices are subtract-
ed from this overall figure, then the total
appropriation request for the community
action operations programs is actually
only $379,600,000, a decrease of $2,500,-
000 from the fiscal year 1970 request.

A review of some of the activities that
come under the heading “Community
Action Operations” programs suggest
that a number of critical efforts will be
cutback or merely maintained at last
year's level:

The number of community action
agencies will decrease from 1,003 in fiscal
year 1970 to 1,000 in fiscal year 1971.

The funds for community action mis-
sion performance, which includes all the
substantive functions of the CAA direct-
ed toward advancing the goal of com-
munity action, other than the actual
running of service programs and tradi-
tional administrative services, will re-
main at the same level of $60,000,000 for
fiscal year 1971.

The funds for community program-
ming, which includes all the many pro-
grams sponsored by individual CAA’s,
ranging from manpower and education
to housing development corporations and
emergency financial assistance, will re-
main at the same $87,000,000 level for
fiscal year 1971.

The funds for the neighborhood serv-
ices systems will decrease from $107,-
000,000 in fiscal year 1970 to $105,000,000
in fiscal year 1971. This program estab-
lishes centers which offer on a regular
basis a variety of different activities not
relating to specific programs but dealing
with the more general functions of in-
take, initial assessment, referral, and
program placement. The neighborhood
centers are the structure for developing
and delivering antipoverty programs at
the neighborhood level and are the pri-
mary vehicle for involving the poor.

Because of the requested $2,000,000
decrease for fiscal year 1971, the number
of poor reached by the Neighborhood
services system will remain at 3,100,000
in fiscal year 1971—only 12.7 percent of
the total population of 24,300,000.
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The Congress must recognize the cru-
cial role played by the community action
agencies in the overall poverty campaign.

MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Mr. President, the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, of which I am
the ranking minority member, has re-
ported legislation which would greatly
revamp and improve the manner in
which manpower services are delivered
to those whom they are designed to
benefit.

As I firmly believe that manpower
funds will be put to the most effective
use under the new plans set forth in the
proposed legislation, and that training
efforts are a vital part of our efforts to
combat poverty, I recommend that the
Congress grant the full appropriations
requests for these programs, which are
contained in two sections of this appro-
priation bill.

The first part consists of manpower
programs authorized under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, and adminis-
tered by the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare. They
include the job opportunities in the busi-
ness sector program—which has so suec-
cessfully involved the private sector in
efforts to combat poverty—and such
other programs as the Neighborhood
Youth Corp summer and out of school
programs, the Job Corps, the public serv-
ice careers, and the concentrated employ-
ment program.

The Office of Economic Opportunity
has requested a total of $802,000,000 for
these programs under the authority of
the Economic Opportunity Act to pro-
vide a total of 647,240 opportunities. This
represents an increase of $48,100,000 and
51,040 opportunities over fiscal year 1970,
when $753,900,000 and 596,200 opportuni-
ties were made available.

The second part consists of the request
of the Department of Labor under the
authority of the Manpower Development
and Training Act of 1962, an additional
source of funding for many of the same
programs which I have mentioned. A
total of $747,494,000 has been requested,
to provide approximately 336,600 oppor-
tunities. This represents an increase of
$96,367,000 and a decrease of 48,800 op-
portunities over fiscal year 1970, when
$651,127,000 and 385,400 opportunities
were provided.

Accordingly, while funds for manpower
training from these two sources for fiscal
year 1971 would total $1,549,494,000 com-
pared with $1,405,027,000 for fiscal year
1970, an increase of $144,467,000—the
total number of opportunities will in-
crease from 981,400 to 983,840—an in-
crease of only 2,240.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be included in the REcorp
a table dated April 28, 1970, prepared by
the Manpower Administration of the De-
partment of Labor, indicating in detail
a breakdown of these statisties in terms
of specific programs.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:
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MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION FISCAL YEAR 1971 CONGRESSIONAL SUBMISSION
[Dollars in thousands]

Change- Fiscal year 1970 to
Fiscal year 1969 Fiscal year 1870 Fiscal year 1971 fiscal year 1971

Actual Training Training Training Training
Appropriation/activity obligations  opportunities Amount  opportunities Amount  opportunities Amount opportunities

() &) m

GENERAL REVENUE
MA-S. & E. (new authority only). . A i $43, 667 ’ -+-$3, 028

and d ti 5, 022 15, 299 N 15,118 . —181
New authnnhf) = . S y = (15 118 ) A re ;
Prior year authority). (118) - (181 (—181
Moability and bundmg.._ =t o, = g i —391
Research.._._... - b : , 800 4
Evaluation__ I | S .y 1,700 -+3$1,700
Construction saasonall{y study.. R e —400
Program support (see trust fund also) " 20,9 23,049 € +2,110
New authority)._ (10, 969) ¥ (23, 049) ey (+2,119)
Prior year au unl)r % A 4% (9; = )
MDTA (new autharity only). . 383 76 651, 12 : 747,494 = +96, 36

JDBS;'OJT-............. 5 3 102,946 - d 260, 000 477,392
: A 42,5117 (!.23 000 (2!0 UOB) . 000
AN 60, 429 00 65, 000
((New authority)) 5 55. 839
((Prlor year au'l!':cuily))_.... = o 59

(Naw aulho;lly}
( Prior {ear authnlity)
Institutional training. .
ENe_w aulhnrll{
Prior year au honty -
Part-time and other____ - .
(New authority). (5,}'6?;
(Prior year autho 53,
Disadvantaged youth. h 12,985
(New authority). = NS
( Prior year autl ority) % (12, 985,
Public service careers..
Incentive to States_. s i it = S N e = e o e e o e 3 e s e e S
Program suppurt__ 50, 859 88,435 +-21,575
(CAMPS). (2,963) y (8,890) ———- (+3, 265
5Tachmcalassistance}_. £ 2 =z'2 fi s {4—555
Job matchiny 2 = (2,750 (s (413,155
State, S. & E. s (45, 342) 3 (44,600
Prior year authority) . - ... ___.._.._ (—196) s E Eis P { RN
BAT, S&E 9,254
u | t tion for Fsdem Emplwaes
and ex-servicemen 125,238
Tmle Ad]}:slmanl actl\:llles 313
P or
“Manpower Training Act. .
Trade adjustment activitie:

Subtotal, general revenue 548,241 500 T 884,238 55 UL, 043,219
TRUST FUNDED
Grants toStateslito. oo et aos 595,914 5 717,700
Unemployment insurance service. 266, 379 v 320,031

Emplnymentsenme 302,718 352, 141
and t 26,817 &2.523 e e L

Buntlnnenty fund . s il
MA, 5. & E. (see general revenue also) 17,284 P A i 16, 335 11,076 4254
ul,’s. & 4,189 304 : 1245 124 +63

P:upnsed for separate transmittal (U B,BDO 48,000 _.
Subtotal, trust fund 617, 387 5 ; 11,611 . 11,611 460, 245

2 - 1 13,235 13,350
Total, manpower direct appropriations 1,185, 628 3 1,570, 802 385, 400 1,790, 028 336, 600 4219, 226

DELEGATED PROGRAMS
Economic Opportunity Act 875,475 | 753, 900 )y 802, 000 647, 240
Job Corps.. . 278, 358 36,974 170, 200

1,700 180, 000 5, 640
(Direct program). e eeex . . , (138, 8 (25 640
fPrograrn support). - ——— (36, 555 1 (1651 %700 1651

Job upportunlties in the business sector. >
foncamaled employment program.... . 83, 000 s A A 3 97, 200
n-5¢

am_n'_uh ool 23
Operati i

Public service caresrs._..
!;pamal impact 5
rogram suppol

ESa]arles and exp )
echnical ) y
(Demonstration and evaluation). .o ceeeeea-

Footnotes at end of tables.
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MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION FISCAL YEAR 1971 CONGRESSIONAL SUBMISSION—Continued

[Doilars in thousands)

Fiscal year 1969

Fiscal year 1970

Change: Fiscal year 1970 to

Fiscal year 1971 fiscal year 1971

Appropriation/activity

Actual
obligations

Training
opportunities

(O]

Training
opportunities

@

Amount

(8)) @)

Training

Training
opportunities

Amount  opportunities Amount

®)

$105, 229

108, 600 $85, 140 125, 000

$92,750

On-the-job training____
Institutional training_.._. ...
Work experience and ori
Work projects
Employability pi
followup____ _
Program direction and evaluation___
(Salaries and expenses). >
(Research and evaluation)_._.________

1,091
74,694
10,437

1,400 1,200
74,100 57, 509
12, 600 7,380

300 800

20,200 10, 251
1239 8, 000
1239) (4, 900)

(—) (3, 100)

1, 200
63, 519
7,380
2,400
10,251
8, 000
(4,900
(3, 100

v

(—

Total delegated programs

11,699 11,687
789, 238 839,000 | 7’200

89470 { i)+ {iEiGgT

Grand total

2,146,332 {

14,922

09, 738 1, 106, 600

o0 s | 24z {

2,684,778 {

15,037 1+115
42,240

1, 108, 840 +274, 936 l

! Represents Federal positions.

? Excludes pending
(+43.4 million).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, while a
total expenditure of more than $1,500,-
000 for manpower may seem substantial,
it must be viewed against the funds which
are allocated each year because families
are unable to become self-sufficient, and
against the total target population for
these programs. As I noted earlier, the
bill now before the Appropriations Com-
mittee includes an “uncontrollable” Fed-
eral expenditure for welfare in the
amount of $2,540,683,000.

Mr. President, for fiscal year 1971 the
number of disadvantaged who could
benefit from manpower programs has
been projected at more than 11,000,000
or 10 the number who will benefit under
these funds.

In this connection, I wish to empha-
size a particular program which has been
of special concern to me—the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corp summer program,
which provides work and training oppor-
tunities to disadvantaged youth 14 to 21
years of age during the summer months.

The general amounts which I have
cited do not reflect the supplemental ap-
propriation approved in June of this
year, and which many of the members
of the Appropriations Committee sup-
ported. Under that supplemental ap-
proximately $35,000,000 of a total sup-
plemental of $50,000,000 was made avail-
able for the Neighborhood Youth Corp
summer job program.

The administration budget request for
fiscal year 1971 for this program re-
quests $1,400,000 less than the amounts
appropriated for fiscal year 1970, under
the regular appropriations bill.

Accordingly, taking into account the
supplemental funding—this program is
now projected at a level some $36,400,000
less than provided last summer. On the
basis of this past summer's cost, this
should mean that approximately 82,000
fewer youths will be able to participate
next summer than last.

This would be especially unfortunate
in light of the fact that even with the
supplemental, the number of full-time
slots provided last summer were some
145,173 less than the cities had indi-
cated could be effectively used. I ask
unanimous consent that the Recorp in-

3 Reflects reduction of $21.4 million required by earmarking provisions of OEO Authorization Act.

A proposal for 1970 supplemental (4-2.3 million) and 1971 amendment

clude a letter dated May 7, 1970, from the
U.S. Conference of Mayors documenting
that need.

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

U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, D.C., May 7, 1970.
Hon. Jacos K. JaviTs,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR SENATOR JavriTs: In response to your
request for information, we have made in-
quiries as to the cities' 1970 needs for the
summer Neighborhood Youth Corps slots be-
yond those allocated to them to date. The
information we have received from the fifty
largest cities shows that the total number of
additional slots that these cities could effec-
tively utilize this summer is 165,208.

On the basis of our contacts with a sample
of the smaller clities, we estimate their need
and capacity to utilize additional slots to be
approximately 30 percent above their pres-
ent allocation. This would mean an addi-
tional 61,875 slots needed by the smaller
cities.

Combining these figures, the present real
need for summer 1970 is 227,173 additional
slots nation-wide.

I trust that these statisties will be helpful
to you in pointing up the critical need for an
enlarged appropriation for the summer
Nelghborhood Youth Corps program.

Sincerely,
JoHN J. GUNTHER,
Ezecutive Director.

1970 SUMMER NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS PROGRAM—
THE NEEDS OF THE 50 LARGEST CITIES

Addi-
tional

City required

380
i
844

Akron_.......
Atlanta_.._
Baltimore..
Birmingham
Boston___.

Buffalo..

Chicago____

Cincinnati
Cleveland....
Columbus. _-_.._..__.
Dade County (Miami).
Dallas. >
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8388482 aIys!
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Addi-
tional
required

Indianapy
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Pittsburgh__
Portland, Oreg...
Rochester.......
St. Louis. ..
St. Paul. ...

San Diego....
San Francisc
Seattle

0t e 43,80 et e 43 e
o
BERE
ggg

F3
Reo
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PO ORI B it e i o e et D
g a8

Tampa._.
Toledo. ...

Washington, D.C__- -~
Total._._...... 214,758 130,903 296,201

4

264
21,470
165, 298

2
888

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, while need
figures are not now available for next
summer, we can expect them to approach
last summer.

Mr. President, during the first quarter
of this year, while the national level of
unemployment ranged between 4.4 and
49 percent—the unemployment rate
among black teenagers in the poverty
neighborhoods was 32.7 percent—almost
one-third—compared with 20.9 percent
in the first quarter of 1969.

We can expect these conditions of un-
employment to continue into the next
year as a result of the efforts of the ad-
ministration to cool down the economy,
and even if the national unemployment
rate should decline, the rate in poverty
areas can be expected to remain at the
high levels which I have indicated.

I urge the Congress, therefore, not
only to recognize the great need for man-
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power funds to deal with these condi-
tions generally, but to take action now
in anticipation of what will be obvious
special needs as the summer approaches.

If the recommendation which I have
made for an inerease of poverty funds is
accepted, then the Director of the Office
of Economic Opportunity would be in a
position to allocate greater funds to the
Neighborhood Youth Corp support pro-
gram in the course of regular planning—
rather than waiting, as is usually the
case, until the middle of the summer.

However, should the Senate commit-
tee decide not to allow additional funds
under the poverty program, then I would
consider proposing an amendment to in-
crease the $744,494,000 set forth on page
2 of H.R. 18515, the appropriations bill
for manpower development and training
activities to $780,894,000 so as to provide
the additional $36,400,000 necessary to
bring the funding level for next summer
up to the level for this summer.

I conclude as follows: There are a
number of ways in which we can measure
our efforts to combat poverty. In the
foregoing comments and in materials
which I have submitted on particular
programs, I have measured proposed ef-
forts in terms of the portion of the target
groups to be served, previous levels of
funding and information as to the num-~
ber of applications that have gone un-
funded in recent years.

We can also measure these efforts and
the sufficiency of funds in terms of the
extent to which the funds requested will
permit the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity to fund new projects and efforts
proposed by those closest to the prob-
lems on the local level. In that connec-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that there
be included in the Recorp at this point,
a table prepared by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity entitled “Fiscal Year
1971 Schedule of Annualization and New
Starts,” which indicates that of the $2,-
080,200,000 requested for fiscal year 1971,
only $167,100,000 would go for new ef-
forts.

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

FISCAL YEAR 1971 SCHEDULE OF ANNUALIZATION
AND NEW STARTS

Fiscal
ear
971
total
plan

New
starts

Annuali-
zation

Total EOA
Office of Economic Opportunity_

Research, development and
demon. and evaluation__._

$2,080.2 $1,913.1
757.2

$167.1
108.0

78.7

Compre. health
Prog. admin
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Fiscal
{paar
971
total
plan

New

Annuali-
i starts

zation

$63.4
61.0
2.4

$61.3 $2.1
59.5 L5
1.8 .6

Legal services .o ceoeerrenan

Legal services_ . ...
LS prog. admin

Comm. action operations._.._

Prog. admin.............

Special impact..._...

Special impact.____.
S?—-pmg admin...cooan..

Migrants.. .. f-.i

Slolmoilnl oo~

Migrants.
Migrants—Prog. admin_ ...

R o e e b e
Vista prog. admin_..._._..

General support
Department of Labor

12 - et e A
CEP....

Job Corps.._..
Mainstream._.
Administrtion

Department of Health Educa-
¥~ tion, and Welfare

Rural loans
Rural loans—Prog. admin....

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under the
amendment, we have proposed a $149,-
300,000 increase in expenditures for our
poverty programs for this fiscal year over
last. In terms of priorities, this will but
place our efforts to fight poverty on a par
or even with the new commitments made
this year to other struggles. For fiscal
year 1971, Federal budget requests for
water pollution control are $200 million
greater than for last year; requests for
crime control have increased by $300 mil-
lion, and requests for airways, airports,
and supersonic transport have increased
by $400 million.

Mr. President, as I indicated earlier,
the administration deserves credit for
seeking an expanded appropriation for
these programs—and the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity deserves the greatest
praise for including in its budget request
essential “target group” information
upon which we can assess the inroads
being made on the problems of poverty.

However, I think that it is necessary
that the Congress—which also partici-
pates in the matter of budget priorities—
add to that amount the essential funds
that I have proposed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be also placed in the
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REecorp certain tables set forth in an ex-
cellent publication by Dr. Sar Levitan,
entitled “Progress in Aid of the Poor for
the 1970’s,” which indicate the various
characteristics of the poor and total ex-
penditures on behalf of the poor, and a
chart indicating the sums available for
each program during fiscal year 1970, the
amount earmarked for fiscal year 1971,
and the amount requested by the admin-
istration for that year.

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

TABLE 1.—SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
POOR, 1966

Poor as
percent of
Percent of total in

Characteristic poor

-
&
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Age group:
Under TB

——

65 and over
Race:

ace;

WhiteL 2 cou olde S d et

Nonwhite. - cceeeeaeaaeaas
Family status:

Unrelated individual
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Type of residence:
Rural
Urbanii - SEESEl Ul L ik
Sex of family head:
N e e

e | w
B3 8%
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25
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oo ow

Work experience of family

ead:

Worked full year

Worked part year.

Did not work...-. .
Education of family head:

8 years or less.

1 to 3 years hi

4 years high school

College, 1 to 3 years

College, 4 years or more.
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
TABLE 2.—FEDERAL AID TO THE POOR, 1961, 1964, 1969
{In billions of dollars]

Program

Public assistance. .
Veterans' payments.. ..
Unemployment insurance
Railroad retirement

Employ t and training
Economic development.
Education

. e

RN~ e ® d L)
e G DT I | G~ e
munNNu=Noll an—-o

1 Less than $50,000,000.

Note: Details do not necessarily add up to total because of
rounding.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Budget.
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Earmarks or
reservations
under OEO
amendm?nh

Program

1971
request by

Available in g
197 administration

Program

cgl
283
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1971
Available in request by
1970 administration

=
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=
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=2
—
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$2, 080, 200, 000
Family planning..

Special |rnpa:t

Speclal work and

Headstart. .. _.

Follow Th[ough__

Legal services ;
Comprehensive health services

384, 600, 000

Rural loans

Emergency food and medical services
Senior opportunities and services....

Mlgﬂnt and seasonal farmwo:ksrs-

Rl
2

$33, 000, 000

3
825888
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Alcoholic recovery....
Drug rehabilitation
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1 Based on Justification of Appropriations, May 1970, Office of Economic Opportunity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Mr.
HucHes). The amendment will be re-
ceived, appropriately referred and
printed.

The amendment (No. 858) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and ordered to be printed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 754 TO H.RE. 17123

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
California (Mr. CransTON), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. Youne), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr, CHURCH), the Senator
from Texas (Mr., YArRBOorROUGH), and the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoveErN) be added as cosponsors of
amendment 754 to the military authori-
zations bill, an amendment to restrict the
use of funds for the purpose of sending
draftees to South Vietnam, Cambodia, or
Laos, unless funds are specifically au-
thorized to be expended for such purpose
by law hereafter enacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boaes). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 798 AND 799 TO H.E. 17123

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. BrookEe), I ask unanimous consent
that the names of the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator from
‘Wisconsin (Mr, PROXMIRE), and the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. Young) be added as
cosponsors of amendments Nos. 798 and
799, to H.R. 17123, the military procure-
ment authorization bill.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 838 TO H.R. 17123

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from New York (Mr.
GoobpeLL), I ask unanimous consent that
the names of the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GraveL), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MercaLr), and the Senator
from Eentucky (Mr. Coox) be added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 838, to
H.R. 17123, the military procurement au-
thorization bill.

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

AMENDMENT NO, 844 TO H.R. 17123

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next

2 Not available from OEO.

printing, the name of the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. InouvEe) be added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 844 to H.R.
17123, the military procurement author-
ization bill.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

SELECTED REMAINING “MAJOR”
LEGISLATION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp a compilation of selected re-
maining “major” legislation in the Sen-
ate as of August 20, 1970.

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

SELECTED REMAINING “MAJOR"” LEGISLATION
(SENATE), 91sT CoNcrESS As oF AvucusTt 20,
19701t

AGRICULTURE

Omnibus farm bill (Agricultural Act of
1870, H.R. 18546). Administration requested 2
“set aside” land retirement plan to control
production, and price supports geared to
world market prices, rather than . parity.
House-passed bill tled payments for feed
grains and cotton to fixed figure for part,
rather than all, of the permitted production.
Wheat payments based on parity but would
not be difference between parity and the
support loan, as under present law, but dif-
ference between the objective price and the
average price for the first five months of the
marketing year. There would be no marketing
quotas, and acreage limitations and set aside
acreage could be required. This bill includes
the PL 480 extension and revision (foreign
aid and special export programs).

Markup underway.

Food stamps (8. 2547, H.R. 18582) . Admin-
istration requested $1.256 billion for FY 1971,
free stamps to families with monthly in-
comes under $30 and requirement that all
states adopt a participating plan for all com-
munities or face loss of program. House com-
mittee reported bill with open-ended author-
ization in FY 1871-73, minimum .50c pay-
ment and to compel able-bodied men to work
to qualify.

Senate has passed bill authorizing $2 bil-

1 Bources: Legislative Status Reports, Leg-
islative Status Checklists, Joint Committee
on Reduction of Federal Expenditures 1971
Budget Scorekeeping Report, Staff Report No.
9, Congressional Quarterly, and House and
Senate Calendars.

*Includes budget, special messages and
draft bills. Bills in process do not necessarily
correspond to bills proposed by Administra-
tion.

llon for FY 1971, $2.5 billion for FY 1972 and
free stamps for familles of four with less
than $60 & month income.

CIVIL RIGHTS

Equal employment (8. 2453). Administra-
tlon requested EEOC authority to initiate
law suits against employers guilty of dis-
crimination.

Committee reported bill authorizing
EEOC to 1issue cease-and-desist orders
against recalcitrant employers.

Equal rights (H.J, Res. 264). On calendar.
Judiciary Committee hearings planned.

CRIME

Preventive detention (S. 546, 2600). Ad-
ministration requested authority for Fed-
eral Judges to detain “dangerous” defendants
for 60 days before trial,
“Bail reform (generally)
hearings recessed; preventive
hearings underway.

Law enforcement (S. 3541 et al). Admin-
istration requested $480 million for Law
Enforcement  Assistance Administration
(LEAA) for FY 1971, House passed bill au-
thorizes §3 billion for FY 1971-73.

Subcommittee hearings underway,

Obscenity (S. 2073, 2074). Administration
requested legislation to make it a Federal
crime to use malils to send obscene material
to minors, obscene advertisements to per-
sons, and to enable a person to bar obscene
mail from his address.

Subcommittee reported.

CONGRESS AND ITS OPERATIONS

Congressional reorganization (S. 844). On
calendar. (H.R. 17654 requires two-thirds
vote for nongermane amendments added by
Senate to House passed bills).

Financial disclosure (8, 1993). Bill in com-
mittee to require disclosures by all Govern-
ment employees earning over $18,000 a year,
and candidates for Senate or House,

CONSUMERS

Class action suits (S. 3201). Administra-
tion requested law allowing private citizens
to bring suits following successful Justice
Department action.

Commerce Committee reported bill allow-
ing sults without Justice Department ac-
tion, and referred to Judiclary Committee
with instructions to report by September 14.

Consumer agency (S. 3240). Administra-
tion requested Office of Consumer Affairs in
Executive Office of President, and Consumer
Protection Division in Justice Department.

Subecommittee reported bill to create in-
dependent consumer agency and consumer
fraud division in Justice Department.

Flammable Fabrics Act authorization (8.
3766) . On calendar.

DEFENSE

Authorization (H.R. 17123, 17604) . Admin-
istration requested $20 billion for Military
Procurement and R&D, and $2 billlon for
Military Construction.

H.R. 17123 is Pending business.

Appropriations (H.R. 17970). House passed
bill appropriating $2 billion.

subcommittee
detention
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Commitiee hearings underway.

Draft (H.R. 17314). Administration asked
abolition of undergraduate college defer-
ments and 20% raise for enlisted men.

Proposed amendment for volunteer army
on pending business.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Congressional representation (H.R. 18725).
Bill on calendar to provide non-voting dele-
gate for House. 85.J. Res. 52 and 586, to provide
full congressional representation, in executive
session.

ECONOMIC POLICY

Guldeposts (H.R. 14460). No Admlt:lst.ra-
tion request. President announced “infla-
tion alert” reports. Bill pending in House
Government Operations Committee to re-
quire Council of Economic Advisors to pre-
pare wage and price guldeposts similar to
those in the Kennedy and Johnson adminis-
trations, to report these guideposts to the
Joint Economic Committee, and to require
the President to review wage and price be-
havior inconsistent w‘l?l: thif gtuideposts. mak-

ommendations thereafter.
m%ﬁiinue. Administration requested added
1 year postponement of automobile and
telephone excise tax reductions, speed up in
collecting excise and gift taxes, and tax on
gasoline lead?

One-bank holding companies (H.R. 6778)
(not administration bill). Administration re-
quested legislation to regulafte one-bank
holding companies.

On calendar.

Foreign bank secrecy (S. 3678, H.R. 15073).
No Administration request.

Subcommittee hearings underway on H.R.
15073 (Federal Deposit Insurance Act
Amendments).

Securities dealer insurance (S. 2348). No
Administration request but SEC supported
bills in testimony.

Hearings completed on bill to protest cus-
tomers from mismanagement and insolvency
of securities brokers and dealers by establish-
ing Federal Broker-Dealer Insurance Corpo-
ration, similar to FDIC.

Small business (8. 3699). Administration
requested expansion of SBA loan guarantee
authority, SBA authority to guarantee surety
bonds, interest subsidy grants, tax incentives
for lenders, and tax advantages to minority
enterprises.

Subcommittee executive sessions including
8. 1750, to assist development of waste dis-
posal and pollution control.

Conglomerates (S. 1494). No Administra-
tion request.

Subcommittee hearings concluded.

Franchising (8. 3844). No Administration
request.

In committee.

EDUCATION

Higher education (8. 3636). Administra-
tion requested national student loan pro-
gram, $100 million for community colleges
and $200 milllon grant program to be ad-
ministered by proposed National Foundation
for Higher Education.

Hearings underway. Existing programs ex-
pire mid-1971.

Impact aid (S. 3581, 3593). Administra-
tion requested reduction of payments from
existing 50% per pupil to 40% If families re-
side in jurisdiction, and 20% if they reside
in another jurisdiction.

Subcommittee hearings adjourned.

Emergency school ald (S. 3883). Adminis-
tration requested $500 million for FY 1971
and $1 billion for FY 1972 for desegregating
local districts.

Subcommittee hearings underway. (Prob-
lems over allocation formula, which some
say favors the South, and over the use of
funds for busing students).

* Total estimated receipts £3.6 billion.
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ENVIRONMENT

Environmental Financing Act of 1970 (S.
3468). Administration requested creation of
Environmental Financing Authority to buy
State and local bonds for constructing
waste treatment facilities,

Subcommittee hearings underway.

Water pollution (8. 3470). Administration
requested funds for R&D, facilities, enforce-
ment and financing.

Subcommittee hearings underway.

Alr pollution (S. 3466, 3229, 3546). Admin-
istration requested extension of Clean Air
Act for 3 years, authority to set nationwide
standards for alr quality, emission and trans-
portation fuels and additives, and for testing
emission controls on new cars.

Executive Session.

Disaster relief (8. 3619)., Administration
requested reorganization of Federal disaster
relief operations, including loans to local gov-
ernments for property tax losses.

Ordered reported.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Foreign assistance appropriations (H.R.
17867). Administration requested $2.976 bil-
lion, Including forelgn economic and military
assistance and foreign military credit sales,
Peace Corps, and international development
banks.¢

In committee.

Trade bill (H.R. 14870). Administration re-
quested extension of Presidential tariff-cut-
ting authority, eliminating American Selling
Price (ASP) for figuring duties on chemical
imports, liberalizing escape-clause and ad-
justment-assistance, and strengthening Pres-
idential authority to retallate against unfair
trade practices by other nations,

House reported bill approving textile and
shoe quotas, restricting other imports, and
retaining oil import quota and ASP.

HEALTH

Regional program (S. 3443, 3586, 3355) . Ad-
ministration requested one year extension of
3 programs—reglional medical, comprehensive
health services and health services develop-
ment.

85.3586 In conference; 8. 33556 on calendar.

HOUSING

Housing and Urban Development Act of
1970 (8. 3639). Administration requested
streamlining of FHA programs, to reduce
them from 50 to 8, replace 40 existing HUD
programs with 4, and establish uniform cri-
teria for low-income housing.

Subcommittee Executive Sesslons. (H.R.
17785, Emergency Communities Facllities Act,
scheduled for House action week of Septem-
ber9).

Housing and Urban Development Act (H.R.
17845). Covers FHA Mortgage Credit pro-
grams, Urban Renewal and Houslng Assist-
ance programs, and Model Cities and Metro-
politan Development programs.

Subcommittee reported clean bill.

Urban Growth and New Community De-
velopment Act of 1970 (S. 3640). Provides for
developing national urbanization policy and
encourage more rational and economic
growth through developing new communi-
ties and inter-cities.

Executive Session.

LABOR

Manpower programs (S, 3867) . Administra-
tion requested consolidation of manpower
programs, and State administration of Fed-
erally-funded job training programs.

On calendar.

Occupational safety (S. 2788, 2193). Ad-
ministration requested establishment of
National Occupational Safety and Health
Board to set standards to protect workers.

Markup and executlve session.

‘Foreign Economlc Assistance authorized
through FY T1.
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Private pension plans, (S. 3589). Adminis-
tration requested legislation for stronger
protection of rights of workers under pri-
vate pension and welfare plans.

In committee. (Joint Economic Subcom-
mittee on Fiscal Policy held hearings on pen-
sion plans investments last Spring).

SOCIAL WELFARE

Social security (8. 2973). Administration
requested 10% benefits increase, future au-
tomatic increases, and reforms in Medicare
and Medicald programs. Congress in 1969
increased benefits 159, and Administration
requested no further increase.

Hearings underway.

Welfare (H.R. 16311). Administration pro-
posed Family Assistance Program (FAP) for
minimum $1600 a year (family of four with
no income), and reduced benefits for work-
ing poor.

Hearings underway.

TRANSPORTATION

8ST (H.R. 177656) (DOT Appropriations).
Administration requested $290 million to
construct and flight test 2 SST prototypes.

Hearings underway.

Highway programs (Including Federal Aid
Highway, Highway Trust Fund, and Public
Lands Highway) (8. 4055). Administration
requested extension of completion date for
Interstate system and funding all highway
programs from highway trust fund. (Esti-
mated completion cost 870 billion).

Hearings and executives.

Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (H.R.
18125, 8. 4011, 4014, 4016). To improve rail
passenger service.

Hearlngs underway.

Maritime program (S. 3287). To strengthen
Federal merchant marine.

On calendar.

WILDLIFE PRESERVATION

Wholesome Fish and Fishery Products Act
(8. 2712) . Provides safeguards on quality and
wholesomeness of fish and fishery products.

Subcommittee hearings concluded.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Federal Economy Act of 1970 (8. 3593). To
reduce, terminate or restructure Federal
programs needing basic reform (Adminis-
tration bill). Before, various committees
depending on jurisdiction.

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (S.
2479, 2035). To improve financial manage-
ment of Federal assistance programs.

Executive Session.

OTHER ISSUES

Broadcast campalgn spending (8. 3637).
Senate passed bill limiting T.V. and radio
spending by Presidential and Congressional
candidates, and revoking “equal time"” pro-
vision for Presidential elections.

Conference report in House.

Electoral college reform (S.J. Res. 1). Ad-
ministration supports proposed Constitu-
tional Amendment to abolish Electoral Col-
lege and provide for direct election of Pres-
ident and Vice President.

On calendar,

Genocide treaty. Administration has asked
Senate ratification of 1948 UN convention.

Subcommittee hearings held and action
postponed until Administration sends up
proposed legislation making Genocide a
crime,

Southeast Asia, Varlous bills, resolutions,
and amendments to limit US military in-
volvement in Southeast Asia, and set legls-
lative timetable for withdrawal from Viet-
nam.

APPROPRIATIONS

Treasury, Post Office, Executive Offices
(H.R. 16900). Administration request $3.045
billion.

State, Justice, Commerce, Judiclary, re-
lated agencies (H.R. 17575). Administration
request $3.251 billlon. Committee reported
$3.1 billion.
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On calendar.

Transportation Department, related agen-
ciles (H.R. 17755). Administration request
$2.490 billion.

Foreign assistance, related programs (H.R.
17867). Administration request $2.876 bil-
lion. (See p. 6, above).

Agriculture, related agencies (H.R. 17923).
Administration request $7.748 billion, Sen-
ate action $8.475 billion. In conference.

Military construction (H.R. 17970). Ad-
ministration request $2.134 billion.

Public Works, Atomic energy (H.R. 18127).
Administration request $5.263 billion. Com-
mittee reported $5.258 billion. On calendar.

Labor, HEW, OEO (H.R. 18515). Admin-
istration requested $18.731 billion.

Defense. Administration request $69 bil-
lion.

PRESIDENT NIXON AND PRESIDENT
DIAZ ORDAZ CONCLUDE PRODUC-
TIVE MEETING

Mr, FANNIN, Mr, President, President
Nixon and Attorney General Mitchell
have just concluded an important visit
to our good neighbor to the south. During
an extremely productive 2 days of meet-
ings, the Presidents of the United States
and Mexico made significant progress in
settling major problems and in fostering
international cooperation.

They completed an agreement to end
a century-old boundary dispute.

They apparently made progress toward
a new agreement on the share and qual-
ity of Colorado River water going to
Mexico.

Perhaps most important of all, the two
Presidents pledged cooperation in trying
to stem the international traffic in mari-
huana and narcotics.

It is refreshing to see that while neigh-
boring countries bristle at each other in
much of the world, we are able to con-
tinue a fruitful partnership with our
neighbors both to the north and the
south.

As is often the case even with good
neighbors, we have had our occasional
problems. Presidents Nixon and Diaz Or-
daz have gone a long ways toward solving
the most important of these disputes.

Operation Intercept along the United
States-Mexico border last year caused
unfortunate inconvenience to tourists
and disruption of legitimate business on
both sides of the boundary. But it also
brought home the deep concern in the
United States over the narcotics prob-
lem. Operation Intercept very fortunately
evolved quickly into Operation Coopera-
tion. Mexican officials now fully realize
that illegal narcotics traffic jeopardizes
legitimate border trade.

Just last month, the United States
gave Mexico five helicopters and three
airplanes to be used in the search for
marihuana and opium poppy crops. Such
aid should help Mexican officials earry
through effectively on pledges to crack
down on illegal growing operations.

Marihuana and narcotics smuggled
into the United States from Mexico are
of concern to the entire Nation, but the
impact can be felt the most in the bor-
dering States. In the past, Mexico be-
cause of its geographical location has
been an all too convenient source of il-
legal drugs and marihuana which is
smuggled into the Southwest.
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Therefore, I feel that we who live in
Arizona and other States bordering Mex-
ico should be especially thankful that
the President and the Attorney General
went to Mexico to discuss these matters
personally and arrived at such a satis-
factory understanding with the Presi-
dent of Mexico.

PROHIBITION OF THE USE OF
HERBICIDES IN VIETNAM

Mr, McINTYRE. Mr. President, within
a day or two, we will begin debate on the
Nelson-Goodell amendment, which pro-
hibits our use of herbicides in Vietnam.

Our use of herbicides in that be-
leaguered country was carefully reviewed
by the Armed Services Committee in the
course of its deliberations on the military
procurement bill. The committee con-
cluded that an end to our use of herbi-
cides would be ill advised. It reasoned
that the evidence regarding the ecologi-
cal and physiological side effects of our
herbicide program was inconclusive,
while the primary contribution of the
program was indisputable: it has saved
the lives of Americans in Vietnam. The
committee believed that until more con-
clusive evidence as to the side effects
materialized, the safety of our troops had
to be made an overriding consideration.

I shall speak in far greater depth about
the committee’s position when the Nel-
son-Goodell amendment is called up. At
present, I should like to place in the Rec-
ORD, as background to the debate some of
the questions regarding the herbicide
program addressed by the committee to
the Department of Defense, together with
the Department’s unclassified answers to
those questions.

Mr. President, an answer to the issue
posed by the Nelson-Goodell amendment
requires a careful weighing of conflict-
ing considerations. I sincerely hope that
this information will be of use to Sena-
tors as they grapple with that issue,

I ask unanimous consent that the ma-
terial to which I have referred be printed
in the REcORD.

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

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON DEFOLIATION

Question. In a letter to Dr. Richard No-
vick, on 3 February 1970, Dr. Foster stated
that “the President's policy prohibiting the
use of biological weapons includes agents
directed against crops and animals as well
as anti-personnel agents. Any stockpiles of
such agents will be destroyed.”

Is this a correct statement of the pres-
ent policy? If so, what anti-crop and anti-
animal agents, either in the procurement
or R&D stage, are covered by Dr. Foster's
statement? How has his statement affected
DOD activities involving these agents?

Reply. Yes, this 1s a current statement of
current policy. DOD terminated its research
in anti-animal biological agents in 1954,
thus there are no anti-animal agents in-
volved. Anti-crop agents include stem rust
and stripe rust of wheat and rice blast. All
DOD activities with respect to these agents,
except for destruction of stockpiles, has
been terminated.

Question. Are there, elther in the pro-
curement or R&D stage, anticrop and anti-
animal agents of a chemical nature? If so,
what are the names of these agents? Has
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their status been affected In any way by
the President's announcement of last No-
vember 25th or his follow-on announce-

ment regarding toxins?
Reply. Any of the commercially available

herbicides can be used as chemical anti-
crop agents. Examples are 2,4-D, picloram
and cacodylic acid. Their status has not
been affected by the President’s announce-
ments of November 24, 1969 and February 14,
1970. Lethal chemical agents effective against
man would also be lethal for animals. There
are no chemical agents or weapons in R&D
or procurement designed to attack animals,
nor are there any stockpiles of such agents
Or weapons,

Question. Are herbicides either chemical or
biological agents, and if not, why not?

Reply. While herbicides are clearly chem-
ical substances, the position taken by the
United States has been that they are not
chemical warfare agents, which are pro-
scribed by the Geneva Protocol of 1925,

Question. Is it true that since 1962 de-
foliation operations have covered almost five
million acres, an area equivalent to about
12% of the entire territory of South Viet-
nam? How much of the acreage covered has
consisted of food crops? What has been the
nature of the remaining acreage?

Reply. The first statement is essentially
correct. Since 1962, an area equivalent to
5,617,000 acres has been sprayed. 4,985,000
acres consisted primarily of dense jungle ter=
rain with a small portion being mangrove
swamp areas. The actual area sprayed is less
than indiecated above because some areas have
been sprayed two or three times. Total area
affected is more nearly 10 percent than 12
percent. Of the area aflected, 532,000 acres has
been for anti-crop attack. Anti-crop attacks
have never affected as much as 1.0 percent of
the annual food production of the Republic
of Vietnam.,

Question. Considerable criticilsm has been
volced as to the military ineflfectiveness of
our defoliation program. Is the program in
fact justifiable militarily?

Reply. (U) Yes.

In answering, please comment on the fol-
lowing charges of ineffectiveness which have
been raised against certain aspeects of 1t:
~One use of defollants has been to reduce
the cover available along roads for use in
Vietcong ambushes. Roger Hilsman has con-
tended that defoliation for this objective
has “actually aided the ambushers—if the
vegetation was close to the road those who
were ambushed could take cover quickly;
when it was removed the guerillas had a bet-
ter fire.”

Reply. One of the main requirements of a
successful ambush is the complete conceal-
ment of the ambushers in a position where
they can cause rapld, effective fire to be
placed on the ambushed. Defoliation along
the road will cause the enemy forces to take
positions further away from the road thereby
reducing their ability to deliver accurate fire
onto the road. The trunks of defoliated trees
will also Hmit fields of fire, If the enemy
moves into the defoliated area, he will be ex=
posed and subject to friendly fire before, dur-
ing and after the ambush.

Question. Another use of defoliants has
been the spraying of crops supposedly grown
for Vietcong use, in an effort to deny this food
to the Vietcong. Isn't such a program ulti-
mately directed against the weakest elements
of the civilian population—the women, chil-
dren, and the elderly, since in the sprayed
area Vietcong soldiers can be expected to
get the fighter's share of whatever food there
{5? Isn't a corollary effect of this policy to
drive villagers, who would otherwise be with-
out food, to leave their villages and come into
areas controlled by friendly forces? Even if
this results into some extent separating the
enemy from civilian elements, doesn't it re-
sult in an alienation of these civilians such




29836

as 18 counterproductive in & guerilla war,
where loyalty of the population is the ulti-
mate objective? Doesn't this policy also con-
tribute to the already great malnutrition
present in the civillan population and to the
disease assoclated with 1t?

Reply. Most of the anti-crop spraying is
aimed at those crops grown for enemy units
as distinguished from crops grown by the
civilian population in enemy controlled areas.
Captured intelligence documents indicate
that many units are required to grow their
own food and must use troops to accomplish
this task. Most of the civillans who might be
in the area where crops are grown for enemy
troops are sympathizers and thus already
allenated.

It is true that the anti-crop program fre-
quently may be a partial influence on civil-
fans to leave their village and come in to
secure areas. However, this is only the case
where US/GVN security cannot be provided.
If physical security can be achieved, crop
destruction 1s not approved. However, for
areas where security cannot be provided the
local province/district chiefs recommend
relocation of friendly civilians prior to initia-
tlon of crop destruction. Furthermore, crop
destruction programs are approved only for
areas known to be actively controlled by the
enemy. For example, areas from which fire is
frequently received on helicopters and on
Free World/GVN forces. In many cases,
friendly populations are evacuated from in-
secure areas, as part of the normal pacifica-
tion program for protection and security. In
many of these cases, crops which cannot be
harvested by the GVN are destroyed rather
than leaving them for the enemy.

Total erop reduction due to defollation has
been estimated to be less than 1% of the total
food production in South Vietnam. As such,
although no data as to the extent of mal-
nutrition caused by anti-crop operations
exists, it seems unlikely that significant mal-
nutrition has resulted from these operations.

Question. Concern has been expressed in
many quarters about the ecological conse-
quences of our defollation activities. It is
true that we have sprayed up to 100,000
acres of mangrove associations along rivers
and estuaries, and that many have shown
little sign of recovery after several years?
Has DOD conducted studies to determine
whether such spraying of mangrove assocla-
tions deprives shellfish and migratory fish of
an important ecological niche, leading first
to the disappearance of these specles from
an area and second to a severe protein
deflciency in Vietnamese diets? Has DOD
studied whether defoliation operations have
encouraged the growth of bamboo in defoll-
ated areas and an attendant dislocation of
the prevailing agriculture? Has DOD studied
whether soll laterization is a danger in-
herent in defoliation operations? If such
studles have been conducted, what have been
thelr results?

Reply. A study of the ecological effects of
defoliation in Vietnam was undertaken in
1968 by Dr. Fred H. Tschirley of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. He was invited to con-
duct the study by the Department of State
and the Department of Defense, The report
of his observations was reported at a con-
vention of the American Assoclation for the
Advancement of Sclence (AAAS), and was
published in their weekly journal SCIENCE
(Volume 163, 21 Feb. 1969, pp. 779-786).

Dr. Tschirley reported on a block of about
100,000 acres of mangrove forest defoliated
in the Rung Sat Special Zone, surrounding
the ship channel into Salgon. Signs of
seedling growth have been observed in some
areas, but no comprehensive survey has been
made to ascertain the extent of the recovery.
Full re-establishment of the mangrove forest
may require as much as 20 years, and there
is no reason to doubt it will occur.

No detalled study has been made of the
effect of spraying on fish and shellfish ecol-
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ogy. Tschirley reported that fish catch has
been increasing, giving a strong indication
that the aquatic food chain has not been
seriously disturbed.

There has not been sufficlent time for bam-
boo invasion of defollated areas to become
evident, if it occurs. Bamboo invasion has
occurred in the agricultural areas farmed by
the Montagnard tribesmen who practice a
form of slash and burn agriculture which
denudes and depletes the soil. Denudation
does not occur with defoliation; lower, fast
growing shrubs and grasses and seedlings
are encouraged by the increased sunlight
reaching the forest floor.

Laterization of soil is a long-term natural
process which requires very specific condi-
tlons. Tschirley reported that while 30% of
the soils in Vietnam have a potential for
laterization, laterite is not formed in signifi-
cant quantities. He finds 1t unreasonable to
conclude that defoliation in Vietnam would
hasten the laterization process because, as
noted above, bare soil does not result from
defollation.

Dr. Tschirley recommended that ecologic
research should be carried out in Vietnam
when the war ends, that continuing assess-
ment of the defoliation program as it affects
forestry and watershed values should be
carrled out, and that defoliation should be
conducted in a manner so as to leave un-
defoliated areas as a seed source and as
habitate for wildlife. ‘His recommendations
were endorsed in principle by Ambassador
Bunker. Subsequently, the AAS has estab-
lished a study program looking to the design
of tests required for postwar studies in Viet-
nam. The Department of Defense is cooper-
ating with the study group and has provided
information for their use.

Question. What action has been taken to
date to control the use of 2,4,5-T in this
country both on the commercial market and
in Department of Interior and Department
of Agriculture programs?

Reply. Insofar as the commercial market
is concerned, the Department of Agriculture
is taking action to suspend certaln domestic
uses of 2,4,5-T. Both the Departments of
Agriculture and Interior have taken action
to stop the use of 24,56-T in their own pro-
grams except in certain carefully controlled
uses. Previous precautionary measures were
announced by the President’s Science Advisor
on October 29, 1969.

Question, For the past several months con-
cern about the possible ecological conse-
quences of herbicides has given way to a
concern over the teratogenic, or fetus-de-
forming, properties of 2,4,6-T, which is pres-
ent In a number of the herbicides used in
Vietnam. What precipitated this concern was
& report by Bionetics Research Laboratories
showing the results of extensive tests as
to the effects of 2,4,6-T on mice and rats who
were given oral doses of it during pregnancy.

(a) Is it not true that this report con-
cluded that it was “inescapable that 2,4,5-T
is teratogenic in this strain of rats at the
dosage schedules used here,” and that even
the lowest dosage given resulted in very sig-
nificant numbers of deformities?

Reply. This statement was made in the re-
port by Bilonetics Research Laboratories.
However, it was not clear at that time
whether 2,4,5-T or a contaminant called di-
oxin was the responsible material. HEW has
recently reported that their laboratory data
indicates 2,4,6-T itself teratogenic.

Question. Is It not true that the Blonetics
study involved a far larger test sample than
is required in F.D.A, tests conducted by the
F.D.A. in order to determine whether a pesti-
cide is fit for the commercial market?

Reply. We are not aware of any FDA re-
quirement with regard to the size of sample
of a material for tests such as these. The
amount of material tested for allowable resi-
dues in the so-called “market-basket’ tests is
quite small, but rules for residue tests are not
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applicable to the Blonetlcs work. Many
sclentists bellieve that the number of animals
and number of species of animals in the Blo~
netics study were minimal judged on sclen=
tific standards. This judgment was expressed
by the President’s Sclence Ad :

Question. Since the Bionetics study, it has
been suggested that the presence of a dioxin
contaminant in the 2,4,5-T used biased the
result, and that this contaminant was itself
responsible for the teratogenic results found,
Isn't it true, however, that a certain amount
of this contaminant is present in all 2,4,6-T
produced and that it is difficult to control its
presence?

Reply. The sample of 2,4,5-T used by Blo-
netics contained an unusually large amount
of dioxin—about 27 ppm (parts per million).
Other samples of 2,4,5-T tested to date con-
tain 0.6 to 1.0 ppm. Whether all 2,4,5-T con-
tains dioxin is not known, although there
is reason to suppose that it would be present
in some amount. Its presence could be con-
trolled, but whether it would be economically
feasible to produce 2,4,5-T with no dioxin is
not known. However, recent data from the
laboratories of the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health indicate that 2,4,5-T is
itself teratogenic.

Question. Is it true that both ¥FDA and the
Department of Agriculture are now conduct-
ing tests designed to verify the Blonetics
study and that all results to date in these
tests do verify those results? When will these
tests be completed and their final results
known?

Reply. It is true that the Department of
HEW 1s conducting tests similar to those
of the Bionetics study and that the HEW
work has reported evidence of teratogenlcity
on the part of 2,4,6-T.

Question. Since the Blonetics report was
issued. DOD has continued its use of 2,4,5-T.
Spokesmen for the Department have clalmed
that DOD policy, both before and after the
report, was to avoid the use of 2,45-T In
populated areas. It is not true, however, that
Rear Admiral Willlam E. Lemos, of the Policy
Plans and National Security Council Affairs
Office of the Department of Defense, has sub-
sequently testified to a House Foreign Affairs
Subcommittee that it has also been used
against “enemy base camps” and "enemy
training and regroupment centers" in order
to expose both the enemy forces and the ac-
companyling civillan populations in these
areas to aerial observation? And is this not
still, as several journalists have reported, an
important part of the U.S. poliey?

Reply. The statement made by Admiral
Lemos In lts entirety was:

“We know from prisoners of war and from
observation that the enemy will move from
areas that have been sprayed. Therefore, en-
emy base camps or unit headquarters are
sprayed in order to make him move to avold
exposing himself to aerial observation. If
he does move back in while the area is still
defoliated, he will be observed and can be
engaged.”

It is not part of U.S. policy to spray civilian
areas to render the civillan population sub=-
ject to aerial observation, The HEW data
on 2,45-T were given to DOD on the after-
noon of 14 April 1970. At 0900 on 15 April
Secretary Packard suspended use of 24,5-T
for military operations.

Question. What effect would it have on
defoliation operations in Vietnam Iif the
Senate were to prohibit further use of herbi-
cides containing 2,45-T? Could this effect
not. be absorbed in light of the present re-
duction of the U.8. involvement in the war
inherent in Vietnamization? To what extent
could herbicides without 245-T replace
agents containing it which are now in use
in an attempt to continue the same defolia-
tion objectives?

Reply. It would be possible to substitute
the defoliant identified as White, a mixture
of 24-D and picloram. Although the use of
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defoliants is decreasing as the pacification
and Vietnamization programs proceed, it is
not believed that use of defoliants could be
stopped at this time.

Question. A further cause for the alleged
ineffectiveness of defoliation operations has
been an inability to spray herbicides from
the alir in a really accurate manner, as a re-
sult of which other than target areas have
often been hit. Is it true that in 1966 herbi-
cldal operations caused extensive damage,
through wind drift, to a large rubber plan-
tation northwest of Salgon owned by the
Michelin rubber interests, and that the
South Vietnamese authorities, through the
American military, paid the owners nearly a
million dollars in reparations? Is it true that
in 1967 the South Vietnamese budget for
settling claims arising from inadvertent crop
damage was $3.6 million, and that these
funds were provided by the United States?
What is the total U.S. funding to date of
reparations pald as a result of our defolia-
tlon programs? What is the present status
of the Cambodian claim of last June 2nd
seeking reparations for extensive damage to
Cambodian rubber plantations and other
crops? Doesn't this accidental spraying, apart
from its dollar costs in reparations, lose far
more in civillan support than it gains in
short-term military advantages? Granted
that the Vietcong use terror tactics, but
aren't their tactics—such as the killing of
village leaders while leaving the rest of the
village untouched—of the selective nature
needed to succeed in a guerrilla war?

Reply, In 1966 there were many claims pf
alleged damages to rubber plantations. A
team of experts investigated alleged dam-
age at 16 plantations in April 1967. Symp-
toms of herbicide damage were found at only
seven plantations, and of these, two had
been sprayed. To minimize the possibility of
drift or accidental spraying, even larger buf-
fer zones have been instituted around all
rubber plantations.

Accurate figures on number of claims
made, processed and pending cannot be de-
veloped. This is a GVN program. US advisers
at different levels do not maintain records
of claims actions., GVN records at district
and provincial centers where clalms are ini-
tiated and processed are maintained at vary-
ing standards set by different officials in
charge. To our knowledge GVN has never
attempted country-wide tabulation. US rec-
ords of clalms are based on number of vall-
dated claims paid or pending payments after
validation. They do not reflect unsuccessful
claims. Records available cover 1968 and 1969
only. In 1968, 7339 claims were validated and
3519 pald for a total of 77,477,000 piastres. A
backlog of 3,820 validated clalms caused by
suspension of milcap during Tet 68 fighting
was carrled over to 1969. In 1969, 2,820 addi-
tional claims were valldated and 6,350 paid
(this includes a 1968 backlog) for a total of
156,289,000 piastres. A backlog of 200 vall-
dated claims carried into 1970. Since Jan. 1,
eleven additional clalms were valldated for
a total of 301 valldated claims now awalt-
ing payment totaling 4,575,200 piastres. The
delay between validation and payment repre-
sents time involved in GVN accounting proc-
ess and delivery of payment check to a
claimant by the province chief.

DoD is not involved in negotiations re-
garding Cambodian damage claims, This is
a State Department matter.

The last question equates accidental spray-
ing with the terror tactics of the Vietcong,
and DoD is of the opinion that accidental
spraying is not equatable with terror tactics.

RELEASE FrROM EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRES-
IDENT, OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY,
OcToBER 20, 1960
Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, Science Adviser to the

President and Executive Secretary of the

President’s Environmental Quality Couneil,

announced today a coordinated series of ac-
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tions that are being taken by the agencies of
Government to restrict the use of the weed-
killing chemical, 2,4,5-T.

The actions to control the use of the
chemical were taken as a result of findings
from a laboratory study conducted by Bio-
netics Research Laboratories which indicated
that off-spring of mice and rats given rela-
tively large oral doses of the herbicide during
early stages of pregnancy showed a higher
than expected number of deformities,

Although it seems improbable that any
person could receive harmful amounts of this
chemical from any of the existing uses of
2,4,6-T, and while the relationships of these
effects in laboratory animals to effects in man
are not entirely clear at this time, the actions
taken will assure safety of the public while
further evidence is being sought.

The study involved relatively small num-
bers of laboratory rats and mice. More ex-
tensive studies are needed and will be un-
dertaken. At best it is difficult to extrapolate
results obtained with laboratory animals to
man—sensitivity to a given compound may be
different in man than in animal specles;
metabolic pathways may be different.

24,6-T i1s highly effective in control of
many specles of broad-leaf weeds and woody
plants, and is used on ditch banks, along
roadsides, on rangelands, and other places,
Almost none is used by home gardeners or in
residential areas. The chemical is effective in
defoliating trees and shrubs and its use in
South Vietnam has resulted In reducing
greatly the number of ambushes, thus saving
lives.

The following actlons are being taken:

The Department of Agriculture will can-
cel registrations of 24.,5-T for use on food
crops effective January 1, 1970, unless by that
time the Food and Drug Administration has
found a basis for establishing a safe legal
tolerance in and on foods.

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare will complete action on the petition
requesting a finite tolerance for 2,4,5-T
residues on foods prior to January 1, 1970.

The Department of Agriculture and In-
terior will stop use in their own programs
of 24,6-T In populated areas or where resi-
dues from use could otherwise reach man,

The Department of Defense will restrict
the use of 2,4,5-T to areas remote from the
population.

Other Departments of the Government will
take such actions in their own programs as
may be consistent with these announced
plans.

The Department of State will advise other
countries of the actions being taken by the
United States to protect the health of its
citizens and will make awvallable of such
countries the technical data on which these
decisions rest.

Appropriate Departments of Government
will undertake immediately to verify and
extend the avallable experimental evidence
so as to provide the best technical basis
possible for such future actions as the Gov-
ernment might wish to undertake with re-
spect to 24,6-T and similar compounds.

FATE OF POW'S MUST HAVE TOP
PRIORITY

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, from time
to time in the Senate and in the press
there is talk of national priorities and
the proper ordering thereof. I should
like to remind Senators that there is one
item of unfinished business which must
always take top priority in our consid-
eration; that is, our concern for those
Americans still held prisoner by the
North Vietnamese.

‘We must, as a government and as in-
dividuals, work ceaselessly and diligently
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for the release of these men. Meanwhile,
we must do all that we can, daily, to make
life for the men being held and for their
families more bearable. Many of these
men are still being held without being
allowed to communicate with their fami-
lies. Their wives, mothers, and children
are without news and without knowledge
of their whereabouts and their condition.

This situation is in clear violation of
the Geneva Accords on Prisoners of War
and must be remedied. This is the least
that can be done for the men.

It is up to us to join in the worldwide
effort to gain for these prisoners more
humane, more decent treatment.

SEGREGATED SCHOOLS

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the able
and distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Rieicorr), speaking in the
Senate on February 7, 1970, made a his-
toric speech accusing the North of monu-
mental hypoerisy in the handling of the
segregation which exists in its public
schools. He pointed out that there is no
real difference in de jure and de facto
segregation—that if one is harmful, so
is the other; that if one should be wiped
out, so should the other.

The argument of the Senator from
Connecticut was so logical and persua-
sive, and its moral force so strong, that
it contributed in large measure to the
adoption by the Senate of the Stennis
amendment.

The junior Senator from Alabama, in
tribute to the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut, would say that the leader-
ship furnished by the able Senator from
Connecticut was second only to that of
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. Stennis) in bringing about
the adoption of the Stennis amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle entitled “Do Most Americans Secretly
Want Segregation?” written by the able
statesman and Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RisicorF), and published in Look
magazine for September 8, 1970, be
printed in the Recorp. The article will
be of interest to all thoughtful and fair-
minded Americans.

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

Do MosT AMERICANS SECRETLY WANT
SEGREGATIONT?
(By Senator ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF)

Last February 9, in a speech on the fioor
of the United States Senate, I accused my
own part of the country, the North, of “mon-
umental hypocrisy” in its treatment of the
black man. My speech occurred during de-
bate on an amendment calling for a uniform
national policy on school desegregation. Sen.
John Stennis of Mississippl sponsored the
amendment, I sald I would support Senator
Stennis.

In the speech, I argued that what is evil
in Mississippl does not become a virtue when
it is practiced in Connecticut. We North-
erners have been too eager to point out
the horrors of Southern segregation orig-
inally based on law (de jure), while moving
to the suburbs and segregating our schools
according to our housing patterns (de facto).

Of course, Presldents, senators, soclologists
and boards of education can debate the rel-
ative evils of de jure and de facto segregation
all they want. But for the black child who
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is forced to suffer a segregated educatlon,
there {5 no difference.

Whether you call it de jure or de jfacto,
it is segregation—pure and plain. For the
black child, it means white people don’t
think his life is as important as a white
child’s, or that he 1s good enough to assoclate
with thelr children.

How the message comes, whether by de
jure or de facto, is irrelevant. What counts
is the damage, That is the same in both cases.
It often is permanent, jeopardizing the black
child’s entire adult life. No legal phrase can
soften the blow or end the pain. The phrase
de facto has only one purpose. It provides
a “respectable” screen behind which white
Americans can diseriminate against black
children,

Without question, many Southerners
hoped the Stennis amendment would slow
down integration in the South, Though the
states that had dual school systems are de-
segregating under constitutionally based Su-
preme Court orders that nobody can change,
some hard-core resisters are still trying to
circumvent those orders by such methods as
segregated classrooms in “integrated” schools
or with private schools for whites. Clearly,
any kind of slowdown in the South is un-
acceptable.

But it is time for us to stop looking only at
the motives of the South, What about the
motives of the rest of us? How committed
are we to integration in our own backyards?

Those of us in the North should begin to
look honestly at ourselves and see that our
contribution to integration has been to re-
fine the art of making sure blacks can ride
in the front of buses we never ride, can live
in someone else’s neighborhoods and can
work In the lower reaches of our organiza-
tions.

The fundamental problem is the increase
In de facto segregation in both the North
and the Scuth. As long as this nation avoids
facing the issue of de facto segregation
squarely, many will insist that such segre=-
gation is accidental and therefore not ille-
gal. This does more than absolve the North
of responsibility for the unequal education
afforded black children in their own com-
munities. It also is an open invitation to the
South to emulate the North,

In time, the South can argue that it has
ended de jure segregation and replaced it
with the de facto kind. As proof, the South
will soon be able to say its cities and sub-
urbs are just like the North's—black cities,
white suburbs. Then what will our tolerance
of de facto segregation have achieved? I ar-
gued seven months ago that we needed a
national policy to end segregation in the
North as well as the South. The need seems
even more urgent now. If anything, recent
actlons by the President and the Congress
have strengthened my conviction that
America is heading down the road to apart-
heid, a strict separation of the races, based
on de facto segregation, and that nobody
who has the power to alter this course ap-
pears willing to do so.

The Senate did pass the Stennis amend-
ment. But the Senate-House conference
committee watered it down to the point
where it marked a giant step backward. For
the first time, Congress wrote into law the
distinction between de facto and de jure and
singled out only de jure for government
action.

On March 24, President Nixon told the na-
tion that while de facto segregation was
“undesirable,” his Administration would re-
quire no steps to end it, in either the North
or the South,

Then, on May 21, the President Introduced
his Emergency School Ald Act of 1970, a two-
year, $1.5 billlon package designed to pro-
mote desegregation. This legislation provides
financial assistance for de jure school sys~
tems that must desegregate.
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But the President’s program also builds
on the shortcomings of the earlier desegre-
gation message with regard to de facto seg-
regation. It doesn't require anything of any-
one. It is purely voluntary. If you want to
desegregate, fine. There will be money avail-
able to help you over the hurdles, If you
don't, that’s OK, too. It's not illegal. The de-
cision is yours. The Federal Government will
stay neutral.

In short, de facto segregation 1s still a
“U.S. Government Approved” product. The
President’'s program allows us all to continue
to talk a good game of integration while
serenely practicing segregation. The mes-
sage to the South is unmistakable: If you
segregate your society as well as your
schools, as we do in the North, we can all
segregate together.

What bitter irony that the model for
American apartheid should come from the
North, Most of us always believed apartheid
would come exclusively from the South
whose legacy of slavery and legalized segre-
gatlon was fundamentally responsible for
most of the racial tension in this nation.
There is little doubt that If life had been
better in the South, the black man would
have stayed. He would not have embarked
upon one of the greatest and swiftest migra-
tions of a single people in our history.

But the South, no matter what happens
with this month's school-desegregation
drive, has no monopoly on being brutal to
the black man. When he moved North, our
welcome was a ghetto, an unemployment
line, a substandard tenement, a poor school
and no medical care. And all our criticism
of the South, no matter how justified, can-
not excuse or erase these facts, The North
has been just as successful in denying to the
black man and his family the opportunities
we insist upon for ourselves and our families.
Only we tell ourselves it isn't our fault. The
institutions are responsible. There is nothing
we can do. It's a terrible “accident,” a fact all
of us may decry, but for which few of us will
accept responsibility.

An almost classic example of this kind of
thinking occurred recently in Pontiac, Mich.,
when the Board of Education told a Federal
court that the city’s schools were segregated
because its neighborhoods were segregated.
The Board agreed with the black parents who
had brought sult that a black child’s segre-
gated education was inferior and harmful
and that the resulting damage was irrepara-
ble. But the Board argued that, since it had
not created the segregation, it had no re-
sponsibility to correct this admittedly harm-
ful and devastating condition.

The U.S, Distriet Court Judge, Damon J.
Eeith, ruled otherwise. He found that despite
its frequent pronouncements in support of
integrated education, the Board had used its
powers to perpetuate segregation and pre~
vent integration.

The segregation in Pontiac is no accident.
Nor is it in many American communities.
Unlike its Southern counterpart, Northern
segregation may not be traceable to one offi-
cial action. But the thousands of individual
decisions—by school boards, real estate
brokers, businessmen, politicians, and pri-
vate citizens—that created de facto segrega-
tion were all based on the same objective as
the official de fure action: to keep blacks and
whites separate.

Furthermore, a segregated education is
harmful to white children as well. White
students having no contact with blacks dur-
ing thelr school years receive a distorted view
of American society. Many of them acknowl-
edge this fact and complain about it.

How can we reverse this trend?

We can begin by recognizing that we don*t
have to walt for the Supreme Court to rule
on de facto segregation, The President and
the Congress have all the power they need.
The longer we walt, the worse the problems
will be.
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The Supreme Court originally acted against
segregation im 1854 largely because every
other political institution refused to act. If
the President and the Congress continue to
abdicate their constitutional responsibilities,
they will only succeed in paralyzing the
courts, which cannot carry the entire burden
by themselves. Or, taking their cues from a
reluctant Washington, courts may begin to
glve legal sanction to de facto segregation.

We must also recognize that focusing only
on integration in our central cities will sim-
ply drive many of the remaining whites to
the sanctuary of the surrounding suburbs.

A recent opinion poll reported that most
Americans support integration and are willing
to send their children to integrated schools.
Substantial opposition to integration gener-
ally occurs when schools and neighborhoods
cease to reflect the soclety at large. But this
need not be an insurmountable problem if
we view the entire metropolitan area—in-
cluding the suburbs—as a whole. The per-
centage of blacks in most of these areas is
less than 20 percent. In fact, in the major
metropolitan areas in 1969, blacks made up
only 12 percent of the population.

Our goal then should be a national policy
to end segregation in all our schools, no mat-
ter what we call that segregation or how it
occurred. We can't expect this to happen
overnight. But we can require that all school
districts in a metropolitan area formulate
plans now to end segregation in all our
schools within ten years. Every area’s plan
must provide for uniform progress each year,
with the result being an end to all racial
segregation in the final year.

Only when we require school integration
throughout our metropolitan areas can we
guarantee sufficlent stability to avoid the
white flight that has characterized large-
scale Integration thus far. Variations should
be allowed, but only those that occur within
the context of obtaining general racial bal-
ance,

Our policy, and the methods of achieving
it, must be compulsory, all-inclusive and
based on a timetable. We have had enough
halfway houses for human rights in this
country. They don’t work. Left to our own de-
vices, we will behave just as the South did
for so many years—long on deliberations and
short on speed.

Many argue that the suburbs never will go
along with this. My answer is to end all Fed-
eral educational assistance to any individual
school district that refuses to participate in
its area’s plan. Federal assistance also should
be denied any state that glves ald to a school
district that does not participate in such a
plan.

Those communities that are hard-pressed
to finance integration will need whatever
help we can give them. Therefore, as the
President has suggested in part, the Federal
Government should provide school districts
with funds to cover the additional expenses
involved in desegregation. Cost is not a valid
reason for the continued denial of human
rights.

Talk of integrating suburban schools often
results in frantic discussions about busing.
Much of this issue is a “red herring."” Mil-
lions of American children already are bused
to school. Suburban parents often insist up-
on the opportunity for their children to ride
on a school bus as a matter of right.

Moreover, busing is only one technique for
integrating schools. Many school districts
have successfully integrated their schools by
redrawing district lines, pairing neighbor-
hood schools, and locating new schools in
areas that make integration easler. These
techniques have actually reduced the amount
of busing in some areas.

Many who object to busing don't really
object to the bus ride. Their concern is the
school at the end of the ride. As long as broad
disparities exist in the caliber of students,
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teachers, atmosphere and equipment in our
schools, I can understand a parent’s concern
over proposals that would take his child from
a school he knows to one that is unknown.

America cannot allow these disparities in
its schools to continue. But the solution is
not continued opposition to integration. Nor
is it a call limited only to improving ghetto
schools. Integration and the improvement of
all schools must go forward together.

In the long run, though, lasting school
integration cannot occur in a segregated so-
ciety. It is a fantasy to think that integra-
tion can be achieved by letting black chil-
dren attend our schools when we won't let
their parents live in our neighborhoods. That
was the basic point I sought to make last
February. It is of critical importance.

Some 80 percent of all the new jobs devel-
oped in the past 20 years are in the suburbs.
Blacks must have access to those jobs and to
homes near them, We should encourage the
suburbs to provide low-income housing. Pri-
vate Industry should hire more blacks and
refuse to move into a suburb until housing
for their low-income workers is provided.
The Federal Government should refuse to
locate its facilities or allow its contractors
to locate in areas that do not provide low-
income housing.

At the same time, the Federal Government
must recognize the severe financial prob-
lems confronting suburban communities
throughout the country. We therefore should
supply additional funds to those suburbs
that provide housing, employment and edu-
cation for blacks in order to cover the addi-
tional expenses they have as a result of these
activities,

I realize that this is a tall order, one that
causes many supporters of integration to
despair of the likelihood that we ever will
take these steps. Some liberals even oppose a
uniform national policy on desegregation on
the grounds that spreading the skimpy Fed-
eral resources for implementing desegrega-
tion across the country will totally destroy
their usefulness; that de focto segregation is
a complex process against which we must
move very carefully and slowly; and that
moving in the North will generate such op-
position that progress will stop everywhere.

But to me, these arguments are as unper-
suasive today as they were last February. The
Congress has sald it would provide the men
and the money to implement desegregation
on & national scale. Tripling Federal school-
desegregation-enforcement activities would
cost only $10 million more a year. This coun-
try presently spends less than 85 million a
year in this area.

The "go slow™ argument is based on the
same reasoning that sent many Northern
liberals into hysterles when it came from
south of the Mason-Dixon line. Except we
don't even have a policy of “go slow” in the
North. We have a policy of “no go.”

On the third point, that moving In the
North would create enormous opposition, I
have always assumed that we sought inte-
gration—and still seek it—mnot because we
think it is popular but because we prize cer-
taln basic human rights. Nobody ever ar-
gued that integration was popular. But that
doesn’t justify a double standard for black
children that says what's bad for you in the
Bouth is good for you in the North.

There is another question that we ought to
settle once and for all: Why should we fight
for integration when many blacks themselves
call for separatism?

It is true that some blacks don’t want in-
tegration. This Is an understandable para-
dox. White tokenism in both the North and
the South has made these blacks frustrated,
bitter and angry. They want only to be left
alone.

But it's a curlous kind of morality that
drives blacks to such despair over the pos-
sibilities of achieving integration and then
uses this despalr to justify dolng—or not do-
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ing—what we have always done or not done.

The most important fact is this: Most
blacks still want integration. They cling to
the same hopes and goals America has held
out to every other group. Denying them their
rightful opportunity because a minority of
blacks has become impatient, and with good
reason, is a shabby betrayal of the ideals this
country is supposed to represent.

Making integration a national goal should
not make it an impossible goal. I fervently
hope that our commitment to integration is
not so fraglle that we shall discard it when
we are asked to meet it. There are more con-
structive things for us to do than write
obituaries for the cause of human rights in
America.

BOMEING OF CULEBRA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, last
week I placed in the REcorp a telegram
I received from Mr. Rafael Hernandez
Colon, President of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, in sup-
port of the amendment to H.R. 17123, the
Military Procurement Authorization Act,
which would have the effect of terminat-
ing the Navy’s use of the island of Cule-
bra for bombing and shelling practice.

At the same time I reported that Gov.
Luis Ferre and Mr. Jorge Cordova, the
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico,
}tvlead visited my office to discuss the mat-

T.

Since that time I have also received a
cablegram from another distinguished
Puerto Rican leader, Mr. Luis Munoz
Marin, who for many years was Governor
of the Commonwealth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the cablegram be printed in
the RECORD.

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

Sax Juawn, PuerTo RiIco,
August 13, 1970.
Hon. J, W. FULBRIGHT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

As I am convinced that the use of Culebra
by the Navy is not necessary to national
security in any fundamental sense I will
fully support Governor Ferre if he declides
to take a definite and unequivocal position
on the return of Culebra to the full and
uninhibited use of its citizens stop.

Best regards.
Luis MuNoz MARIN,

MARK TRICE

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I wish
to join Senators in paying tribute to
Mark Trice for his 50 years of service
to the Senate.

Although I have been a Member of the
Senate for less than 2 of the 50 years
which Mark has devoted to this body,
I am deeply grateful to him for his
thoughtfulness to me.

It is rare, in public life, that efficiency
can be combined with good humor, cour-
tesy, and charm. And yet, Mark Trice has
been doing precisely this. He has im-
pressed all of us who have worked with
him with his ability to remain. friendly
and calm even in the most trying of
circumstances. Mark has set an example
for us in this respect.

In the course of 50 years, Senators
have come and gone, issues have been
raised and then forgotten, wars have
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been fought, bills have been enacted
into law, great changes have been
wrought over the face of the earth—and
Mark Trice still serves the Senate and
his country with the same consummate
dignity which has marked his years of
service in this Chamber. Truly, it is no
exaggeration to say that Mark Trice has
become an institution.

On this ocecasion, I offer my best
wishes to him for the future.

ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR RATIFI-
CATION OF THE GENOCIDE CON-
VENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE., Mr. President, sup-
port for ratification of the genocide con-
vention has been steadily increasing over
the last few years. The treaty has been
endorsed by virtually every major reli-
gious group. It has the support of
humanitarian groups throughout the
United States. As evidence of this wide-
spread support I would like to submit for
the record copies of several letters ad-
dressed to Senator CHUrcH, the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Genocide,
from various religious and humanitarian
organizations which support ratification
of the convention. These organizations
represent the views of thousands of their
members and their support for ratifica-
tion of the treaty demonstrates the need
for immediate action on this convention.

I ask unanimous consent that three
letters, one from the American Baptist
Convention, another from the Commis-
sion on International Affairs, the Ameri-
can Jewish Congress, and one from the
American Ethical Union, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

May 6, 1970.

Senator Frawk CHURCH,

Chairman, Sub-committee on Genocide, Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: Please make the
following statement and attachment part
of the record on the need for ratification of
the Genocide Convention.

“In urging you to ratify the United Nations
Convention on Genocide, we call to your at-
tentlon the fact that American Baptists
meeting in Annual Convention on eight dif-
ferent occasions have stated their belief that
‘discrimination is one of the great evils of
our time * * * and is contrary to the Chris-
tian concept of the oneness of the human
family.’

“We refer you also to our testimony before
the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee
on March 8, 1967 in which we noted that
American Baptists had gone on record re-
questing the Senate to ratify four United
Nations Human Rights Conventions, includ-
ing the Convention on Genocide.

“We cannot emphasize too strongly the ur-
gency of this action on which the United
States has delayed so long.”

Sincerely,
MAaBEL, MARTIN,
U.N. Representative,
American Baptist Convention.

ArrIL 17, 1970.

Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT,

Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor FuLeriGHT: We are deeply
gratified to learn that a subcommittee of the
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Forelgn Relations Committee shortly will be-
gin holding hearings on the United Nations
Genoclde Convention.

It is more than twenty years since the Gen-
oclde Convention was first passed by the
General Assembly and signed by the United
Btates; and it i1s more than twenty years
since that Convention was transmitted by
President Truman to the Senate for its ap-
proval. During this period 756 nations have
proceeded to ratify the Convention, Our own
country, however, has regrettably, and to
many inexplicably, continued to withhold its
endorsement. This faflure to act has com-
promised our country's support of the world-
wide effort to elevate standards of morality
and decency among nations,

We earnestly hope that that tragic im-
passe has now been broken. We are en-
couraged by the forthright action taken by
the President, the Attorney General and the
Becretary of State, each of whom has en-
dorsed the call for immediate ratification.
They have done so because they are con-
vinced that such action would significantly
advance International standards of justice
without in any way derigating from the rights
and protections enjoyed by American citizens
under our Constitution and under our sys-
tem of law. This view has been affirmed not
only by the Attorney General but by legal
scholars, jurists, numerous state bar associ-
ations and the faculties of law schools.

The responsibility for further action now
rests inescapably upon the Senate. As one of
more than 60 organizations in the Ad Hoc
Committee on the Human Rights and Geno-
cide Treaties, representing all sectors of
American society, we are convinced that rati-
fication reflects the genuine aspiration of
each of these groups and of their tens of
millions of constituents. We know that the
overwhelming majority of Americans join us
in the hope that your Committee will move
promptly and positively in support of the
Convention and will thus enable the entire
Benate to act to bring about the long over-
due ratification of this important treaty.

We respectfully request that this letter be
incorporated in the record of the Subcom-
mittee hearings.

Sincerely yours,
LrpsrY,
Chairman, Commission on International
Affairs American Jewish Congress.
U.N. COMMITTEE OF THE
AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION,
New York, N.Y., April 20, 1970.
Hon. Senator FrRaNE CHUECH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENATOR CHURCH: The American
Ethical Union has favored the ratification
of the Genocide Convention in resolutions
at various AEU Assemblies as far back as
1950, Our position is still the same, as stated
in the copies of the resolutions enclosed.

In view of President Nixon's recommenda=
tlon, we earnestly urge that the Foreign Re-
lations Committee recommend ratification
and that other Senators be urged to vote
favorably on it.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs, May WEers,
Chairman,
Mrs. RosE WALKER,
Mrs. VERA GALANTER.

THE HONORABLE ALF M. LANDON
DISCUSSES NIXON FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the State
of Kansas is honored and fortunate to
be the home of Alf M. Landon, a former
Governor and 1932 Republican candidate
for President of the United States. Gov-
ernor Landon is now retired from publie
life, but from his home in Topeka he
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maintains a lively interest in the affairs
of his State and country.

On August 19, Governor Landon ap-
peared on the Kansas educational tele-
vision network to discuss the new direc-
tions in U.S. foreign policy under Presi-
dent Nixon. As those of us who know
him have come to expect, Mr. Landon’s
observations were perceptive, stimulat-
ing, and most worthwhile.

Mr. President, I have obtained a tran-
script of the television program, and I
believe that Senators would enjoy and
profit from reading Governor Landon’s
foreign policy analysis. I ask unanimous
consent that the transeript be printed
in the RECORD.

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

PRESIDENT NIXON BUILDING BRIDGES
(By Alf M. Landon)

Many people are asking the question,
“What is our goal in Vietnam?"

As I sald three years ago, the Vietnam war
is part and parcel of the entire world situa-
tlon, It seems to me we are looking at the
formulation of a tremendous and vital
change in our entire forelgn policy.

When you put it all together, it means a
gradual, calm and firm disengagement from
the contalnment of communism policies of
Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy and John-
son without returning to the smug isola-
tlonism of Coolidge, Hoover and Franklin
Roosevelt in the 1920's and 1930’s.

President Nixon is returning Okinawa to
Japan in 1971, He is also starting to phase
out American millitary bases there,

He is cutting our troops In Vietnam in
half or more. In Korea, he is reducing our
troops by a third or more. Aslde from the
valld military and political factors involved
is the upsetting impact on the economy of
these countries by a precipitous change in
American foreign policles. Our President is
confronted with these same problems in West
Germany, where it is apparent he will short-
1y cut our troop strength.

Both in Asia and in Europe, our friends
and allles are unhappy and nervous over the
American President's new policies. Yet none
have been willing to carry their fair share of
thelr own defenses or are doing anything
about that now.

Furthermore, thelr trade policies of block-
ing out American products are encouraging
a rising tide in the Congress toward pro-
tective tarifis under the gulse of quotas, a
virulent form of Isolationism. President
Nixon's vigorous opposition to this legisla-
tion which is contrary to his policles and
our national interests is effective in shaping
up & better trade bill.

Arguing over Cambodia is like arguing over
the Bay of Pigs or Santo Domingo. The in-
direct effects were as important as the direct
effects, Cambodia, however, was in collabora-
tion with the de facto government. The Bay
of Plgs was not.

In the really crucial situation in the world
today—the Explosive Middle East—the key
country is Israel, Israel Is also part and par=-
cel of the entire world situation,

The Israelis are a tough people. They have
proven their ability to defend themselves.
However, they are a little country and can-
not stand indefinitely military logistic losses
and the economic pressure as well,

The success of our President’'s quiet, per-
sistent policy for a temporary ceasefire there
is & major step toward ultimate formal ac-
ceptance of a workable agreement between
the governments in that area.

To sum it all up: While President Nixon
at Guam was really abandoning President
Johnson's assumption of the guardianship of
all Asia at the Manila Conference in October,
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1966, he also is abandoning our policy since
World War Il of trying to reform the world
en masse in our own image. That is as ap-
plicable to Western Europe and the western
hemisphere as it is to Asla and Africa.

Any president of a country the size, in-
fluence and affluence of the United States
is bound in some degree to the policies of
his predecessors. He cannot reverse them
overnight. It takes time and patience.

S0, when the guestion is ralsed as to what
the goal of our government is in Vietnam or
in the Middle East, I submit it is part of
President Nixon's entire world policy of nor=-
malizing relations with other countries in
the world—trade as well as military—Russia
and China as well as the European Economic
Community, It is the baslc policy which U
Thant has repeatedly urged on the United
Nations, It is a modification, at least, of the
unilateral policy in the United Natlons, in
favor of a more collective policy, which will
build for the security on which peace of the
world is built.

Put together, the steps taken by President
Nixon are impressive toward establishing in-
ternational relations based on mutuality of
national interests instead of military gar-
risons.

1. Our President’s policy does not involve
retreating from Asia. The United States in-
tends to remain a major influence in that
area.

2. In the Middle East, President Nixon 1s
accepting the fait accompll of Russian pene-
trations and growing infiuence in that area.
Between the two governments, a favorable
start is being made on hammering out work-
able relations that can contribute to Middle
East stabllization.

3. West Germany and Russia have agreed
upon & non-aggression treaty. That points
up the fact that, following World War Two,
no peace treaty was ever made. The new
treaty is an important factor in world affalrs,
which has the support of the Nixon admin-
istration. And now comes East Germany ask-
ing for admission to the United Nations and
diplomatic relations with its members. Also
is the highly important resumption of diplo-
matic relations between the Vatican and
Yugoslavia.

4, His policles are not based on the old
concept of monopolistic special privilege in
spheres of influence or of a unilateral bal-
ance of power. It is another illustration of
the President's recognition of the realities
and potentialities of life in the world in
which we live.

5. They are not isolationism or Fortress
America or nebulous. There are those unable
to see the forest for the trees.

6. They are a slow and firm development,
without blare of bugles, bluster or brinkman-
ship, of disengagement from containment
policies, I think that leaves the United States
in its rightful and sound position of speak-
ing softly but keeping a big stick when nec-
essary for world peace, recognizing the legiti-
mate and enduring national interests of other
peoples. It is also the recognition that, while
technical developments make war more ter-
rible, they also make peace more possible;
for example, through better photographic
surveillance methods.

These policles are designed to relleve us of
the incredible drain on our material, mental
and spiritual resources by attempts to police
the world, which have disunited us at home
without any compensating advantages. The
incipient Nixon policy makes possible bring-
ing our human and materlal resources to
bear on our pressing and grave economie,
racial and environmental problems at home,

We are handicapped in tackling our na-
tional and international problems with our
house torn up and untidy. The same is true
of the world at large. Mr. Nixon is formu-
lating his practical foreign policles with new
men or men who will be coming into govern-
ments all over the world, on the reasonable
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assumption they are willilng to face and
adopt cha.nges of mutual and creative ad-
vantage.

His policies are a cautious approach to a
multilateral balance of power buillt on the
broad base of mutual advantage—replacing
military tension with a growing atmosphere
of fundamental potentialities for human de-
velopment offered by better worldwide edu-
cational facilities—more effective agencies
for meeting the widening range of economic
and environmental needs—a wider range of
acquaintance among governments—and
closer contacts in all human relations at the
grass roots level.

That will do much to encourage lessen-
ing competition in the arms race, which is
necessary to bring tranquility and prosper-
ity—on which peace i ultimately based—
to the whole world.

That will also encourage the development
of a state of mind—a determination to find
positive roads to peace.

IMPACT OF THE WAR ON
AMERICAN LABOR

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, last
week the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions had to cancel a hearing it had
scheduled to receive testimony from labor
leaders on the impact of the Vietnam
war on labor in the United States. Sub-
sequently, the individuals who were to
appear submitted their statements and
other material for the record. These
will be reprinted in the committee’s hear-
ings on Vietnam.

In the meantime, however, I wish to
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD &
news release issued by the United Auto-
mobile Workers which contains a suc-
cinet summary of the 75-page statement
which was prepared for the committee
by UAW President Leonard Woodcock.

As Mr. Woodcock points out:

The Vietnam war has cost the U.S. 8.8 mil-
lion man-years in labor, has reduced work-
ers’ real wages and has intensified unemploy-
ment problems.

Mr. Woodcock has prepared a very
thorough analysis of the effect of the
war on American workers and I hope
Members of the Congress and the gen-
eral public will take the time to read the
full text of his statement in the com-
mittee’s hearings which should be avail-
able in the near future.

I ask unanimous consent that the UAW
press release be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ViETNAM WAR WASTES ManrowEer, CutTs JoBs
AND REAL WaGES, WoobcoCck TELLS SENATE
COMMITTEE
The Vietnam war has cost the U.S, 88

million man-years of labor, has reduced

workers’ real wages and has intensified un-
employment problems, UAW President Leon-
ard Woodcock declared in a statement sub-
mitted to the U.S. Senate’s Foreign Relations

Committee.

Woodcock’s statement, at the committee’s
request, focused on the impact of the Viet-
nam war on American workers. The cost of
the war, however, “has been greatest for the
50,000 or more young men who have lost
their lives and for their families,” he de-
clared, and “for the more than 270,000 who
have been wounded—many of them blinded,
maimed or crippled for life,

“The cost has been very great for the
American economy. Just in money terms it
has been at least $150 billion. But far more
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important has been the waste of manpower,
not only through the number of men put
into uniform, but through the number in
both government and private employment
servicing and supplying the Vietnam war."”
The almost nine milllon man-years of
wasted labor otherwise could have been used
to “produce goods and services for the use
of the American people,” Woodcock pointed
out.

Woodcock disagreed with the contention
that the war benefited workers by creating
1.5 million additional jobs.

Certainly the jobs have been added, he
sald, “but at the time of the Vietnam build-
up our economy was already expanding
rapidly, unemployment was steadily falling,
and there were still sufficlent unmet needs
in the country to have provided a civilian
job for every person able and willing to
work."

Working people have felt a disproportion-
ate share of the war's impact through un-
equal draft and tax measures, unemploy-
ment, and other economic factors and the
neglect of domestic needs, Woodcock as-
serted.

“To begin with the heaviest cost, we be-
lieve that the working people of America
have borne more than their proportionate
share of the direct human cost of military
partieipation—the deaths, the woundings”
and intensified social problems, he sald.

The financial costs of the war, too, have
fallen most heavily on the working people,
Woodcock added. Increased taxes, inflation,
short work-weeks and a loss of overtime—all
traceable to policies resulting from the war—
have caused workers’ real buying power to
fall.

He pointed out that median earnings for
1969 of every group of workers below the
professional or managerial level are less
than what government called necessary for
“modest but adequate” standard of living,
Their real buying power decreased between
1965 and 1969 despite higher wages.

The burden of unemployment, resulting
from misguided efforts to stem the wartime
inflation, falls upon workers, the UAW presi-
dent sald.

And, he added, not only does the burden of
taxation to finance the war bear relatively
heaviest on labor, but so does the resulting
neglect of domestic needs.

In fiscal 1969, Woodcock pointed out,
Vietnam expenditures were $28.8 billlon—
$5560 million more than the combined do-
mestic expenditures for health, education
and manpower, community development and
housing, economic assistance and Food for
Peace, public assistance and mnatural re-
sources. The war on poverty in America is
one of the major casualties of the war in
Vietnam, he said.

To meet the nation's real needs, Wood-
cock suggested numerous changes in na-
tional policy. He began with a reiteration of
UAW’'s proposal for government to develop
a conversion program that will offer workers
an alternative to military production jobs
and will insure the maintenance of payrolls.
Unemployment, he stated, is greater than
the official count of approximately 4 million.
Adding persons not counted under present
techniques of the Department of Labor would
raise the true total “closer to 5.5 million,”
he said.

Other suggestions offered by Woodcock are
aimed at problems of manpower policy, tech-
nology, training programs, relocation of
workers, protection of workers' civil rights,
full employment, a price-wage review board
and overall national planning.

COMMEMORATION OF MR. JAMES D.
BROWN

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
August 18, 1970, one of South Carolina’s
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outstanding and dedicated educators
passed away. Mr, James D. Brown was a
great South Carolinian, and our State
has suffered a loss in his death.

In 1948, when I was Governor of South
Carolina and ex-officio chairman of the
State board of education, James D.
Brown was appointed superintendent of
education for Newberry County’'s public
schools and served in that position until
his retirement in July 1969. We who knew
this man and are familiar with his work
can praise him as a man devoted to edu-
cating our children in a manner that
would prepare them for leading useful
and productive lives. By his example,
Superintendent Brown instilled in those
who were privileged to come in contact
with him a deep feeling of civic respon-
sibility and high moral values.

Mr. President, I wish to express my
deepest sympathies to Mrs. Lelia Taylor
Brown and other members of the family.
I shall always remember James Brown
as a good friend, a dedicated servant of
the people, and an outstanding educator.
He will always be remembered by his stu-
dents, associates, and friends, and his
stimulating influence will continue to be
felt in South Caroplina. If a man’s worth
is to be measured by what he left behind,
Superintendent Brown will be at the head
of the list of individuals who left their
State and community a better place for
all to live and work.

Mr. President, the Newberry Ob-
server of August 21, 1970, carried a death
notice and biography entitled “James
Brown, Former Superintendent of Edu-
cation, Dies"” and a very fine editorial en-
titled “The Late James Brown,” I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

THE LATE JaMES BROWN

James Brown was for many years Superin-
tendent of Education for Newberry County's
public schools, In fact when he retired in this
capacity last year he held the distinction of
being the last Superintendent of Education
in this county to be elected by the citizens.
Under present law, this position is appointive.

Mr. Brown was unable to enjoy his brief
retirement, for shortly after he left the office
an illness confined his activity. This week,
Mr. Brown died.

The position of Buperintendent of Educa-
tion in any county school system today 'is
certainly not a popular one; but neither has
it ever been. And during the many years
that Mr. Brown held this position he was
faced with the insurmountable problems that
befall an education system.

Those who are familiar with his work in
this field, however, can clearly define him as
& man who was dedicated to the principles of
education, who held the sincere interest of
every child in the publie school system close
to him, and who handled the responsible du-
ties of his office in a manner that reflected
credit upon himself as an educator,

In more recent years, the title of the office
held by Mr. Brown was somewhat mislead-
ing for more than being responsible for the
duties normally expected of a Superintendent
of Education he was, in fact, more a director
of finance for it was Mr. Brown who was In
charge of the financial transactions of the
county schools, This, within itself, is a full-
time undertaking and today the educational
system employs a person with such a title
who has this responsibility alone.
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Mr. Brown did a job for many years for this
county as Superintendent of Education that
will long stand on its own merits. For many
years, appreciation for his services was re-
(l;;:ted by the voters who returned him to

ce.

Today, we add a final and belated apprecla-
tion to the late James Brown for his loyal,
dedicated, faithful and valuable services to
literally thousands of Newberry County
youngsters during his tenure as our Superin-
tendent of Education.

James BrowwnN, ForMeER SUPT. OF EDUCATION,

James D. Brown, son of the late Mrs. Lily
May Caldwell Brown Folk and the late
Horace Brown, died Tuesday night at the
Columbia Hospital after a short critical
illness.

He spent most of his life in the Long Lane-
Beth Eden section of Newberry County. He
attended the county schools and was grad-
uated from Newberry College. He also at-
tended the University of South Carolina.

He served in the Army during World War
I

His life’s work was in the field of educa-
tion, having served as a teacher, principal
and Buperintendent of Education of New-
berry County from 1948 until his retirement
in July 1969.

He was & member of Beth-Eden Lutheran
Church. He served his church in many
capacities on local, district and state level.
He was also active in many civic, service and
charitable organizations.

Surviving are his wife, Mrs. Lelia Taylor
Brown; a step-daughter, Mrs. Virginia Ship-
man of Dyersburg, Tenn., one brother,
Hamilton Folk of Newberry; three sisters,
Miss Sarah Folk and Miss Lillie Mae Folk,
both of Newberry, and Mrs, Olin Lominick
Sr. of Pomaria; and three grandchildren.

Funeral will be condueted at 4 p.m. to-
day (Thursday) at the Whitaker Funeral
Home by Rev. Paul Hatch. Burial will be in
Rosemont Cemetery.

Nephews who will serve as active pall-
bearers are David Folk, Hayne Folk, Wayne
Folk, Bobby Lominick, Chris Lominick, Olin
Lominick Jr. and Ralph Hembree Jr,

Serving as honorary pallbearers will be
P. K. Harmon, J. V. Eneece, R. E. Beck,
Ralph Watkins, Alan Caldwell, Ed Chan-
dler, Tom Leitzsey, L. A. Richardson, Dave
Waldrop, Dave Hayes, Charlie Lominick, Jim
Phibbs Sr.,, Dr. B. M. Montgomery and Dr.
E. J. Dickert.

Whitaker Funeral Home is in charge.

AN ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMY

Br. MOSS, Mr. President, I have long
held the position that the Selective Serv-
ice System needed drastic reform. As a
cosponsor of several selective service re-
form bills, I have felt that if we must
have the draft, then it must be as fair as
possible.

I supported President Nixon, for ex-
ample, when he requested authority to
institute random selection. While there
are still several bugs in the random selec-
tive system, at least it has removed some
of the uncertainty that used to plague the
lives of our young men.

But many unconscionable inequities
still remain. Senator KeENNEDY'S bill, S.
1145, of which I am a cosponsor, would
remove many of these inequities.

Yet I believe it will be impossible to
make the draft completely fair. Con-
scription is inherently unfair. It is for this
reason that I have always been in favor
of instituting an all-volunteer army, if
feasible.
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Those two key words, “if feasible,”
have always been the problem. I now am
of the opinion, however, that an all-
volunteer army is feasible—or at least
there is a high enough probability of sue-
cess that we ought to give it a try by
taking the first transitional step. I will
support, therefore, the Hatfield-Gold-
water amendment which institutes the
pay increases and other reforms needed
to make an all-volunteer army work.

All all-volunteer army is desirable for
many reasons:

First. Denial of the freedom to lead
one’s own life according to one’s own
values is contrary to the spirit of our
heritage.

Many of us have gotten so accustomed
to the draft that we assume that there
has always been one. But until World
War II and the cold war era thereafter,
there was no draft except briefly during
the Civil War and the First World War.

Second. Forcing some to serve when
not all must serve is an inequitable bur-
den on a small minority. Too many
young lives have been needlessly altered
because of the dread of the draft. And as
the Gates Commission notes, the draft
is a tax-in-kind levied only on a small
minority.

Third. Conscription is a costly and di-
visive procedure for manning the Armed
Forces. It is costly because of the waste
in manpower created by the great turn-
over. Its divisiveness is obvious to any-
one who reads the newspaper.

Fourth. Making the military more at-
tractive to volunteers should improve its
way of life and its efficiency. The mili-
tary has inevitably grown sloppy in its
use of manpower because it has had an
unlimited supply.

Fifth. Requiring congressional approv-
al to activate the standby draft might
deter a President from hasty deployment
of troops. Never again could we have a
full-scale war on our hands without some
sort of congressional debate and ap-
proval.

Of course, an all-volunteer army will
initially cost the Federal Government
more in the budgetary sense. But I be-
lieve the Gates Commission makes a
convincing case that the present system’s
true cost is actually higher.

Besides, there are many places where
the military budget could be cut that
would easily cover the additional costs of
an all-volunteer army.

In summary, I believe the only fair
draft is no draft. I intend to vote for the
first step toward an all-volunteer army.

PRISONERS OF WAR HELD IN
GLOOMY BONDAGE

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, the skies
over North Vietnam are gray and gloomy
with monsoon clouds, the earth under-
foot sogegy with monsoon rains. No wall,
no window, no roof can keep out the
all-pervading wetness and heavy heat of
the Southeast Asian monsoon. It is a
time when spirits are low and grayness
seeps into the soul—particularly for
those Americans who are held prisoner
by the North Vietnamese Communist
regime and are not allowed even
the faintest glimmer of cheer by being
able to communicate with their families.

August 24, 1970

We who are free here in America must
do our utmost to insure every effort is
made to alleviate the dreadful conditions
under which these Americans exist. We
cannot rest in these efforts. We must not
allow the prisoners to think we are rest-
ing for to do so would be to add to the
burden they already bear. We must work
diligently to gain their freedom and to
assure their families here at home that
all is being done that can be done for
their men in Vietnam.

Our own freedom must act as a spur
to our conscience so that we can do noth-
ing less.

CHIEF JUSTICE WARREN BURGER'S
STATE OF THE JUDICIARY
MESSAGE

Mr. THURMOND. Chief Justice War-
ren Burger, in his state of the judiciary
message on August 10, 1970, proposed a
plan to alleviate the serious problems
our Federal court system is now experi-
encing, He noted that the long period
of time it now takes to dispose of a crimi-
nal case has resulted in a loss of respect
for justice and hence of deterrent power.

The public’s faith in the protective
function of government has declined to
such an extent that the urgency that
Chief Justice Burger cites cannot be dis-
puted. Some steps to alleviate this serious
problem should be taken by Congress
now.

An excellent editorial published in the
Augusta (Georgia) Chronicle of Friday,
August 14, 1970, outlines Chief Justice
Burger’s proposals.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

CoURT PROPOSALS

The implications of Chief Justice Warren
Berger's proposals this week, in his State of
the Judiciary message—the first in the Na-
tion’s history—could be far-reaching if a
serious effort 1s made to put them into effect.

The urgency he cites cannot be disputed.
Federal courts, as he noted, now take twice
as long to dispose of a criminal case as they
did a decade ago. The result has been, in
part, a loss of respect for justice and hence
of deterrent power. And, as a consequence
of that loss, the public’s faith in the pro-
tective function of government has declined,
One example: Americans now spend $2 bil-
lion a year on private protection and crime
control to supplement public systems. This
auxiliary effort is, of course, legitimate and
even essential, but Iif carried to ultimate
lengths the trend could be terrifying for a
free society.

In addition to calling for the obvlously
needed increases in numbers of federal
judges and attorneys, Chief Justice Burger
suggests:

A state-federal judicial council in each
state to iron out joint problems. This could
be a time-saver in many ways—for example,
in determining in advance matters of juris-
diction.

Cooperation on standards of conduct. We
are now, as all know, in a period in which
barbaric and anti-social elements are out to
disrupt the courts as a first attack on demo-
cratic government. A helpful defense will be
determination of uniform ways to prevent,
with justice and dignity, nauseating spec-
tacles such as those by the “Chicago Seven.”
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A judiciary council created by the Con-
gress to report on judicial problems. In order
to avold the creation of overlapping and un-
necessary governmental machinery, we would
suggest with regard to this proposal that
instead of a new council, the Congress con=-
sider appointment of a joint committee for
the purpose, to some degree absorbing the
duties of and replacing the present Senate
and House Judiciary Committees.

A study of the type of court matters which
could more efficiently be handled elsewhere.
If this were done, it should be remembered,
we would gain not only in efficlency but in a
more constitutional government. The Su-
preme Court has become mired down in act-
ing as a third legislative house, making laws
with regard to such things as how individual
states should apportion their own legislative
bodies. Other matters which would more
appropriately be settled in the Congress, or
by the states or in the private sector have
absorbed the High Court's time—matters
such as pollution, urban ills, abortion and
consumerism. And the entire federal ju-
diciary has become a sort of super-school
board, usurping local functions which would
better be performed—as the law provides—
by local people who know local conditions.

Reexamination of criminal procedure and
the appeals process. By setting up restrictive
rules on the bandling of eriminal cases by
local police and state courts—designed to
preserve individual rights but often serving
to turn loose defendants proved to be gulilty,
and even confessing their gullt—the ground
was laid for fewer pleas of guilty and for a
flood tide of appeals. This is an area in which
the action must come from the Supreme
Court itself, if equitable procedures to pro-
tect the public are to be restored.

Insistence on high standards of profes-
slonal conduct. This applies, of course, to
judges themselves. But the most glaring ex-
amples calling for. correction are actions by
some of the defense attorneys represent-
ing vandals and anarchists in the courts,
who put on disgraceful exhibitions of con-
tempt, bad manners and temper tantrums.
This can be taken care of by stiff contempt
sentences, and disbarments.

Chief Justice Burger has opened up the
possibility of some helpful reforms. We will
be interested in seeing how thoroughly they
are acted upon by the Nation's attorneys, the
Congress and the Supreme Court itself.

PRESERVATION OF THE
ENVIRONMENT

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have been
disappointed to note that despite the re-
cent flurry of rhetoric and activity con-
cerning the state of our environment,
apparently more smoke than fire has
been generated within the vital private
sector. If this proves true, it hazards
grave ramifications. It will mean in the
long run that we were content merely
to see the problems, but not really to meet
them; we were content merely to talk,
but not to accept the heavy and difficult
mantle of commitment and action; and
we were willing to cop out in the face of
the urgent mandate to provide for the
survival of life as we know it on this
planet.

Given the truly critical situation with
which we are faced, and given the in-
tensity of recent public debate, one would
certainly have expected a significant and
immediate increase in activities designed
to control pollution. One might have
hoped, and with some justification, that
every citizen would finally have begun
to realize the necessity of personal sacri-
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fices in the fight against pollution and
embarked on such a course. And one
might have hoped that every business-
man would have begun to understand the
unavoidable need to balance profits with
a concern for the environment, to com-
mit the requisite funds and energy to
insure that his business does all it can
to preserve an environment capable of
supporting life.

Unfortunately, this hoped-for increase
in activity and commitment has not yet
materialized according to our indicator.
A recent newsletter published by the
Midwestern Air Pollution Prevention As-
sociation reports that total U.S. sales of
industrial air pollution control equip-
ment by 29 major manufacturers were
up only 2 percent in 1969 over 1968.
When these figures are compared to the
increase of 3.5 percent in infiation, it
is clear that, in effect, sales have actually
decreased.

These figures represent, what might
be called in pollution jargon, the “gritty-
gritty.” I certainly hope that future fig-
ures will reveal an increase in commit-
ment—financial and philosophical—
commensurate with the clearly estab-
lished needs.

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

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

INDUSTRIAL SALES OF MAJOR AIR POLLUTION

ManvrFACTURERS UP ONLY 2% IN 1969

Total U.8. sales of industrial air pollution
control equipment by 29 major manufac=
turers were up only 2% in 1969 over 1968,
according to figures compiled by the Indus-
trial Gas Cleaning Institute, Inc., national
trade association for the firms. Total sales
in U.S. last year were $§94-million, compared
with $92-million in 1968, IGCI announced
at its annual meeting in Boca Raton, Fla. An
additional $9-million sales were reported for
Canada last year.

IGCI estimates that member companies
now sell about 756% of all the industrial air
pollution and dust control equipment pur-
chased in the U.S. Karel A. Welts, newly-
elected president of IGCI and vice president
of The Ducon Co, Mineola, N.Y., pointed
out that these figures represent total sales
for industry of the 4 basic types of equip-
ment available for controlling particulate
matter: (1) electrostatic precipitators; (2)
mechanlical collectors; (3) fabric collectors;
(4) wet scrubbers; plus several kinds of
equipment sold for gaseous control,

The figures do not include any field con-
struction costs associated with the equip-
ment, nor costs of auxiliary equipment such
as foundations, ductwork, Instrumentation,
cooling towers, fans or motors which are
often included in gross figures compiled by
other sources.

IGCI figures show a total of $70-million
sales reported by 17 companies: in 1967, and
$69-million by 15 companies in 1966, The
2% increase in 1969 probably reflects an ac-
tual decrease in hardware sales volume from
1968, when allowance is made for the na-
tional 3.5% Inflatlion factor last year.

BREAKDOWN BY EQUIPMENT TYPES

Breakdown of the $84-million U.S. sales
in 1969 by equipment types shows: electro-
static precipitators, $34.5-million; fabric col-
lectors, $31-million; wet collectors, $14.3-
million; mechanical collectors, $12.2-million;
gaseous control, $2.0-million.

The 29 member companies included In
the 1969 sales volume report are: American
Alr Filter Co.; American-Standard Industrial
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Products Dept.; Arco Industries Corp;
Belco Pollution Control Corp.; Buell Engl-
neering Co.; Buffalo Force Co.; Chemical
Construction Corp., Pollution Control Divi-
sion; Delta P Incorporated; Ducon Co.;
Dustex Division, American Precision Indus-
tries;

Fisher-Klosterman, Inc.; Fuller Co., Dracco
Products; Gallagher-Kaiser Corp.; Kirk &
Blum Mfg. Co.; EKoppers Co., Metal Prod-
ucts Division; National Dust Collector Corp.;
Pangborn Division, Carborundum Co.; Pea-
body Engineering Corp.; Precipitair Pollu=
tlon Control, Inc., subsidiary of Advance
Ross Corp.; Precipitation Associates of Amer=-
ica, Inc.;

Pulverizing Machinery Division, 8lick
Corp.; Research-Cottrell, Inc.; Schutte and
Koerting Co.; Seversky Electronatom Corp.;
Torit Corp.; UOP Air Correction Division;
Western Precipitation Division, Joy Manu-
facturing Co.; Wheelabrator Corp.; Zurn In-
dustries, Inc,, Air Systems Division.

CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL
NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to report that public interest in
preserving the Chesapeake and Ohio
Canal continues to grow. At recent hear-
ings before the House Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, the Interior
Department and a large number of State
and local officials, conservation groups,
and individuals expressed their support
for the creation of a Chesapeake and
Ohio Canal National Historical Park.
While the testimony reflected some in-
eyitable differences in emphasis, the de-
gree of consensus in favor of this park
was rather remarkable.

In a very timely editorial published
on Saturday, August 21, the Washington
Evening Star reiterated its support for
canal legislation to ‘“preserve some of
the most endearing remains of the slow-
paced old America and provide refresh-
ment for today’s hurry-up urban popu-
lace.” As the sponsor of the bill now
pending in the Senate, S. 1859, I certainly
share the sense of urgency expressed by
the Evening Star.

I ask unanimous consent that the ed-
itorial be printed in the REecorb.

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

CANAL PARK

Creation of a lengthy national park along
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal would pre-
serve some of the most endearing remains of
the slow-paced Old America and provide re-
freshment for today’s hurry-up urban popu=-
lace. The park proposal picked up momen-
tum in recent House hearings, where it re-
celved strong support, and we hope it will
soon win congressional approval.

Advocates of the 184-mile national historic
park seem at last to have reached unity on
a pIan of action. 'I‘hey are backing an In-
terior Department request for the addition
of 15,000 acres to the 5,430 already owned by
the government in the canal corridor. In-
terior also wants to spend $47 million for
canal restoration and a variety of family rec-
reation facllities, and some conservationists
think that would be too much clutter. But
there is almost no prospect of appropriations
for that work, and land is the paramount
need anyway, as all the park proponents
agree.

If the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs will issue a favorable report,
the land-acquisition phase probably will fol-
low in short order. Senator Mathias of Mary-
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land warned the committee in the hearings
that the canal strip “could become a side-
walk through a super-metropolis rather than
a path through the countryside” if the leg-
islation is delayed much longer. Land prices
will burgeon and private developments will
close in,

Almost 5.5 million people live within an
hour’s drive of the park which is visualized,
and that total is swelling by the day. They
deserve this qulet, shady retreat, for the
dissipation of tensions and to retain a feel-
ing of continuity with the people who passed
this way before them. There are valuable
lessons to be re-learned along the old tow-
paths.

TOWARD A FUEL CRISIS

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, it is un-
fortunate that events in the Middle East
have resulted in what may well be a
critical fuel shortage in some parts of
the country this coming winter. These
events have, however, pointed up the fal-
lacy of Federal policies that have re-
sulted in shortages of natural gas, coal,
and fuel oil.

Those who have advocated these poli-
cies under the guise of consumer savings
have, in fact, played a cruel hoax on the
consumer who will now pay higher prices
because of these policies.

A number of us in the Senate and
House have been attempting for several
years to bring this impending fuel short-
age and energy crisis into focus and alert
the public to the risks involved in “living
it up” on cheap gas and what once was,
but no longer is, cheap imported oil and
oil produets such as industrial fuel oil.

Now that the chickens have come home
to roost in shortages of these vital energy
fuels, the same advocates are searching
frantically for a whipping boy and, as
usual, blame it on the oil and gas in-
dustry.

A former chairman of the Federal
Power Commission who advocated ceiling
prices for gas producers that were un-
realistically low in eomparison with com-
peting fuels now accuses the gas pro-
ducers of holding down drilling for new
wells in a pricing dispute.

Others accuse the oil companies of re-
stricting the supply of industrial fuel oil
by failing to build additional refining
capacity on the east coast.

None of them mention the fact that
these Federal policies—ceiling prices and
a flood of imported industrial fuel oil,
plus the fact that gas and oil exploration,
drilling, producing, and distribution
costs have skyrocketed like all other costs
during the past several years—have
caused this crisis.

Nor do they mention the fact that oil,
gas and oil product prices have remained
remarkably stable during this period in
relation to other prices.

They apparently expect the oil and
gas industry to do what no other indus-
try is expected to do—continue to pro-
duce the abundant energy fuels the Na-
tion has become accustomed to at a loss.

Mr. President, the public has been un-
informed and ill informed for too long
on this vital matter. I am glad to note
that the news media has awakened to
the real emergency aspects of the U.S.
energy situation. I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excellent article on the fuel
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crisis, published in the current issue of
U.S. News & World Report, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

U.S. Moves TowaARD A FUEL CRIsis
CLEAN ENVIRONMENT VERSUS FUEL FOR HOMES

AND INDUSTRY—THE CONFLICT HAS COME TO

A HEAD, PROBLEM: HOW TO FIND A SOLUTION

BEFORE CRISES HIT

With little advance warning, the U.S. finds
itself on the brink of an energy crisis. There
are growing shortages of fuels from which
energy flows to keep America's machinery
humming and provide the base for its high
standard of living.

Alarm 1is spreading at the highest levels
in Washington,

The problem goes far beyond finding power
to carry Eastern cities through the remain-
ing days of summer heat and smog. Predicted
are shortages, now or in the near future, of
every basic source of energy—oil, natural gas,
coal, hydroelectric power and nuclear power.

President Nixon, on August 6, warned of
“the acute shortage of clean fuels for this
winter.” He directed his Domestic Council
to take steps to alleviate this winter's short-
tages, and “to ensure an adequate fuel sup-
ply for the next five years.”

On August 10, the Chairman of the Federal
Power Commission, John N, Nassikas, re-
ported coal stocks of many power companies
supplies “critically short,” and the supply
of heavy fuel oll for utilities and industries
Jeopardized by a shortage of oil tankers.

What happened? Only a few months ago,
the structure on which the U.S. supply of
essential power sources is based seemed rel-
atively secure and stable,

As 1969 ended, there was concern over
dwindling U.8. reserves of natural gas, docu-
mented in a staff report of the Federal Power
Commission. But the supply of crude oil
available to the U.S. seemed more than am-
ple. In fact, the majority of a Cabinet task
force urged in February, 1970, that oil-import
controls be modified ' to bring more foreign
oll into the country and thus lower prices
of gasoline and petroleum products.

Now, fast-moving developments have sent
the nation's energy-supply structure tum-
bling. Growing concern over environment is
seen by many experts as the main trigger to
recent events. Says Charles Primoff, chief of
the fuels and energy division of the White
House Office of Emergency Preparedness:

“Environment is a principal reason for this
sudden plunge Into fuel scarcity. Air-pollu-
tlon regulations, going into effect in many
areas, have ruled out high-sulphur fuels—
especially coal. Utilitles, industries, govern-
ment installations, office and apartment
buildings are trying to switch to natural gas
or low-sulphur residual oil.

“Natural-gas supply was already pinched.
U.S. refineries for years have been cutting
back on production of residual oil because
imports made the price unattractive. Then
came trouble in the Middle East, forcing more
shipment of oil to Europe the long way
around Africa. Tanker rates have gone
through the roof, and so has the price of im-
ported residual oil.

“Now coal, which could help ease this crisis,
has become scarce. New environmental laws
have increased strip-mining costs. The Fed-
eral Coal Mine Health and Bafety Act, effec-
tive this year, uas pushed up costs in under-
ground mines.

“Some mines have closed, and many more
may have to close. Others have been reluc-
tant to expand production because of pre-
dictions that nuclear power would take over
much of their market, But growth of nuclear
power is far behind schedule for many rea-
sons, not the least of which is the problem
of locating plants where they will not dis-
turb environment or people.”
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HIGHER FPRICES?

If environment is to be protected and fuel
shortages averted in the short and long-
range future, energy experts say, consumer
costs must rise sharply.

“The days of artificially low energy costs
are drawing to a close,” says John D. Emer-
son of the energy-economics division of the
Chase Manhattan Bank in New York City.
Mr. Emerson puts the situation in this
perspective:

“Efforts will undoubtedly be made to pro-
tect the homeowner from the impact of the
widespread and severe shortages which will
develop over the next decade. Their success
will vary from region to region, At this stage,
it 1s not possible to be more precise. But one
thing is sure: whether efforts are made to
increase domestic supplies of sultable fuels
for the residential market, or whether the
nation will come to rely more on imports of
foreign fuels, prices will rise.,”

A long period in which U.S, consumers
have enjoyed a fast-rising supply of energy,
at relatively stable costs, appears to be near-
ing an end.

American homes in 1870 consume more
than six times as much electricity as they
did in 19850, Use of basic fuels for home heat-
ing has increased by 50 percent in the same
period.

On August 7, Dr. Paul W. McCracken
Chairman of the President's Council o
Economic Advisers, issued an “inflation alert”
in which he stated that “an important in-
crease appears to be In progress in energy
prices.” Dr. McCracken gave this detail:

“Electricity prices have to date moved only
slowly., Wholesale electricity prices are up
only 1.8 percent In the 12 months ending in
June, although this is itself a departure
from the stability of earlier years. Wholesale
natural-gas prices have increased about 3
percent in the last 12 months,

“These conditions of stability, however, are
likely to change. ... The prices of fossil
fuel (coal and oil), which accounts for over
three quarters of the production cost to gen-
erate electric power, have skyrocketed. Over
half of the electric power in the country is
generated by burning coal, and utility rates
often contain an escalator clause tying the
price of power to the price of fuel. . . .”

Dr, McCracken noted that the Tennessee
Valley Authority, & public power agency long
regarded as a “yardstick” for the power in-
dustry, 1s planning a substantial rate in-
crease,

The higher TVA rates, effective October 1,
will boost power costs to consumers in the
utility’s Southeastern U.S. service area by an
estimated 23 percent. The rate boost is at-
tributed by TVA officlals to “rapidly rising
costs for the coal burned In TVA steam-
electric plants.”

U.S. demand for energy in the decade 1970
to 1980 is expected to Increase by 50 per cent.
That forecast comes from the energy-eco-
nomics divislon of the Chase Manhattan
Bank, which provides this breakdown of pres-
ent sources of energy:

Natural gas
Coal
Hydropower ... S
Nuclear power

All of these five energy sources must be ex-
panded in the decade ahead If Americans
continue to live in the style to which they
have become accustomed. This look at pres-
ent prospects and a size-up of possible ex-
pansion of each energy source comes from
experts in government and industry:

Oil: the big scramble. U.S. demand for oll
is tremendous—an average of 14.8 million
barrels a day. The system delivering this oil,
experts say, had become so strained that re-
cent demand shifts have knocked it out of
Eilter.
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A basic switch, says Richard J. Gonzalez,
oll economist and consultant in Houston,
Tex., has been to the Industrial fuel oll
known as “residual” because it is what re-
mains when higher-quality products have
been refined from crude petroleum.

A major source has been Venezuela, but
much of its petroleum is too high in sulphur
to meet U.S. alr-pollution regulations. Equip-
ment to remove sulphur from Venezuelan oil
is going in, but will not be ready for several
months.,

A scramble for other sources of residual oil,
combined with the tanker shortage, has
pushed the average price on the U.S. East
Coast to 4 a barrel, more than double that
of a year ago.

Meanwhile, demand for all kinds of oil is
rising fast. Allowable” production in Texas,
top oll-producing State, was raised August 1
to the highest level in 17 years. Loulsiana’s
production is also at a record high.

Mr. Gonzalez notes that federal-leasing of
offshore lands is at a virtual standstill, be-
cause of concern over oil spills.

More oil from Canada is a possibility to
ease the present crisis, but over the long pull
U.S. officials are not counting on large
amounts from that country because demand
there is rising, too.

Mr. Emerson of the Chase Manhattan Bank
says that, at best, the flow of oil from Alaska
by the end of this decade will be 2.5 million
barrels a day. By that time, he predicts that
U.S. demand may be as high as 25 million
barrels daily, and as much as 7 milllon bar-
rels a day will have to be imported from the
Middle East and Africa.

Price and supply of Middle East oll, ex-
perts note, can change quickly. A few months
ago, Persian Gulf oil could be laid down in
the U.S. for less than $3 a barrel, Now, be-
cause of higher tanker rates, the cost ranges
from $4.60 to $4.70 a barrel.

Natural Gas: a squeeze. Gas producers
have long maintained that federal regula-
tion had held prices too low to encourage
exploration. The Federal Power Commission,
since a U.S. Supreme Court decision in 1954,
has had authority to regulate wellhead prices
of natural gas moving through interstate
pipe lines.

Now the FPC is acting to raise price ceil-
ings, Says Chairman Nassikas, who came to
the Commission in 1969: *“We are attempt-
ing . . . to recognize the law of supply and
demand and market conditions by taking
action . . . to get gas flowing.”

Most Industry experts are predicting that
critical natural-gas shortages will persist,
even s0. At hearings held in mid-July in New
Orleans by the Interlor Department on
whether to open new areas offshore from
Louisiana for oil and gas exploration, Mr.
Emerson of Chase Manhattan Bank sald:

“The total availability of gas that we can
see in 1980 amounts to 63 billion cubic feet
a day. Compared to the potentlal demand of
93 billion cubic feet a day, there is thus &
deficit of 30 billion cubic feet a day—equiva-
lant to more than 5 million barrels of oil.”

Coal: spot shortages. The Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness estimates total 1970 use
of coal at 583 million tons, and production
at only 671 million, Above-ground inven=-
torles are already shrinking, and spot short-
ages are showing up.

In early August, according to OEP offi-
clals, electric utilities nationally had 50 days’
supply on hand. Ninety days' supply is con-
sldered normal. Some utilities were reported
down to five days’ supply and paying “stag-
gering” prices for additional coal,

Bituminous-coal prices, on the average,
increased by 35 per cent from June 1969, to
June, 1970, according to the “inflation alert”
issued by the White House on August 7.

Coal-supply problems have been accentu-
ated by a dearth of railroad coal cars, Rail-
roads have hesitated to order mew cars in
recent years because official forecasts have
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indicated that nuclear energy would take
over much of coal’s market for power gen-
eration.

For the long range, U.S. underground re-
serves of coal are enormous. But mining will
have to be expanded and technology devel-
oped to remove sulphur from the coal itself
and the smoke it produces.

Nuclear power: a shortfall. A comment
from FPC Chairman Nassikas:

“The program for installations of nuclear
power generation has lagged two or three
years behind the predicted level of five years
ago.,.."

A study prepared for the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy of the U.8. Congress shows
this: Of the 65 nuclear-power units that had
been scheduled to go into service between
1970 and 1976, a total of 23 have already been
delayed anywhere from a few months to well
OVer a year.

Mr. Nassikas attributes the lag in develop-
ment of nuclear energy to “delays in de-
liveries by major manufacturers of equip-
ment, environmental opposition to proposed
sites and technological problems affecting
both physical and economic operation.”

There is optimism that the present short-
fall in nuclear energy can be overcome, Mr,
Emerson of Chase Manhattan Bank says that
an increase In nuclear-power output to fur-
nish close to 10 per cent of total U.S. energy
needs is possible by 1980.

Hydropower: the outlook. Industry ex-
perts say that significant amounts of power
can be developed from “pump-storage instal-
lations.” In these, water is pumped up to
storage at a site above a river or reservoir at
hours when power demand is low. The water
is released to generate “peaking” power at
hours when electricity demand is greatest.

New designs for pump-storage plants to
make them intrude less on the environment
have been developed. It 1s hoped that these
will be acceptable to conservationists.

This sort of compromise, along with meas-
ures to overcome technical and other prob-
lems that beset the energy industry, are seen
as essential if U.S. is to meet its soaring needs
for energy.

PRAISE OF J. FRED BUZHARDT, JR.,
GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last
Thursday, August 20, 1970, J. Pred Buz-
hardt, Jr., of MeCormick, S.C., was sworn
in as a General Counsel of the Depart-
ment of Defense by Secretary Melyin
Laird.

Those of us in Congress from South
Carolina are proud of this young man
and are confident that Mr. Buzhardt will
render our Nation a great service in this
capacity. I take particular pride in this
appointment, as Mr. Buzhardt served on
my stafl in the Senate for some 8 years.

On August 19, 1970, the editors of the
State newspaper, Columbia, S.C., pub-
lished an editorial on Mr. Buzhardt, en-
titled “A Quiet Man in a Big Job.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

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

A QuierT MAN IN A Bic JoB

The Nixon administration without a doubt
has disappointed many of the South Caro-
linians who helped put it into office.

But no one in the state can deny that
South Carolinians have greater Influence in
Washington now than at any time in recent
history.

There is, of course, no Palmetto State in-
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dividual in the Executive Department with
the stature, prestige and power that James
F. Byrnes enjoyed in his heyday.

But South Carolinians, topped by Harry
S. Dent of the White House staff, hold posi-
tions of importance throughout the Admin-
istration. One Washington source alleges that
this state ranks third behind California and
Illinois in the total number of Administra=
tion appointees.

This comes to mind with the elevation of
J. Fred Buzhardt Jr, of McCormick to gen-
eral counsel (chief lawyer) of the vast De-
partment of Defense.

Politiclans conslder this quite a plum.
Every department of the government has a
general counsel. The power and prestige of
the job is generally what the Secretary
chooses to make it.

Based on Defense Secretary Melvin Laird’s
comments about Buzhardt on the occasion
of his appointment, it would seem that he
places great confidence in the quiet, hard-
nosed South Carolinian.

This feeling is buttressed by that fact that
Laird held the job open for Buzhardt for over
a year. It will be recalled that Buzhardt was
proposed for the job at the outset of the
Nixon regime, but flak from integrationists,
who remembered Buzhardt as Sen. Strom
Thurmond's top alde, forced a change of
signals,

Buzhardt was slipped into a double job as
Laird’s special assistant and staff director of
the top-flight committee studying Pentagon
operations,

In these roles, to the surprise of no one
who knows that competent soldler-lawyer,
Buzhardt earned his spurs and silenced his
critics to the left.

In his new job Buzhardt apparently will
have a role in implementing the contro-
versial recommendations of the reorganiza-
tion committee, This will be a demanding
task, requiring perseverance, tact and sales-
manship.

On past performances, Fred Buzhardt is
equal to it.

SECOND ANNIVERSARY OF SOVIET
INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, last Fri-
day marked the second anniversary of
the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. It
is fitting that we all pause and remem-
ber the sights and sounds of the Soviet
armor rumbling through the streets of
Prague, and the mixture of anger and
despair on the faces of the people.

The coming of the Soviet tanks did
not crush a mighty structure of free-
dom, There was little enough freedom
in Czechoslovakia at the time. It was
still a one-party Communist dictator-
ship. But it was experimenting with
some freedoms which might have en-
abled the nation to become a more open
society.

It is evident that the Soviet Union
cannot tolerate freedom even in small
quantities, and even in neighboring na-
tions. The severity of Soviet repression
in Czechoslovakia in the last 24 months
has confirmed the fact that the inse-
cure tyrants in the Kremlin are deathly
afraid of such slight opposition as is of-
fered by mildly critical newspapers and
the free and open discussion of public
policy in public places.

The slight freedom enjoyed by Czecho-
slovaks in the months prior to the So-
viet invasion was not the only casualty of
that invasion. Here in the United States
a theory was destroyed by that invasion.
This was the tattered and threadbare
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theory that the Soviet Union is mellow-
ing and becoming a congenial member
of the community of nations.

It seems inevitable that every time
the Soviet Union goes 6 months without
committing some especially loathsome
act, a minor army of prophets will be
ready to fill the quarterlies with essays
describing the fundamental changes for
the best in the Soviet despotism.

The only good that came from the
Soviet invasion was the mortal wound-
ing of the theory about emerging So-
viet decency. The invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia was too high a price to pay for
that. But if we learn anew the facts
about the continuing threat posed by the
Soviet Union, then we can truly say the
Czechoslovakian struggle for liberty was
not in vain,

ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMED FORCE:
A FORMULA FOR THE FUTURE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, like many
other Senators, I have for a number of
years considered the pros and cons of
an all-volunteer armed force for the
United States. There is much to be said in
favor of such a concept, and I believe
most of this has been said, repeatedly,
over the past 2 years.

In my opinion, the proposal to end the
selective service program has been, and
is, a nonpartisan issue. There are propo-
nents and opponents to the measure
throughout the political spectrum. The
Gates Commission, in its report to the
President, listed what it recognized as the
“main objections” to elimination of the
draft.

These were:

(1) an all volunteer force will become iso-
lated from society and threaten civilian con-
trol;

(2) isolation and alienation will erode
civillan respect for the military and hence
dilute its quality;

(3) an all-volunteer force will be all-black
or dominated by servicemen from low-in-
come backgrounds;

(4) an all-volunteer force will lead to &
decline in patriotism or In popular concern
about foreign policy;

(6) an all-yolunteer force will encourage
military adventurism.

The Commission then set about reply-
ing to these objections.

These certainly have not been my ob-
jections. I do not believe that any of these
consequences would necessarily result
from termination of the draft. Neither
did the Commission.

But I do believe that many of the Com-
mission’s assumptions are open to ques-
tion because in most cases, they have
selected the most favorable aspects of a
number of conditions., It has appeared
to me that the Commission report has
been, rather than a balanced feasibility
study of the proposal, a presentation of
the favorable evidence for an all-volun-
teer force such as a defense counsel might
present to a jury.

In addition to the defensive nature of
the report, this type of presentation was
continued by members of the Commis-
sion staff at briefings in the Senate Of-
fice Building conducted for Members of
Congress and their staffs. These Commis-
sion staff members remarked several
times during at least one of the briefing
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sessions that those who favor abolition of
the draft should not defend the concept,
but should endeavor to force those in
opposition to the conecept to defend their
stand against ending the draft. It was
difficult to accept these briefing sessions
as an unbiased presentation of fact.

Nevertheless, in my view, these briefing
sessions provided valuable information,
information that should be carefully con-
sidered by the Members of the Senate.
Dr. Walter Y. Oi, a director of research
for the Commission, noted that 44 per-
cent of the Army enlistees would not have
volunteered had they not been draft
motivated. He said that 30 percent of Ma-
rine volunteers would not have enlisted
without draft motivation.

It was further pointed out at the brief-
ing that 18 percent of the Army’s volun-
teers currently have infantry assign-
ments. This means, generally speaking,
that the other 82 percent of the Army’s
volunteers serve in areas other than in-
fantry.

There is not much question that, while
the infantry is one of the proudest arms
of the military forces, the infantry bears
the brunt of the dangers of war, the high-
est casualty rates, and the least pleasant
environment as we know conventional
warfare,

What these figures bring us to is a
“main objection” that the Gates report
failed to list, and that is the question as
to whether an all-volunteer military
force will work, with the vast commit-
ments of the United States today in In-
dochina and throughout the world, now
or in the unforeseen future.

The Association of the United States
Army had this to say in a resolution
adopted October 15, 1969:

No. 7. ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMY

Throughout the history of the United
States, military security has depended upon
the willingness of all able-bodied citizens to
serve in the armed forces, either as volunteers
or through some form of selective service
when the necessity has arisen.

It is recognized that the present selective
service system has accomplished the follow-
ing:

%1} Provided sufficlent manpower to the
active Army to enable it to accomplish the
varied and difficult missions with which it
has been charged.

(2) Increased the number of voluntary
enlistments for longer periods among those
who perhaps would not have considered mili-
tary service had there been no selective serv-
ice obligation.

(8) Insured the availability of individuals
with varied skills and experience vital to the
mission of the Army.

(4) Provided a source of tralned manpower
for Army Reserve and Army National Guard
forces and has created a reservoir of battle-
experienced citizens who could be counted on
in any emergency requiring rapid expansion
of the armed forces.

It is recognized that under future circum-
stances which might place a lower man-
power requirement on the Army, an all-vol-
unteer system of service could be practicable
and desirable, However, it does not appear
that the personnel requirements under pres-
ent conditions could be maintained through
an all-volunteer system., With an all-volun-
teer Army, it would be essential to provide
a back-up of trained reserve elements in
larger numbers than now exist to insure an
effective force sufficlent to meet any na-
tional emergency.

We therefore resolve to support the con-
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tinuation of a selective service system as long
as required, to function in concert with a
strong volunteer system.

What the Army Association is saying
is that the Selective Service System is
time tested and proven, in time of actual
war, and in time of the continuing cold
war, which will not end with American
withdrawal from Vietnam, and which
will continue to require vast American
manpower in uniform.

The Gates Commission staff briefings
seemed to indicate that the all-volunteer
concept also is time tested in the forces
of the United States. They referred to
the great success of the Marine Corps
which, for the most part, has been an all-
volunteer force and certainly has won
worldwide recognition for its excellence
in combat. But the Marine Corps is an
elite force, and it is a relatively small
force—normally in time of peace num-
bering less than 200,000 men and offi-
cers—including its air wings and other
supporting units.

The Marine Corps, in World War II
and in the Vietnam war, nevertheless
found it necessary to go to the draft to
meet its wartime combat requirements.
During the Korean war, the Marine
Corps found it necessary to call its ecivil-
ian reserves to active duty. As pointed
out earlier, 30 percent of the marine en-
listees in the Vietnam war told the Gates
Commission they volunteered to prevent
being drafted into another service.

The Commission dwells heavily on in-
creased pay and benefits as an incentive
for military volunteers. It is important
that the men and women of our Armed
Forces receive good salaries and that they
be able to support their families and have
a standard of living as nearly as possible
equal to that of Americans in other en-
deavors.

I certainly support this.

But I do not believe the main emphasis
in seeking men to serve this Nation in
its Armed Forces should be upon pay and
benefits, but upon the honor of serving
their country.

The Marine Corps has had and now
has great success as a volunteer fighting
force. But the men of the Marine Corps
do not receive or have not received extra
pay and allowances for the hazardous
duty they are called upon to perform.
Yet, hundreds of thousands of American
men have volunteered for the Marines;
not for high pay, but to serve their coun-
try

To consider higher pay as a major in-
centive for serving this country is, in my
view, a mercenary approach. Yet we
hear many deploring the use of mer-
cenaries from other nations—merce-
naries who likely can be bought at a lower
price than could Americans—to wage
WAT,

I support the concept of Americans
volunteering to fight for America.

But I respectfully question whether
the all-volunteer armed force is really
possible, especially with the short-range
and long-range military commitments
which face the United States today.

The problem, as the figures on the
Army’s draft-motivated volunteers indi-
cate, is in obtaining combat troops.

The Gates report lumps all of the
services together to obtain a favorable
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overall percentage of volunteers in the
armed services at this time. The combat
troop problem has not been isolated.
Combat troops are those whose mission
it is to close with the enemy in offensive
or defensive action and to defeat him on
the battlefield and at his field bases. The
exposure of these combat men to hard-
ship and to the possibility of being killed,
captured, or wounded is far greater than
that of others in the armed forces. Ex-
cept for certain elite units, men less
readily volunteer for such direct combat
duties.

Mr. President, I support higher pay
and benefits for the men of our Armed
Forces, but I do not feel the Hatfield-
Goldwater amendment to be in the best
interest of our national security at this
time.

Therefore, I will vote against this pro-
posal, and I urge its defeat.

UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS FOR
ACADEMIC ORDER, INC.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate to the forma-
tion of a new academic association that
deserves the praise and support of us
all. This is University Professors for
Academic Order, Inc.

I am pleased to be able to share with
the Senate the first issue of the organi-
zation’s newsletter, Universitas. This
newsletter contains six interesting items.

First, there is a spirited and learned
essay cn “The State of American Higher
Eduecation,” written by Dr. William H.
Roberts, professor of international law
and relations at the Catholic University
of America. I have been fortunate to re-
ceive the benefit of Dr. Robert’s scholar-
ship and shall soon be sharing with the
Senate a memorandum he has prepared
on the inadequacies of the so-called
Amendment To End the War.

Second, there are excerpts from the
Articles of Incorporation of the UPAO.

Third, there is a preliminary program
and policy statement setting forth the
aims of the UPAO, and it is especially
interesting for its comments on the
American Association of University
Professors.

Fourth, there is a list of State and
campus representatives of UPAO. This
list is already impressive and, I am sure,
will grow. I am pleased to see that Colo-
rado is already well represented.

Fifth, there are excerpts from a lively
and altogether splendid letter to the
President’'s Commission on Campus Un-
rest. I am proud to note that this letter
is from Prof. Tyrus Hillway, director of
academic development and professor of
higher education at the University of
Northern Colorado. I applaud the senti-
ments he expresses, and am only sorry
that I cannot agree with his assertion
that the Commission on Campus Unrest
is an objective commission for which we
should be grateful.

Sixth, there is an interesting note from
Prof. Fred W. Decker of the meteorology
department at Oregon State University.

Mr. President, so that all Senators may
enjoy the evidence of academie modera-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that these
items from Universitas be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE STATE oF AMERICAN HicHER EDUCATION

(By William H. Roberts)

Judge Learned Hand once said that our
courts cannot be better than our judges are.
A similar statement can be made, and Pprob-
ably with even greater justification, in re-
gard to our colleges and universities. In the
course of the last years, headlines referring
to campus unrest and student revolutions
have become dally routine. However, the
curiously similar patterns of student unrest
in all Western countries give rise to the
legitimate query, whether it is, in fact, as
frequently urged upon us, only a reaction
to national policies—foreign or otherwise—
or just a symptom of the social environment
of the late 1960's and early 1970's. Clearly,
the leadership groups of the various national
student movements seem to have taken upon
themselves the apostolate of the ideology of
the “New Left.” These leadership groups are
well endowed with travel funds to meet to-
gether, nationally and Internationally, and
thus to concert their policies.

However, we have to ask ourselves whether
this revolutionary unrest has not deeper
roots, and whether it could have reached its
present dimensions if the universities and
colleges had actually played their organic
role in society. With Judge Hand, we believe
that our institutions of higher education
cannot be better than their faculties and
administrators. It is they, who in view of
their relatively long-term connection with
the Institutions, exercise a by far greater
influence than the coming and going student
body.

It is the deep-seated anomie of a wide
sector of faculty members and of their rep-
resentative organizations, which, in fact,
makes the revolutionary student unrest pos-
sible, if it is not actually, however timidly,
tacitly or nefariously, engendered by it.

In 1927 Jules Benda wrote his La Trahison
des Clerks which has been clumsily trans-
lated as The Betrayal of the Intellectuals.

In his introduction to the translation
Herbert Read stated that Benda’s “clerk” was
the “distinguished thinker—the man who
pursues knowledge oblivious of the social
and economic tendencies of the time. ., . .
Now M. Benda's charge is that the clerks
of today, almost without exception and
whatever their standing, have betrayed the
cause of speculative thought of the interests
of political passion.” Read summarized cor-
rectly Benda's charges when he said that
“Instead of humanism, which is an intel-
lectual concept . . . they substitute a senti-
mental humanitarianism. . . . Instead of
leading the mob, they follow the mob; they
adopt the politics of the mob and sanctify
them—give them an intellectual gloss.” This
is exactly the position which has been taken
by many members of our college and univer-
sity faculties in the course of the last
decades.

It is imperative to railse the question
whether the American universities and the
academic profession can live up to the
aims and goals of higher education in the
environment of a permissive soclety. For
centuries, the purpose of higher education
has essentially been that of handing down
our heritage to younger generations and of
making new contributions to that heritage.
Similarly, it was understood that profes-
sional or vocational training had to rest on
a firm foundation of sound, general educa-
tion if the advanced training was to pro-
duce more than men who came to know
increasingly more about progressively shrink-
ing slithers of knowledge. As the scope of
their knowledge shrank, it became progres-
sively more meaningless not only to them
but also to those who did not happen to mas-
ter the rarefled techniques necessary for

29847

the manipulation of these disjointed parti-
cles of knowledge. The balance shifted from
a process of education to a mere learning
of techniques. In the former, the educator
fulfilled an essential and organic task. In
the latter, the educator has become but a
necessary evil that supervises the *“learn-
ing” of the student. The teachers have dis-
appeared from our classrooms and have
yielded their places to petty bureaucrats. The
students have been left to face their intel-
lectual growing pains without the guidance
of the educator in the past. Small wonder
that the student came to dislike and to dis-
trust the classroom bureaucrat who more
often than not delegated his rather degrad-
ing task to graduate assistants and in-
structors. The actual professional life of the
educator-bureaucrat is now lived in the
never-ceasing battle to solicit ever more
money for ever less meaningful “research
projects.” Frequently, the educator-bureau-
crat does not even bother to do or to direct
the research himself

This trend has been reinforced by the in-
creasing tendency to consider colleges and
universities as mass-education institutions
and to use, therefore, mass-learning tech-
niques. The transfer of the cultural heritage
and, at a later point of the educational proc-
ess, speclalization within the framework of
that heritage, has given way to the mere
learning of essentially voecational or profes-
sional methodologies and techniques. The
Institutions of higher education and the
academic profession found themselves and,
indeed, find themselves increasingly con-
fronted with a crisis in which they are about
to lose the organic place which they had
occupied in society for centuries,

The anomie and atomization of modern
soclety have been assisted by the breakdown
of the inner structure of higher education.
In turn, the purveyors of the “multiversity”
and of the “meritoeracy” repayed their debt
to modern society by accelerating the trend
leading toward cultural nihilism. ‘“Permis-
sive” soclety has declined any responsibility
and has shown neither interest nor under-
standing for the organic processes of higher
education. The impact of this rapidly moving
process on faculties and students alike has
been disastrous. The student who had been
abandoned and betrayed by the members of
the academic and bureaucratic meritocracy
came to understand intultively that a power
vacuum had come into existence. This vac-
uum the students have tried to fill in the
face of disinterested faculties and academic
administrators who consider it their job to
run institutions, i.e., students and the more
serlous faculty members whose principal
commitment is to the university rather than
to foundations or professional organizations,
as efficiently as possible. Clearly, adminis-
trative efficlency as the highest value has
led to impersonal learning and an adminis-
trative structure which the students came to
resent. It is necessary to point out that this
resentment has been kindled and supported
by forces which seem to have a vested inter-
est in doing away with the very pillars of
an organically integrated soclety. It was a
Dutch Communist—incidentally, & univer- -
sity professor—who wrote several years be-
fore the First World War that the safest and
quickest way to destroy soclety and to re-
shape i1t was the destruction of the educa-
tional process from within,

In the face of student resentment, the
bureaucratic meritocracy and the academic
administrators have all too frequently at-
tempted to “alibi” themselves by, at best,
permissiveness; at worst, by not only embrac-
ing the symbols but by providing the leader-
ship in the wave of resentment which they
themselves had triggered.

Many of these faculty members are
“alumni” of the “Post-Huron Statement"” pe-
riod and were at one or the other time active
SDS members. The later middle-age and
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older groups of faculty members, as many of
them frankly admit, have never overcome the
trauma and deprivations of the great depres-
sion. The very inability to transcend their
early experience, points to their emotional
instability which, In turn, made them re-
spond, behind the screen of various ration-
alizations, to the present Iideologies and
movements which, at best, tend to emphasize
the weaknesses and to de-emphasize the in-
ner strengths of American society.

Already in 1856, William Whyte in his now
classic book on The Organization Man
pointed out that the ethics of personal re-
sponsibility had been replaced by adminis-
trative and research team-work which lowers
the level of personal responsibility to the
point of disavowing it. Similarly, the “new
American academic mandarins” are respon-
sible for the steady decline of the most essen-
tial type of research, basic research, which—
in the sciences and arts (including the hu-
manities and social sclences)—is funda-
mentally & highly individualistic venture.
Such research is directly and indirectly, e.g.,
by economic sanctions, discouraged and re-
placed by grandiose and costly projects whose
budgets, similar to those of the universities
and colleges, are inflated by the inordinate
cost of an administrative superstructure
which is disproportionate to the educational
and research input and output. When in 1954
the Reece Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives filed its Report (83rd Cong., 2nd
Sess., House Report No. 2681) it said: “The
bureaucrats of the foundations have become
a powerful group indeed. Not only do they
determine grants and grantees, but they ex-
ert an influence on academic life second to
no other group in our soclety.” Today. this
statement has to be supplemented by adding
to it the members of the academic and re-
search bureaueracy. This is not to underesti-
mate the national need for, and the great im-
portance of, well-founded team research but
only to point out its excesses which tend to
destroy the very roots of Amerlcan higher
education. These excesses have also an en-
tropic and erosive effect on the vitality of
individual research which provides the very
life springs of team-research.

The repercussions of all these develop-
ments are so closely linked to questions of
the future shape and the very existence of
this nation that the repeated attempts
which have been made to present them
either as Isolated phenomena, or as reac-
tions to this or that forelgn or domestic
policy, are completely misleading. The words
of Werner Jaeger in his Paideia: The Ideals
of Greek Culture apply to us as much as
they applied to anclent Greece: .. . educa-
tion in any human community . . . is the
direct expression of its active awareness of a
standard” (Jaeger's emphasis), Jaeger might
well have referred to the academic situation
in our universities and colleges when he said
that “. . . the regime was indirectly threat-
ened by the frankly naturalistic tone of this
Sophistic philosophy, which by rigid appli-
cation of its own standard to all human life
was undermining the authority of the exist-
ing moral code.”

The faculty members and research associ-
ates of our universities who do not subscribe
to the dogmas on which the bureaucratic
meritocracy Insists, have found themselves
increasingly Iisolated, harrassed, economi-
cally disadvantaged, and endangered by pos-
sible denial of tenure and promotion. Un-
fortunately, AAUP which has been widely
accepted as the organization which repre-
sents the interests of the academic profes-
sion has been increasingly influenced by the
educational and research ideology pervading
the new “spirit” of academia. Since AAUP
has been mainly concerned of definite and
generally accepted . standards—has been
completely controlled by the ideologies of
those who wield the controlling influence
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on the campuses of the nation today. This
fact has also found expression in uncalled-
for AAUP statements on various non-aca-
demic issues.

In the face of this situation, has the
time not come to bring to an end our en-
forced isolation, and to pool our moral and
intellectual resources in the interest of the
real values of higher education and research,
which provide the backbone of the Republic,
as well as In the interest of our self-preser-
vation and protection?

EXCERPTS FROM THE ARTICLES OF INCORPORA-

TION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS FOR Aca-

DEMIC ORDER, INC.

Third. The purposes for which the corpo-
ration is organized are:

1. To advance the legitimate ideals of the
University within the framework of the Con-
stitutional and ethical values upon which
our government and social order have been
founded.

2. To preserve and advance the ideals of
the academic profession by furthering the
cause of academic freedom for all teachers In
all institutions of higher learning.

3. To promote scholastlec excellence among
teachers and research scholars at universities
and colleges and research institutions of
slmilar grade.

4. To facilitate effective, collegial cooper-
ation among scholars of colleges, universi-
ties and related professlional schools and re-
search institutions.

PRELIMINARY PROGRAM AND POLICY STATEMENT
ADOPTED BY THE BoOARD OF DirECTORS, UNI-
VERSITY PROFESSORS FOR ACADEMIC ORDER,
Ive., on JuLy 19, 1970

I. UPAO AND OTHER ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS

“University Centers for Rational Alterna-
tives” (UCRA) is basically interested in and
committed to a discussion of the three prin-
ciples stated in Measure (UCRA’s publica-
tion). UCRA is not a centralized organiza-
tion, but depends on individual campus or-
ganizations which address themselves on the
basis of UCRA principles to specific problems
of their respective institutions.

“The American Association of Unlversity
Professors’ (AAUP) is a policy-making and
rule-enforeing  (protective) organization
which, though it has campus chapters, oper-
ates essentially through a national organi-
zation. Policy-making and protection lle In
the hands of about twenty committees.

“University Professors for Academic Order"
(UPAO) is intended to be a policy-making
and rule-enforcing (protective) organization
for members of the academic profession who
feel, that, in fact, their professional and
philosophical interests are not represented
by AAUP.

In its first years, UPAO will not need the
elaborate AAUP committee structure. UPAO
can, for the time being, omit some of these
committees which AAUP has set up. For its
organizational purposes, UPAO will initially
limit the number of its committees by as-
signing to each committee tasks handled by
several AAUP committees.

II. INITIAL PROGRAM OF UPAO

1. Sustained and funded membership drive
continuing through state (regional) and
campus (local) organizations as soon as they
are established. The goal should be at least
1500 members by the end of 1970.

2. Visits by UPAO’s president to establish
personal contact with provisional state (re-
gional) and campus (local) representatives
and members,

3. Convocation of a national meeting of
State (regional) and campus (local) repre-
sentatives in Washington, D.C., preferably on
January 30-31, 1971, which will elect a Board
of Directors. Suggested: National Chairman,
Secretary, Treasurer, one or two permanent
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delegates from each region and the commit-
tee chalrmen.

III, INITIAL COMMITTEE STRUCTURE OF UPAO

1. Executive Committee.

2. Committee on Policy Statements on
Academic Issues (has no counterpart in
AAUP).

3. Committee on Membership and Dues.

4. Committee on Representation of Profes-
sional and Economic Interests.

5. Committee on College and University
Government.

6. Committee on Accreditation of Colleges
and Universities,

7. Committee on College and University
Teaching, Research, and Publications,

8. Committee on Relationships of Educa-
tion to Federal and State Governments.

8. Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure.

10. Committee on Chapters and Confer-
ences.

IV. GENERAL POLICY STATEMENT

UPAO members will work for the realiza-
tion of the following objectives:

1. To give UPAO members the opportunity
to promote policies on academic issues which
aim to recover for higher education and the
academic profession their organic place and
functions in an American soclety whose pub-
Hc life is governed by and organized in ac-
cordance with the Constitutional and ethical
values upon which this nation’s social and
governmental order have been founded; and

2. To protect members of the academic pro-
fession from academic, professional and eco-
nomic harrassment and from infringements
upon their academiec and clvic rights.

STATE AND CAMPUS REPRESENTATIVES AS
or JuLy 31, 1970
STATE REPRESENTATIVES
Colorado

Professor William C. Stickler, Department
of Chemistry, University of Denver, Denver,
Colorado 80210.

Missouri

Professor Jerzy Hauptmann, Department
of Political Science, Park College, Parkville,
Missouri 64152.

Oregon

Professor Fred W. Decker, Department of
Meteorology, Oregon State University, Corval-
lis, Oregon 87331,

CAMPUS REPRESENTATIVES
Arkansas

Professor George P. Smith II, School of
Law, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville,
Arkansas.

California

Professor William H. Haeuser, Jr., Depart-
ment of Business, Yuba College, Marysville,
Californla 85901.

Professor Carl A. Thomas, Department of
Theatrical Arts, Sacramento State College,
Sacramento, California 95819,

Colorado

Professor Wiladislaw Cieslewlcz, Depart-
ment of Economics, Colorado School of
Mines, Golden, Colorado 80401.

Professor Roy Colby, Department of Mod-
ern Languages, University of Northern Colo-
rado, Greeley, Colorado 80631,

Professor John Greenway, Department of
Anthropology, Unlversity of Colorado, Boul-
der, Colorado 80302.

Professor Libor Brom, Department of
Modern Languages, University of Denver,
Denver, Colorado 80201.

Ilinois

Professor Patrick Tarrant, Department of
Foreign Languages, Illinois State University,
Normal, Illinols 61761.

Professor Paul Warren Allen, Director,
School of Music, North Central College,
Naperville, Illinois 60540.
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Kentucky

Professor R. M. Longyear, Department of
usicology, University of Eentucky, Lexing-
on, Kentucky 40508.

Michigan

Professor John A. Clark, Department of
fechanical Engineering, Unlversity of Michi-
an, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48823,

Professor Allan Spitz, James Madison Col-
ege Department of Political Science, Michi-
an State University, East Lansing, Michigan
BB23.

Minnesota

Professor Mark Graubard, Director, Na-
ional Science Program, University of Min-
esota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455.

New Jersey

Dean Heinz Mackensen, The TUniversity
Evening Division, Fairleigh Dickinson Uni-
ersity, Rutherford, New Jersey 08028.

Professor George Geng, Department of
Psychology, Glassboro State College, Glass-
oro, New Jersey 08028.

New York

Professor Sandor Balogh, Department of
Political Bcience, Hudson Valley Community
ollege, Troy, New York 12180.

Professor Yolanda Ortal, Department of
fodern Languages, College of St. Rose, Al-
any, New York

Professor Anthony T. Bouscaren, Depart-
nent of Political Science, LeMoyne College,
byracuse, New York,

North Carolina

Professor Robert C. Lamb, Department of
hemistry, East Oarolina University, Green-
ille, North Carolina 27834,

Ohio

Professor Stephen T. Bihari, Department

Modern Languages, Ashland College, Ash-
hnd, Ohilo 44304.

Professor Nathan F. Cardarelli, Division of
ngineering & Science, University of Akron,
kron, Ohio 44304.

Professor Willlam O. Swan, Department of
ducation, Youngstown State University,
oungstown, Ohlo 44511.

Oregon

Professor Olaf Boedtker, Oregon State Uni-
ersity, Corvallls, Oregon 97331.

Washington
Professor Rev. Robert Bradley, S. J., Dean,
ollege of Arts & Bciences, Seattle Univer-
ty, Seattle, Washington 98122,
Professor Gary L. Peterson, Department of
peech, University of Puget Sound, Tacoma,
ashington 98416.

Virginia

Professor Henry A. Myers, Department of
olitical Sclence, Madison College, Harrison-
urg, Virginia 22801.
Richard O'Eeeffe, Librarian, George Mason
ollege of the University of Virginia, Fair-
ax, Virginia 22040,

West Virginia

Professor Dan C. Heldman, Department of
olitical Science Marshall University, Hunt-
gton, West Virginia.

Professor James B, Hickman, Department
[ Chemistry, University of West Virginia,
Lorgantown, West Virginia 26505.

Ovur MEMBERS WRITE

Professor Tyrus Hillway, Director of Aca-
emic Development and Professor of High
ducation at the University of Northern
plorado, wrote to the Honorable William W.
ranton, Chairman of the President’s Com-
sslon on Campus Unrest and with his per-
ission, we reproduce some of the pertinent
hssages of the letter:

“Many of us in the academic community
e extremely grateful to President Nixon for
bpointing an objective commission for the
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of the commission for being willing to under-
take so awesome a task . . . The only thing
really clear is the fact that, had we educators
been willing to stand firm in defending the
democratic and academic principles we pro-
fess, unrest would have never assumed its
present proportions of violence . ., .”

Professor Hillway's letter then proceeds
with analyzing student unrest and its char-
acteristics and then proceeds:

"5. Encouragement of protest by some
faculty members: In fhe nineteen sixties
American higher education went through
an era of massive growth unprecedented in
our history. To accommodate thé huge num-
bers of new students entering during those
years, universities hired thousands of new
teachers., Because of the demand, hiring
standards Inevitably fell. Persons with the
shaklest of credentials were appointed to
faculty positions. It is an open secret that
about a third of those recruited to teach in
our universities during the sixties were poorly
qualified. But classes had to be met.

“The natural frustrations of misfit faculty
members have been reflected not only in
their effect upon student attitudes—since
they encouraged the students to participate
in their own resentments, but also in the
tendency to perpetuate mediocrity and a
hostility toward high intellectual achieve-
ment, The goal of many of these poor teach-
ers, unable to compete on any other terms,
became popularity; and the cheapest way to
popularity, as every teacher knows, is to
support student movements. The real mo-
tive in most cases, however, is to strike back
at an institution and a soclety which have
shown up the inadequate teacher for what
he 18-, . .”

The letter continues with an analysis of
the role of outsiders and the news media
in campus unrest and goes on:

“8. The development of distrust in our gov-
ernment. It has become popular among our
citizens to say that nobody in government
can be believed. This used to be a kind of
joke inspired by the excesses of certaln poli-
ticlans during their election campalgns. It
is no longer stated as a joke. Even when the
facts can be vertified, as when an Italian
Communist newspaper published the official
casualty figures from North Vietnam and
they agreed substantially with enemy casu-
alty figures issued by the United States
armed forces, there has been a growing ten-
dency to ignore or even flatly deny every-
thing emanating from an official agency.

“Cynicism regarding the pronouncements
of our own government would not be so
dangerous if it were not accompanied by a
rather simple-minded willingness to accept
without challenge the propaganda state-
ments of some clearly untrustworthy foreign
governments. Misstatements I heard broad-
cast from Iron Curtain radio stations, which
are under striet political control, as part of
a propaganda campaign many months ago I
now hear circulating in this country as un-
disputed fact. How could this come about?
It is hardly: logical, when the choice is of-
fered, for an American to accept the word
of those whom history has proved not only
flagrantly dishonest, but repaclious for self-
aggrandizement in preference to reports of
our own government. Some consideration
might well be given to possible remedies for
this absurd condition which has a direct
bearing on campus unrest.”

Professor Fred W. Decker of the Meteor-
ology Department of Oregon State Univer-
slty at Corvallls analyzed norms by which
colleges could be classified as succeeding or
declining as a result of the present crisis and
came to the following conclusions:

“Violence, arson, commotion and money-
squeeze have increasingly imperiled many
colleges. Now, the past Spring 1970 chaos on
the campus has evoked a sweeping public
backlash threatening early curtailment of
many colleges and universities . . . Will the
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survival of the fittest actually work, or will
disaster fall on the fit and the unfit schools
indisecriminately? Modern soclety needs the
good colleges and unliversities to propagate
Western Civilization. Still, freedom loses to
slavery If campus sanctuaries produce more
‘Doctor’ Fidel Castro types . . . Distinguish-
ing the fit from the unfit will pose a knotty
problem for students, faculty and supporters.
They need factual data such as these:

*1, How many classes did each college lose
last year?

2. What prospects exist for continuous in-
struction next year?

“3. How efTectively did each college cope
with campus chaos?

“4, Does each college have clear objectives
and adhere to them?

“5. Does a wide spectrum of faculty view-~
point produce objective handling of such
subjects as economics, political science, his-
tory, sociology and philosophy?

“Published ratings on these questlons as
researched by a fact-gathering academic body
would help focus the backlash positively.
This could ensure upbuilding the fit schools
and reduce the waste of personal and ma-
terial resources of cclleges already doomed
by inept leadership and by entrenchment of
the anti-intellectual barbarians.”

DEATH OF IRVING JAY FAIN OF
PROVIDENCE

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, Scarcely ever
have I been at a funeral service of a
private citizen that was as moving and
simple and broadly attended by the peo-
ple and leaders of our State as was that
today of Irving Jay Fain at Temple
Beth-El in Providence. The reason was
the character and contributions to our
community of the truly good and fine
man we were mourning.

Graduated from Harvard in 1927 and
an Army officer in World War II, Irving
Fain had through his whole adult life
followed a course of total commitment
to the causes in which he believed—be
it the domestic cause of fair housing for
Negroes or the world problem of peace.
Irving Fain fought and pressed for what
he considered right. Rabbi William
Braude's eloquent eulogy and tribute to
him reached the hearts of all of us there.

AMENDMENT TO END THE WAR:
CASUALTY AND COST PROJEC-
TIONS FOR DIFFERENT VIETNAM
WITHDRAWAL PLANS

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to present the fourth in a
series of articles pertaining to various
aspects of the amendment to end the
war. The article, entitled “Casualty and
Cost Projections for Different Vietnam
Withdrawal Plans,” written for the
Congress of Young Professionals for Po-
litical Action by Arnold M. Kuzmack.
Mr. Kuzmack is a former staff member
of the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense—systems analysis—and is
well within his realm of expertise in dis-
cussing the important issues of his re-
search paper,

In our consideration of our future
poliey in Vietnam, it is essential to know
the consequences and implications, par-
ticularly in terms of lives as well as fi-
nancial resources of whatever course we
choose to follow.

I found Mr. Kuzmack’s article & valu-
able contribution to comparative knowl-




edge on the costs and casualties en-
tailed in various withdrawal plans and
future policies in Indochina, and would
like to share this research with Senators.
The article directs attention to vital
areas to be discussed in the forthcoming
debate on American involvement in In-
dochina: I would hope that Senators
would take a few moments to study this
paper. I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

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

CAsSUALTY AND CosT PROJECTIONS FOR DIFFER-
ENT VIETNAM WITHDRAWAL PLANS

(By Arnold M. Kuzmack)

This paper presents estimates of the U.S.
casualties and budget costs that would result
over the next five years from five possible
Vietnam withdrawal plans. The first is the
plan in the McGovern-Hatfield Amendment,
Since the Administration has not indicated
what its plans are, other possibilities are
considered, ranging from a continuation of
the current withdrawal rate through main-
tenance of over 200,000 U.S. troops in Viet-
nam through 1975.

The casualty estimates are based on two
key assumptions: (1) that U.S. casualties will
be proportional to the number of U.S. troops
in Vietnam, and (2) that the fractional cas-
ualty rate (casualties per Amerlcan in Viet-
nam) will be the same as for the first three
quarters of FY 1970 (a period of low activity
rates before the Cambodian operation). Ei-

ther of these assumptions might be false. For
example, more U.S. casualties than predicted
in this paper would occur if:

(1) U.8. forces increased their activity
rates or if;

(2) Enemy attacks tended to be more suc-
cessful because the remaining U.B. forces
were largely support forces dependent upon
the South Vietnam Army for their protection,
or if;

(3) The enemy attempted to keep the num-
ber of attacks on U.S. forces at a constant
level. (By and large the key assumptions
imply that the enemy reduces the number
of attacks on U.S, forces in proportion to the
U.8. forces withdrawn).

Uncertainties such as those indicated above
make casualty estimates very rough and often
little more than an indication of the appro-
priate order of magnitude.

The cost estimates are developed by ex-
trapolation of the official Defense Depart-
ment estimates of the incremental cost of
the war in FY 1969 and 1870, as presented by
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller), Robert C. Moot, to the House Ap-
propriations Committee on March 3, 1970.
The uncertainties in the original estimates
and the method of extrapolation are such
that errors as high as $1-2 billior cannot be
ruled out.

The estimates are presented in constant FY
1971 dollars, with no attempt being made to
estimate inflation beyond that point. They
should be compared with incremental out-
lays for the war of $21.56 billion in FY 1969
and 817.4 billion in FY 1970 (current dollars).

Further details on methodology may be
found in the Appendix.

SUMMARY TABLE

Cost (dollars in billions)

Killed in action Total casualties

Total cost,
fiscal year
1971-75

Increase
overcol. 1 1971-75

Total
deaths,
fiscal year

Total,
Increase  fiscal year
over col. 1 1871-75

Increase
over col. 1

Case 1: McGovern-Hatfield plan

Case 2: Current withdrawal rate, out by early
fiscal year 1973

Cese 3 Current rate, residual force of 50,000

Case 4 Withdrawal dm&ed in fiscal year 1972
residual force of 50, men... .

Case 5: Continuing force of over 2 0 me

2,500
5, 400
7,400

9, 500 7,000
14,700 12, 200

65, 450

84, 000
130, 300

CASE 1! M’GOVERN-HATFIELD AMENDMENT PLAN

Under this plan, all U.B. troops would be
withdrawn from Vietnam by the end of FY
1971, i.e., by 1 July 1971. No attempt is made
to show the effect of avolding “offensive"
operations after December 1870, as the

amendment requires, and it is doubtful there
would be much effect. Beginning with FY
1972, #1.0 billlon per year in military ald is
provided.

The year-by-year effects of this plan are
shown below:

Fiscal year—
1972 1973 1974

1971 1975

Fiscal year—
1971 1972 1973 1974

1975

End fiscal yeartroap
level (thousands). . ST o e e
U.S. casualties:
Killed in action._. FE AR .. R
Wounded in action_ -

Total
Budget nutlays(hllllnns) s? 5

CASE 2: CURRENT WITHDRAWAL RATE CONTINUED

Under this plan, the current withdrawal
rate of 50,000 men per quarter would con-
tinue until none are left in early FY 1973.
Beginning with FY 1972, $1.0 billlon per
year in military ald is provided.

End fiscal year iroup te\rel
thousands).. &
LS. casualties:
Killed in action. ... 3,900
Wounded in action_._. 30, 800

223

11,700 -

1200 2 e i Se oo
5.4 51,1 91 1

Tota 700
Budgetoutlays(hllilons) 311 2

CASE 3: CURRENT WITHDRAWAL RATE CONTINUED,
RESIDUAL FORCE
This is the same as Case 2, except that
troop levels do not fall below 50,000 men in
Vietnam.

Fiscal year—

1972 1973

1971

End fiscal year troop level (thousands)

U.S. casuslities:
Killed in action

Wougded T seten sl oo i e S R S e ST T E

Total
Budget outlays (billions). .

50 50

600
4,750

5,350
33

1,700
13, 000

14, 700
5.5

00
4,750
5,350

$

600

4,750

5,350
3

CASE 4: WITHDRAWALS DELAYED IN FY 1872,
RESIDUAL FORCE
Under this plan, troop levels remain con-
stant in FY 1972, to provide support for the
developing South Vietnamese armed forces.

Withdrawals at the rate of 50,000 men per
quarter resume in FY 1973 until the level of
50,000 is reached. Beginning with FY 1972,
$1.0 billion per year in military ald 1s pro-
vided.

Fiscal year
1973

1975

1971 1972 1974

End fiscal year troop level (thousands)

U.S. casualties:
Killed in action_

Tota
Budget uutlays (hllllons)

223 50 50 50

600 600
4,75 4,750

5,350 5,350
53 $3

3,900
30, 800

34,700
$11.2

2,700 1,700
21,200 13,000

23,900 14,700
§8.8 $5.5

CASE 5! CONTINUING FORCE OF OVER 200,000 MEN
Under this alternative, a force level of

about 223,000 men is reached by June 1971,

and is maintained through FY 1975.

Fiscal year
1973

1971 1972 1974

End fiscal year troop level (thousands). .
U.S. casualties:

Killed in action

Wounded in action

223 223 23 223

2,000 270 2,0 2,700
2,200 20200 21,200

2,700
23,900 23,9000 23,900 23,900
§8.8

21,200
§8.8 §8.8 §3.8
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APPENDIX: METHODOLOGY

Casualty methodology

Casualty projections were derived as fol-
lows, U.8. troops provided about 537,000 man-
years in South Vietnam in FY 1960 and 486,
000 man-years (annual rate) for the first 9
months of FY 1970. Actual numbers of cas-
ualties and rates per 1,000 man-years are
shown in the following table.

Total number (rate per
1,000 man-years)

Fiscal F:;gr

11, 340 {21)
67,391 (125)

Fiscal year
1970 (3
months)

4,252 (

Killed in action_ . 12)
i 34,594 (95)

Wounded in action. ..

The FY 1970 casualty rates are then ap-
plied to the number of man-years in South
Vietnam that would obtain for the alterna-
tive considered.

Cost methodology

Costs are computed by assoclating Military
Personnel (MilPers), Operations and Mainte-
nance (O&M), and Procurement outlays for
the war with the number of man-years in-
country (MYIC) in South Vietnam. The cal-
culations proceed as follows:

1. Officlal Defense Department estimates of
the incremental costs of the war In FY 1969
and 1970 are shown in the next table. Figures
for FY 1971 are not given in order to keep the
President’s assumed withdrawal rate secret.
The figures shown are outlays in millions of
current dollars.

Fiscal year
1969 1970

cenm--- $9,666 $5,375
6,488 5,438

cememae 21,544 . 17,428

2. Incremental military personnel for the
war can be estimated at about 950,000 men,
consisting of 830,000 actual increase in end
strength and about 120,000 made avallable
by the civilian/military substitution pro-
gram, as of end FY 1969. For FY 1989, this
results in a Mil Pers cost of about $86,000 per
man-year and 1.77 man-years per MYIC (the
excess being in support functions outside
Vietnam and in the training pipeline).

3. Assuming inflation in Mil Pers costs of
109 between FY 1969 and 1970 (consistent
with Mr. Moot's figures) and 6% between
FY 1970 and 1971 (reflecting recent pay raise
decislons), we will have a Mil Pers cost per
man-year of $6,600 in FY 1970 and 87,000 in
FY 1871. This results in 1.3 man-years per
MYIC in FY 1970, since there will be about
470,000 MYIC in FY 1970.

4. We assume that in FY 1871 and later
years, the ratio can be reduced to 1:656 man-
years per MYIC, reflecting the ability to
reduce the training pipeline ahead of force
level reductions, This results in Mil Pers out-
lays of about $11,500 per MYIC in FY 1871
and later years.

5. Mr. Moot’s figures imply O&M outlays
per MYIC of about $12,000 in FY 1969 and
$11,500 in FY 1970. The trend is projected
to §11,000 in FY 1871, and later years. Sim-
flarly, they imply Procurement outlays per
MYIC of about $16,300 in FY 1969 and $13,300
in FY 1870, which we project to $11,000 in
FY 1971 and later years. These calculations
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result in a variable cost of $33,600 per MYIC
in FY 1971 and later years.

6. In addition, RDT&E and Military Con-
struction are assumed to continue at their
FY 1970 rate as long as large numbers of
U.S. troops remain in Vietnam. Outlays for
military aid to South Vietnam are taken at
$0.1 billilon in FY 1971, and §1.0 billion in
FY 1972 and later.

SOME POINTS ON GEOPOLITICS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, Prof.
Stefan Possony, director of the inter-
national studies program at the Hoover
Institute on War, Revolution, and Peace
at Stanford University, has kindly pre-
pared for me a series of memorandums
setting forth his views on various aspects
of the most vexing international prob-
lems facing this Nation.

So that all Senators may be exposed
to Professor Possony's thinking, I ask
unanimous consent that two of his
memorandums be printed in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the memo-
randums were ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

SomE PoIiNTs ON GEOPOLITICS

A great deal of confusion has been created
by geopoliticlans who have been talking
about so-called heartlands the possession of
which, as they see it, provides control over
far larger areas. Sir Halford MacKinder was
talking of a heartland where the fate of the
entire world has been customarily decided.
He was sure that this heartland is some-
where in the plains which connect Europe
with Asia, but he was mercifully vague and
inconsistent about precise locations.

This theory stood in contradiction to that
of Admiral Mahan who regarded the sea as
the dominant geographic element. Others
viewed primary industrial areas, such as the
Ruhr, the Midlands, or Manchurla, as heart-
lands in the industrial age and it is this
theory which unconseciously influences think-
ing about the importance or non-importance
of Vietnam.

The logic is, essentially, that Vietnam does
not have the potential for heavy industry, so
it makes no difference who has the place. If
the country remains divided, no one benefits
from any advantage, and if it is united, the
side which influences or controls it, does not
gain, while the side which “loses”, experiences
no loss.

This theory is unconvincing because it
fails to account for economic development
and for “valueless” locations like Switzer-
land or Hong Kong. Moreover, power struggles
are dynamic. The importance of a given ter-
ritory depends on where the fields of the
competing forces intersect. Therefore, im-
portance varies with time, the line-ups of
international conflict, technology, and trade
patterns, etc. For example, during the 18th
century, the Caribbean was considered to be
of the greatest economic importance: it pro-
duced the world’s sugar. Canada was regarded
as useless because its climate was unmanage-
able,

No one has really stated that Vietnam has
no strategic value but it is quite true that
the geopolitics of the area have not been
worked out. Nevertheless, history happens to
be a rather good guide. Vietnam and the rest
of Indochina have been the zone where the
cultural and political orbits of India and
China were intersecting and for which Euro-
pean imperialisms were heavily competing.
The waters of Southeast Asia are one of the
foremost maritime crossroads of the world.

During the 20th century the area proved
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to be a key to southern China which in turn,
for the approaches from the western world,
as well as for political development, has
shown itself to be the key to China as a
whole?

The fact is that the United States did not
seek any involvement in Southeast Asia but
gradually was forced into the region. In 1841,
President Roosevelt decided on economic
sanctions when the Japanese entered Indo-
china. This last-ditch decision led to Pearl
Harbor. By the end of World War II, the U.S.
was heavily involved in Indochina and—in-
advertently—facilitated Ho Chil Minh's road
to power. When the French resumed control,
we got out and decided not to support a de-
caying colonial structure; but we ended up
helping the French against the communist
offensive which followed in the wake of Mao’s
seizure of China and the armistice in Eorea.

We decided, in 1954, against intervening
militarily to save Dien Bien Phu but we did
support South Vietnam economically and
with some military assistance under Presi-
dent Eisenhower, President Eennedy stepped
up help. Presldent Johnson finally saw him-
self compelled to intervene in full force.

The point of this story is that no less than
six American Presidents’ every one of whom
was opposed to an American involvement in
Indochina, got drawn into the area—six
American Presidents saw no alternative.

The Indochinese war has lasted for about
thirty years, with different belligerents and
changing meanings, and the conflict has
gradually grown more serious., Some of the
local guerrilla operations may not be im-
portant and most of them move slowly, but
the duration of the crisis is not an accident.
It is apparent that the confiict will continue
as long as there is no re-orientation or no
political change at Hanoi; and possibly at
Peking.

It has become quite clear that the area is
strategically important to China, the USSR,
and the United States. The USSR and the
U.S. are involved, among other reasons, be-
cause of the significance of Southeast Asla
for India, The United States is seriously af-
fected also because of its relations with
Japan, the Philippines, and Indonesia; as
well as Australia which is connected with
Singapore, Malaysia, and Britain. China js
concerned because of economie, ethnie, and
geographical reasons.

Mr. Robert H. Yoakum,; a contributor to
the New Republic, talked to a mythical Mr.
Hee, travelling propagandist for Red China.
(CoONGRESSIONAL REecorp, May 25, 1970, p.
16877.) Mr. Hee suggested that the commu-
nists tricked Mr. Nixon into Cambodia. But
what is planned for the future? Hee smiled.
“Well, we shall wait until you are as mired in
Cambodia as you are in Vietnam. Then Laos.
Then Burma, India, Pakistan, Afghanistan,
Iran, Iradq . . .”

“Wait", Mr. Yoakum almost shouted. ““You
are taking us right into the Middle East,
That might mean war with Russia as well!"”

“Ah, so?" sald Mr. Hee.

The story is funny. But it has an element
of geopolitical truth, The Chinese don’'t be-
lieve in the domino theory but in the arti-
choke strategy. Mr. Wallace Carroll in an
article inserted by Senator Church into the
CONGRESSIONAL REcORrD, May 25, 1970, pages
16897-16900, while suggesting that we “come
home” from Southeast Asia, warned strongly
that the dominoes are falling in the Middle
East—Iin Iraq, Syria, UAR, Libya, Algeria,
Sudan, the two Yemens. Aden. Somalia and

1 During the 19th century much of the in-
ternational power struggle centered on the
Balkans and Turkey. By way of an analogue,
Southeast Asia may be compared with the
Balkans and China with the Ottoman Empire.
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the Gulf.? So if the eastern dominoes fall to-
ward the west and the mid-eastern dominoes
toward the east, there will be a dramatic con-
vergence. What about thinking in terms of
breaking dikes instead of falling dominoes?

I refer agaln to my testimony of March 17,
1970, on the sino-soviet conflict. The general
finding was that this conflict is a “border dis-
pute” and an “ideclogical struggle", but that
it transcends those limited descriptions by
far.

The fundamental fact is that the USSR
has a highly vulnerable flank in its Far East-
ern and Pacific possessions, For all practical
purposes, this flank appears to be indefensi-
ble against a strong and resolute future
China.

The Far East is the area where the USSR,
the strongest communist super-power, en-
counters China, the second strongest and
hostlle communist super-power; in that area,
the USSR also encounters Japan, the second
strongest power in the Free World and a key
ally of the United States,

Thus, the Far East is the area where the
strongest and the mutually most antagon-
istic political forces of the current epoch are
intersecting.

The Far East is the rocky cradle of the
potentially largest conflict the world has yet
seen, Yet it is also the area where the USSR
is weakest and where, with the resources cur-
rently at its disposal, it has the least capa-
bility of strengthening its position signifi-
cantly. The Soviets may rely on nuclear
weapons which in the Far East are their one
and only military hope, yet the rapid emer-
gence of China as a nuclear power is compli-
cating the USSR's Far Eastern defense prob-
lems. In fact, 100-200 Chinese MRBM' and
shorter range missiles gravely threaten the
USSR east of the 80th meridian and render
the Soviet hold on the Baikal-Amur-Ussuri
area most tenuous. If the USSR were to be
pushed away from the Pacific littoral, it
would not only cease to be as powerful as it
is today, but its fragile multi-ethnic ar-
rangements in Siberia and Central Asia would
collapse.

Boviet strategy against the United States
has been motivated by a set of offensive goals
which include the completion of the world
revolution or the attainment of world hege-
mony or even domination; or negatively, the
reduction or elimination of the United States
as a world power. The accomplishment of
such ultimate goals is not necessary for the

2 Mr: Carroll says “the GNP of South Viet-
nam, Laos, Cambodia, Thailand, and Malaysia
combined 1s barely 811 billion. Compare this
with little Belgium which alone has a GNP
of about 22 billion.” “If these five Aslan
countries joined up with China . . ., the ef-
fect on the world balance would be negli-
glible." So let's rather worry about the Miid-
dle East,

In my judgment, we must not lcse the
Middle East, which we are doing. But Mr.
Carrol's argument for holding the Middle
East is quite false. Belgium's GNP was 821
billion in 1968, according to the London In-
stitute for Strategic Studies. The combined
GNP of the five Asian countries was $12.4
billion. Surely we should add Singapore
whichs brings the total to $13.8 billion. If
Burma and Indonesia were added, the total
goes to 825 billion; and with the Philippines
and Taiwan we would reach $36 billion. The
GNP of Red China is supposedly 878 billion,
which may be a little high. Thus, Southeast
Asla, In terms of GNP, is about half that of
China; the five states mentioned by Mr.
Carroll plus Singapore have nearly 18% of
the Chinese GNP. By contrast, the combined
income of Algeria, Irag, Syria, and UAR is
$11.5 billlon. The income of the other Mid-
dle Eastern States mentioned by Mr. Car-
roll is not exactly known but due to the
characteristics of the Arab oil industry it is
partly artificial.
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survival of the USSR as a country. A gradual
evolution of the imperial structure of the
present Russo-communist inner and outer
empire into a genuinely federal system would
allow the USSR to achleve accommodation
with the Free World; but this presupposed
that offensive goals be scrapped. In ather
words, its offensive strategy is the USSR’s
most expensive luxury.

Boviet strategy directed at China iz of an
entirely different nature: it aims at political
survival and the preservation of the USSR.
This soviet strategy has & defensive goal, but
it is not, and cannot be, a defensive strategy:
the attainment of the defensive objective re-
quires offensive acticns,

Soviet operational goals Include the re-
capture of Manchuria which the USSR must
acquire to develop the soviet Far East and
render it defensible. In order to strengthen
the defense capacities of the USSR and
weaken the Chinese threat, the soviets also
appear to alm at separating from the main
body of China the northern tler of Chinese
provinces, more correctly the autonomous
regions which are inhabited by ethnic and
religious minority groups. Just as the USSR
decided it cannot live with a unified Ger-
many, so it now seems to regard a unified
China as unacceptable.

The fundamental point is this: the USSR
does need Manchuria, lest it ceases being a
Pacific and perhaps even an Asian power.

If Manchuria were taken over by the
soviets, a huge development program would
have to be undertaken. The Kremlin may
be compelled to renounce its preventive war
plans because nuclear attack might boomer-
ang agalnst the Maritime Provinces. If then
the USSR tries to strengthen its Far Eastern
possessions as best as it can, a still mcre
gigantic investment program would be man-
datory. But in order to accelerate Far Eastern
development by several orders of magnitude,
the USSR needs logistics capabilities far
beyond those offered by the very limited
capacities of the Trans-Siberian Railroad and
AN-22 glant cargo planes. The enlargement
of “west-east rall transportation would be
extremely costly and probably impractical:
the rapid build-up of a satisfactory rail and
road net is impossible.

Economically speaking, the soviet Far East
is far more difiicult to integrate with the
areas of the Urals than Britain with Canada
or Austiralla.

During the 19th century, British imperial
policy was dominated by the need to have
secure sea communications between England
and India. The USSR now finds itself in a
position where it needs a secure sea route
between its European territories and the Far
East. The northern sea route through the
Arctic which is short 'and entirely soviet-
conirolled, can serve only a supplementary
line of communications,

It is this overpowering need for sea com-
munications between the western and eastern
USSR which has driven the Kremlin to the
rapld build-up of sea power. That a fully
developed soviet sea route to the Far East
would have both defensive and offensive uses
and would weigh heavily on the fate of all
Asian nations is self-evident.

The Soviet sea route to the Far East starts
in the Black Sea. Passage through the Dar-
danelles is presently secured through inter-
national agreements which are buttressed by
friendly political relations with Turkey, a
membher of NATO. In due time, the Krem-
lin may find that this arrangement is un-
satisfactory and may maneuver to extrude
Turkey from the NATO alliance.

The soviets have secured port privileges in
the Mediterranean, especially at Latakia,
Syria, and Port Sald and Alexandria, Egypt.
They also are welcome in Algerian ports, in-
cluding Mers-el-Khebir.

In the Red Sea, the soviets have privileges
in Ras Banas, Egypt, and they have been
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building a port at Hodeida, Yemen. The
have very satisfactory arrangements with
Aden, gateway to the Arablan Sea. They arg
helping in port construction at Berbera
Somalia, and they are negotiating for priv
ileges at Port Louis, Mauritius.

They appear to be welcome in Basra, Iraq
They are contributing to the building of thg
naval base at Vishakhapatnam, India, wherd
they have been granted facilities, and the
appear interested in acquiring a naval basg
of their own on the Andaman Islands,

The electoral victory of the left parties in
Ceylon may greatly facilitate soviet nava
strategy in Asia.

The soviets are penetrating, on a commer

-clal basis, into Singapore, where they fell helq

to British facilities. The soviets have taken
initial steps for a presence at Hongkong. Ear
lier attempts to gain footholds in Indonesis
are presently in abeyance.

All in all, a smashing performance.

While the soviets alm at a sea route by
which they can circumnavigate the whole of]
the Asian continent, they may in the proc
ess acquire significant control over oil pro
duction and transportation, including
Japan's and Western Europe's maln o
flows. They will need Middle Eastern o
supplies themselves, and above all they may
be interested in augmenting their cash In
come: their import needs are rising steeply
but their exports still are largely restricte
to raw materials. Perhaps the thought. has
occurred to the Kremlin that Middle East.
ern oil revenues are needed to finance the
slno-soviet dispute and the bulld-up of the
soviet-controlled parts of the Far East.

The grandiose soviet sea route is at present]
blocked at the Suez Canal. For striking af
China, the USSR would not rely on supplies
coming through Suez. But if, unexpectedly
the war should drag on, they would need the
sea route. Conversely, if they attain theis
territorial objectives, they need the sea route
quite urgently to be able to hold their con
quests and develop the congquered areas; and
if they decide against preventive war, the
sea route, as I pointed out, is still more im
portant as a prerequisite for the industrial
ization of the Baikal-Amur region.

The Suez Canal is the key to soviet powe
in the Far East. It must, therefore, be ex:
pected that the USSR will be reaching ou
for centrol over the Canal, either for dire
control or control by proxy.

The obvious Chinese recourse agains
soviet strategy in the Far East and the de
velopments along the circumferential sea
route is to move southward toward Singa
pore and, if possible, toward Indonesia. But
in order to accomplish this advance, the
Chinese need satellite governments in South
Vietnam and Thailand.

The Chinese also have moved into the Ara
guerrilla movement, especlally, so it seems
into the Palestinian Liberation Front, fo
the purpose of derailing soviet strategy in
the Middle East. The recent flare-up in Jor
dan suggests that Peking is trying to estab
lish Jordan as a Maoist colony.

Precisely because there is a sino-soviet con
flict which is steadily growing in impor-
tance, the Southeast Aslan and Middle East
ern theaters are inter-connected and inter
dependent. It is obvious, therefore, that
American national interests cannot be pro
tected by disregarding one or the other ofl
those inter-dependent theaters, nor can o
strategy be successful, if it is not addressed
to the Asian conflict'in its entirety.

DID WE LOSE A BATTLE?

Many statements have been made to the
effect that there was no pressing reason wh
the United States commenced the operation

Giap’s lengthy pronouncement, The party’s
military line is the ever-victorious banner o
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people’s war in our country, was broadcast
by Radio Hanol on December 14 to 20, 1969.
Captured COSVN Rescolution No. 9, dated
July 1969, also made clear communist strat-
egy, which moreover could be deduced from
the deployment of the communist forces.

After study of those documents, early in
1970, I for one expected that the communists
would continue with big unit offensives,
which necessarily would have to be based
upon the staging bases in Cambodia, Since
then a Vietcong defector has confirmed that
an offensive was planned for May of 1970
but was postponed because of Sthanouk’s
ouster: an offensive against Cambodia was
substituted for the abandoned offensive
against South Vietnam. (This defector, a
Lieutenant Colonel, also disclosed that 16
Red Chinese advisers had been “helping
with the planning of the Tet offensive of
1968".) (San Jose Mercury, June 6, 1870.)

The analysis of the broad evidence sug-
gests that the general intention of Hanoi
was to maintain guerrilla warfare within
South Vietnam and to prepare for a de-
cisive invasion with regular North Vietnam-
ese troops from Cambodia against South
Vietnam at a time when either the United
States had withdrawn the bulk of its forces
or when a “general uprising” c¢ould be
launched inside the country. Meanwhile, the
plan was to keep up the offensive pressure in
order to neutralize the pacification programs.
(Late in March the communists still were
pushing - their operations in the Mekong
Delta.)

The fall of Sihanouk created a new situa-
tion, and a moment for negotiation seemed at
hand. Even  the soviets made proposals.
President Nixon delivered his address of April
20, with the announced withdrawal of 150,-
000 men. This speech was designed to get
serious negotiation underway.

In reply, two things happened: first, the
Chinese organized the Indcochinese summit
conference which established the politieal
framework for communist war against Cam-
bodia; and second, communist attacks
against Cambodia began coincident with
that conference on April 24. Those attacks
are described in a letter of May 1 by the
Permanent Representative of Cambodia to
the President of the U.N. Security Council.
(ConGrEssioNAL REcORD, May 22, 1870, p.
16773). The hopes of negotiation were buried
once again.

The objective of the re-scheduled commu-~

nist offensive was to connect all the staging
bases and create an unbroken, fully CP con-
trolled corridor between Sihanoukville and
the Ho Chi Minh “trail"; or, to put this dif-
ferently, to have the North Vietnamese take
over the entire eastern part of Cambodia.
The communists also moved against Phnom
Penh and the highway connecting Phnom
Penh with Bangkok. This operation had ob-
vious political purposes but also was de-
signed vo secure the supply of rice.
__According to the best information pub-
lished in the European and American press,
the communists had 40,000 to 60,000 men
organized in five or possibly six divisions in
Cambodia.

The initiative taken by U.S. and South
Vietnamese forces against Cambodia dis-
rupted Hanol's operational plans and dis-
persed the communist main units, forcing
them into difficult, costly, and time-consum-
ing re-groupings, and pushing them away
from the most sensitive areas in South Viet-
nam, l.e. Saigon and the Mekong Delta.
Furthermore, the operation closed commu-
nist logistics lines through the Cambodian
ports. This logistics set-up supported the
North Vietnamese forces in Cambodia
(which were regarded as the forces that
would win the decisive battle). It also pro-
vided 76% and 50% of the supplies the Viet-
cong needed, respectively, in the IV Corps
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and III Corps areas within South Vietnam.?
Thirdly, the operation provided the South
Vietnamese army with success and offensive
experience which, after years of defensive
fighting, it needed to become an eflective
battle force. Those results were far more im-
portant than the sizable booty which our
forces seized, but which, nevertheless
slashed deeply into the armament of at least
half the North Vietnamese divisions in Cam-
bodia,

Not the least result has been that the
Cambodian operation created cooperation be-
tween South Vietnam and Thailand with
Cambodia. It also has allowed the Combodian
army to get organized, trained and armed,
50 that in the end it may prove to be an
additional force of 80,000 to 100,000 men ar-
rayed against the North Vietnamese aggres-
SOTS.

The Cambodian army was given very low
ratings but so far it has given a surprisingly
good account of itself. Apparently it is in-
fused by excellent morale which, by itself,
is a revealing (if ignored) Indicator of the
political situation in Cambodia.

As to the (usually ignored) political situ-
ation among the North Vietnamese, it is cer-
talnly newsworthy that the defection rate
has gone up since the Cambodian opera-
tlon—the defection rate from North Vietna-
mese, not VC units.

Those results may not be final and the
communists remain able to take counter-
measures. They may succeed In capturing
parts of Cambodia, But since the main re-
quirement of the Vietnamization strategy is
to galn time and to improve mutual self-de-
fense among the Asian peoples, this opera-
tlon was definitely helpful. The closing of
the Cambodian ports to communist logistics
should be a lasting gain. Since the extension
of the Ho Chi Minh “trail” to the areas south
of the 14th parallel is difficult for terrain
reasons, the “logistics future” of that com-
munist front depends in large measure on the
utilization of the Mekong river.

The communists may put pressure on
western Cambodia, perhaps to create a polit-
ical base for Sihanouk, and they will have to
fight for the Mekeng. Otherwise they prob-
ably will put their new center of gravity into
southern Laos and exert their main offensive
pressure against I and II Corps areas in South
Vietnam. There is much concern that the war
has been expanded, yet chances are that the
theater of war has shrunk in III and IV
Corps areas, where the majority of the South
Vietnamese population is concentrated.

There have been assertions that the Cam-
bodian initiative was still another flop but
about the only real support for this conten-
tion has been the fact that the communist
forces have not all been wiped out. This is
true, but it does not follow that, therefore,
those forces are able to continue their opera-
tions unweakened from a few miles further
back. According to this way of thinking, no
one ever would have fought a battle in all
history. If the criterion for an American ini-
tiative should be that the enemy must be
smashed and annihilated or else we better
do nothing, then the contention really is
that we should have attacked the Cambodian
sanctuaries with nuclear weapons.

The type of war we are fighting in South
Vietnam requires many engagements none of
which by itself is or can be decisive. It is

2 According to other sources the Sihanouk-
ville logistics line supplied some 90% of the
VC military supplies in the III Corps area
and also was & main weapons source for the
communist forces operating against the II
Corps area. The communist forces operating
against IV Corps area received their equip-
ment supplies exclusively from Sihanouk-
ville. (ConGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 23, 1970,
p. 12085.
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the sum total of those engagements which
ultimately tips the scales and it is the pre-
dominance of successes or failures which un-
less one of the billigerents loses his base
areas, brings about a settlement of the war,
f.e. the reestablishment of peace.

The pushing back of an enemy preparing
for an offensive knocks out that particular
offensive. The destruction of staging bases
which he had been building for years—more
than 8,000 bunkers!—and the seizure of
masses of equipment inevitably weaken him.
This means that if a new offensive will be
tried nevertheless, it will be far weaker than
it would have been, or else the offensive
must be delayed and its preparation will be
considerably more costly, To disregard the ef-
fects of a successful attack over a broad
front is incompetent. At the very least, the
North Vietnamese lost time, while we gained
time,

The communists also have been forced
into a larger theater of operations, without
a safe rear and with a substantially increased
number of enemies operating against their
communications. Theoretically, the Chinese
can supply additional manpower, but North
Vietnam still has enough reserves and Chi-
nese soldiers may not be too welcome in
Cambodia. The point is that the logistics
lines already’' have been operating to
capaecity.

This evaluation is platitudinous but nec-
essary since a studied effort has been made
to belittle or deny our success. Such belit-
tling is routine propaganda and can be called
the "‘so what?" theme. Suppose a man makes
1 million dollars in a week. Normally, this
would be regarded as a great success. But
it is easy to “question’” the gain. What about
taxes? Didn't he really want to make 2 mil-
lion? Did the money cure his ulcers? And
won't his wife now get a divorce?

The press invented the cenard that the alm
of the operation was to selze COSVN head-
quarters and personnel,; This didn't work,
see? Yet there were about a dozen strikes
into Cambodia and only one, at most, was
directed at COSVN. (For further detail on
these red herring tactics, see CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, May 20, 1970, p. 16347.)

The most instructive case of the negativis-
tic type of reporting deals with ARVN. Prior
to the strike there was much moaning about
the poor morale of the South Vietnamese
forces. Now this morale proved to be high.
Is this change perhaps advantageous? Not
at all, because now the ARVN make difficul-
ties for the United States.

According to an old saying, a battle lost is
a battle one believes to be lost. Many people
talk and write to convince the American
people that we lost the battle. If we believe
this, then the enemy will have won.

NATIONAL WILL

War, but especially the war In Indochina,
is a contest of will. The point of those who
advocate that we stop fighting and get out
is really that the United States should dis-
play a weaker will than the enemy. Senator
Fulbright stated that “the enemy” is “set-
tling in for the long haul of indefinite guer-
rilla warfare, and we are not able to control
the decisions that are made in Hanol. We
can only control the decisions that are made
in Washington, and that, basically is why
it 1s up to us to take an effective step toward
peace.”

In other words, the enemy does not want
to agree to reasonable conditions, hence we
must accept hls terms. His will is very
strong, hence if we want peace, we must
give in to him, The logic is impeccable—
it is the logic which says that there 1s no
alternative to defeat.

The national will of the United States is
being tested, not merely the capacity of peo-
ple’s war tactics. The reality of this test is
the most fundamental reason why this con-
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flict cannot be viewed under the perspec-
tive of a mere local conflict.

The Vietnam or Indochina struggle has
been the most severe test of wills, to which
the United States was subjected since the
Clvil War, If the United States demonstrates
that it lacks will power and does not have
endurance when the going is rough, despite
the fact that casualties are low and the war
is being fought at a great distance, then
the United States loses its deterrent power
and it will cease to be the protector of world
peace and the leader of the Free World.

Some people may rejolce if we abdicate
this leadership role, but there is no one to
take our place. Hence if we abdicate, unrest
in the world will mount, and so will the
concomitant dangers. By seemingly getting
out of one trouble, we would be promoting
entire sets of substitute troubles.

It is quite true that, as we leave Vietnam,
our factories will remain standing, our GNP
will continue to grow, and our strategic
weapons will remain in a high state of
readiness. But it is not the material factor
which ensures that a big power also is a
great power.

The question is whether those big re-
sources will be used to achieve great pur-
poses and that is a question of conviction,
morale, courage, and will. If we should prove
that we lack that will, we shall ipso facto
prove that we lack foresight and insight. The
conclusion will be drawn that we will not
defend ourselves effectively.

In this case the attacker will no longer
think about how to destroy our power, but
rather about how he may seize and appro-
priate our resources for his purposes, Our
material wealth suddenly will be transformed
from a deterrent into an incentive.

I am able to rationalize a voluntary de-
feat just as well as the next man. The trou-
ble is that unlike most Americans, I did ex-
perience the consequences of defeat—Iit is an
evil disease which, if nothing else, breeds po-

litical polarization and radicalism—two pri-
mary objectives of communist political tac-
tics. Voluntary defeat is in the nature of
self-multiaction, and it is an act which can-
not but be followed by political emascula-
tion.

If indeed a voluntary defeat were imposed
by Congress, the Executive would have a
wonderful alibi for turning tail and unload-
ing all responsibility on others. It would be
interesting to watch the outcome of a real
domestic battle. So far, the struggle on the
Senate floor has been rooted in the safe ex-
pectation that none of the defeatist amend-
ments will become law. But the exercise is
not mere shadow-boxing: it is a largely un-
witting maneuver to mobilize and strengthen
opposition to national U.S. strategy. Hence
it does jeopardize our continued ability to
deter and contain,

I know quite well that even if the United
States should lose the current test of
strength, it may win the next one. American
political passions are fickle and I believe that
the American crowd is psychologically more
feminine than the crowds of other nations;
hence opinions are frequently reversed. The
retrenchment which some Senators advocate
will prove to be unworkable, partly because
of the trouble in the Middle East.

I am reasonably certain that the com-
munists who want to bury us, will miscalcu-
late, because they misinterpret our domestic
policies. But it is the American people who
will have to pay for the communist miscal-
culation in American blood and treasure,
although we will come out victorious in the
end.

We will deter aggression and prevent war
only if our opponents know that we will
not falter under any circumstances and that
we will prevall whenever we decide that the
enemy is threatening American commit-
ments, independence, freedom, as well as
world peace.
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STATE DEPARTMENT COMPLI-
MENTED ON PANAMA

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I desire
to compliment the Department of State
and the Department of Defense upon re-
linquishing American rights to the Rio
Hato military training area in Panama.

This area had been retained by the
United States in the 1955 revision of the
1903 treaty with Panama, but in recent
years it was far from fully utilized. It
had become in my view an undesirable
extension of the U.S. military presence
in Panama and an unnecessary source
of friction in United States-Panama-
nian relations. It is an act of statesman-
ship to return it to Panama.

I congratulate the executive branch
and I express the hope that this action
will be the start of a trend further to
reduce our military presence in Panama
and in Latin America generally.

I ask unanimous consent that the State
Department’s press release announcing
this action may be printed in the REcorbp.

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

UNITED STATES AND PAnAMA AcrEe ToO

TERMINATE R10 HaTo
AvucusT 20, 1870.

The Republic of Panama and the United
States of America have agreed that the au-
thorization for the exclusive use of the Rio
Hato area by the United States of America,
for the purpose of conducting maneuvers
and military training of its Armed Forces,
will be terminated August 23, 1970, as speci-
filed in section (a) of Article VIII of the
1955 Treaty of Mutual Understanding and
Cooperation. In accordance with cited pro-
vision, the Republic of Panama permitted
the United States of America, without cost
and free of all encumbrances, exclusively to
utilize the Rio Hato area as indicated above,
for a perlod of fifteen (15) years, subject
to extension thereafter as agreed by the two
Governments, This authorization included
the free access to, egress from, and move-
ment within and over, said area.

HEW CONTRACTING PROCEDURES

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to an
article entitled “HEW Contracts Under
the Table,” written by Jack Anderson,
and published in the Washington Post of
Sunday, August 23, 1970.

Mr. Anderson describes the contents of
an unreleased HEW survey on contract-
ing procedures. Because of the broader
questions which this article raises, I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

HEW ConNTRACTS UNDER THE TABLE
(By Jack Anderson)

The Department of Health, Education and
Welfare has been guilty of slip-shod, even
illegal purchasing practices, according to a
survey made by the huge agency itself but
kept quiet for eight months,

The alarming survey indicates that mil-
lions of public dollars desperately needed to
combat poverty, upgrade schools and fight
cancer are siphoned into the pockets of
greedy contractors with the cooperation of
HEW officials.

The report was made by four top-level
investigators who delved into HEW's pro-

August 24, 1970

cedures for awarding contracts by negotia-
tion instead of competitive bidding.

Negotiated contracts are common in all
federal agencies, but strict regulations have
been established governing the practice.

In most cases, the investigators learned,
Department’s authorized contract officers
were bypassed by HEW program officials who
Ilned up contracts on their own. “The con-
tracting officer is often forced to provide a
ratification service,” the team notes acldly.

The investigators found that the agency
repeatedly went back to the same firms with
which it had been doing business instead of
trying “to develop new sources and thereby
further competition.”

The result is that during fiscal 1969, 82
per cent of HEW's negotiated contracts over
2,600 were awarded without any competition
whatever,

“The team believes this figure to be ex-
cessively high,” says the report.

When a contract ls let without competi-
tion, the agency must justify it in writing.
But the investigators found that at least
half of the justifications for HEW’s noncom-
petitive contracts were “inadequate.”

The Office of Education (OE) is singled out
for special criticism.

The written reasons for negotiating rather
than bldding contracts “were rarely found in
the contract flles” at the Education Office,
the team discovered.

“Of these procurements which required
publicity . in the Commerce Business
Daily, over 90 per cent of the contract files
showed to evidence that this had been done,”
the report said.

The inquiry revealed that instead of adver-
tising contract work in the press, the Office
of Education had been sending out brochures
to hand-picked recipients,

RUNS, HITS—AND ERRORS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, an item
printed in the ConNGrEssiONAL RECORD of
August 19, 19%0, purports to relate the
saga of the undefeated staff softball
team of the distinguished Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT). As a question of
privilege, I now ask for equal time, as
is the fashion of the day.

It may not appear in the weekly
Sporting News, the “bible of baseball,”
but my staff’s team is also undefeated.
The Idaho team—perhaps because I have
refrained from playing—has won two
games. The first was a pitcher's duel in
which the Church Pews defeated the
Goldwater team 16 to 14 runs. The sec-
ond win was by default—the other team
wisely did not show up. The HarT and
CaURCH teams have not yet met, but I
have no anxiety as to the result.

I say this because Idaho has produced
many fine baseball players, and this is
reflected in the playing ability of my
staff’s team. We read daily about the
heroic exploits of Harmon “Killer” Kille-
brew of the Minnesota Twins. He is from
Payette, Idaho. There are also Vernon
Law, of Meridian, who pitched for the
Pittsburgh Pirates; Larry Jackson, of
Boise, who played for the same team;
Frank Reberger, of Caldwell, who pitches
for the San Francisco Giants; and Bill
Stoneman, of the Montreal Expos, who
pitched for the University of Idaho.

The weight of evidence is impressive,
Mr. President, and I thereby claim equal
prominence for my staff’s team in Capitol
Hill's baseball hall of fame.

And now for the staffl touch-football
season.
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HATFIELD-GOLDWATER AMEND-
MENT TO THE MILITARY PRO-
CUREMENT AUTHORIZATION

Mr. FONG, Mr. President, I have sup-
ported the prineciple of an all-volunteer
armed force for a number of years but
have reserved judgment as to when it
should be implemented. After much study
and after listening to the debate of this
issue, I have now concluded that I can
support the approach of the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon to imple-
ment the principle at this time. I have
this date requested and have been al-
lowed by the distinguished Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) to be a cosponsor
of this amendment.

Mr. President, I believe we should give
the principle of an all-volunteer force a
chance to operate now.

The President’s Commission on an all-
volunteer armed force, chaired by former
Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates,
unanimously found that a voluntary sys-
tem is feasible. After intensive study,
vhe members of the Commission con-
cluded that a voluntary military will
work and is desirable. This coneclusion
was reached for a variety of reasons. I
would like to briefly outline two major
considerations here.

First. Today we have a predominantly
“true” volunteer armed force. Out of
3.1 million military personnel, more than
two million are “frue” wvolunteers, of
which one and a gquarter million men
are serving beyond the original term
of their enlistment, and 800,000 are cur-
rently serving their first term of enlist-
ment. These 800,000 men are true volun-
teers who would have enlisted in the
Armed Forces even if there were no
draft looming over their heads, accord-
ing to detailed studies made by the
Commission.

The Gates Commission found that
250,000 men volunteer each year. The
Commission found that because the
number of true volunteers in the Armed
Forces was so large, that a fully volun-
teer force of 2.5 million men could be
achieved by merely improving conditions
and pay enough to recruit an additional
75,000 more young men each year.

Therefore, Mr. President, we are not
discussing the possibility of recruiting
a million or two million volunteers into
the Armed Forces. We already have that
number of volunteers. We are debating
the improvement of conditions to a level
which would attract an additional 75,000
men into military service annually. I
am quite sure that with added pay and
other inducements as provided in the
amendment, we will be able to attract
these additional men.

The Gates Commission estimated that
it would cost $3.2 billion in the transition
years for a manpower level of 2.5 million
men and $2.1 billion, once the all-volun-
teer force is fully operational. I believe
that these projections are high, but even
if they are correct, it would be a worth-
while investment to do away with com-
pulsory military service.

We now have a system which invests
thousands of dollars to train one man to
effectively serve our country for little
more than a year. The first 6 months of
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military service are spent in basic and
advanced training, the last 3 months are
used to process discharge. The drafiee
actually is of service to our country for
little more than half of his total obliga-
tion of 2 years.

If we convert to a voluntary system,
fewer men would enter the services each
year, and the expertise they must acquire
in this time of sophisticated weaponry
could be retained for greater periods of
time. We will no longer have to invest
hundreds of thousands of dollars in
training only to see these skilled men
leave for better paying jobs after their
obligation expires.

Mr. President, objections have been
raised on various levels against a volun-
tary military force. In examining them,
we find that many of them are not borne
out by the findings of the Gates Commis-
sion.

First, an objection that is frequently
heard is that a voluntary force would be
composed primarily of members of mi-
nority groups, particularly blacks or
those who are below the level of poverty.
Although this argument is true in one
sense because there is a momentary in-
centive for people below the poverty level
in military service, the Gates Commission
estimated that the difference between a
mixed force of draftees and volunteers as
compared to a totally vounteer force of
the same size—2.5 million men—is an in-
crease of 0.8 percent.

Another frequently encountered objec-
tion to an all-volunteer military is that
such a force would become a group of
mercenaries of questionable loyalty, iso-
lated from the mainstream of American
life, who could pose an internal threat to
our security. This objection has always
seemed strange to me when you consider
the fact that over 2 million men currently
serving in the military are “profession-
als.” Our officers are almost- exclusively
professional and most of our senior non-
commissioned officers are also career
men, In other words, the leaders of our
current military force are already in this
so-called professional eategory.

The present military draft, which has
existed for the past 20 years is the only
peacetime draft our country has had.
Begun in the Korean War, the draft was
extended during the peacetime years
after June 1953. Throughout our history,
we have only instituted a draft three
other times and these were only briefly,
during a wartime situation.

Mr. President, let us remember that we
are not repealing this Selective Service
Act by passing this amendment. That act
expires next June 30 and will remain on
the statute books until then under this
amendment. Next year, the Senate and
the Congress can determine whether ex-
tension of the Selective Service Act is
needed.

With the pending amendment, we are
creating the necessary reforms, imple-
menting the recommendations of the
President’s Commission of a voluntary
military, so that the draft will no longer
be necessary to fulfill our security re-
quirements.

Let us examine the amendment before
us.
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First. We will raise the salary of all
members of the Armed Forces.

Second. We will continue the registra-
tion of young men at age 18, so that if an
emergency arises and the Selective Serv-
ice System has been allowed to expire,
the President may recommend, and the
Congress may approve, the quick and
efficient reinstitution of a draft.

Third. We provide for upgrading the
various Reserve components.

Fourth. We direct improvements in
career selection, increased use of civilian
personnel, educational scholarships for
specialists—doctors, dentists—better mil-
itary recruitment, incentive programs—
bonuses and accelerated promotions—
and the upgrading of conditions in gen-
eral.

Other changes include:

First. Special pay for professionals—
doctors, dentists, and veterinarians.

Second. Increased proficiency pay, hos-
tile fire and combat pay.

Third. Better travel and transporta-
tion benefits.

Fourth. More equitable enlistment and
discharge regulations.

Fifth. Ten thousand ROTC scholar-
ships for each service.

Sixth. A new salary structure which
would combine existing allowances—
housing, and so forth—and institute cash
contributions for a retirement system
which would be similar to the current
Federal system.

Mr. President, these reforms are nec-
essary and desirable. If we are serious
about ending the draft at the earliest
possible date, we must act now. If we
support the principle of a voluntary mil-
itary then we must support this amend-
ment so that a foundation for the all-
volunteer Armed Forces can be erected.

I ask my colleagues to give this plan
& chance. Vote for the improvements
which this amendment recommends and
see whether we can attract the necessary
number of volunteers so that a forced
draft will no longer be necessary.

Let us vote now to provide all military
personnel with decent and equitable
service conditions.

The question of ending the draft will
be before us next year. We now have the
opportunity to support this effort, and
put the Gates Commission’s recom-
mendation to the test before the draft
law expires.

I urge Senators to support the Hat-
field-Goldwater amendment.

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS ON THE
ELECTRONIC BATTLEFIELD

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Monday, August 17, I announced that I
had decided not to offer an amendment
on the so-called electronic battlefield in
view of the reluctance of the Armed
Services Committee to accept even the
most moderate amendments to the bill.
Instead I promised that I would question
committee members very closely until we
get some answers on this program. It is
unfortunate that it has to be done this
way. It will take much more time in the
Senate, but I think this committee must
be challenged and I am going to provide
that challenge in depth and at length.
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Today I am taking the first step in what
I expect to be a lengthy investigation of
this program.

The questions I shall present today
deal with the military effectiveness of
the sensor surveillance system. As I
stated on Monday I have already re-
ceived three letters from officers and
enlisted men who were directly responsi-
ble for the use of the sensors in various
parts of Vietnam. All of the letters came
to the same conclusion: The electronic
battlefield is not nearly as effective as
advocates claim and it is simply not
worth the money—cost effective in Pen-
tagon terminology. There are several im-
portant questions which must oe an-
swered regarding the system's military
effectiveness before we proceed with fur-
ther development.

First. Advocates of the electronic
battlefield have claimed that it has been
very effective in Vietnam. On Monday
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLb-
waATER) stated that the equipment had
been very successful in pinpointing
trucks and other supply vehicles coming
down the Ho Chi Minh trail. Whey then,
Mr, President, have we been unable to
cut off these supply routes long ago? We
have bombed these trails until they have
become virtually one continuous crater.
Why then, have the North Vietnamese
still been able to bring millions of tons
of supplies down these trails? Where are
the results? I will not accept the excuse
that these results of sensor effectiveness
are classified. I will not accept assur-
ances that, while the figures are classi-
fied, the results have been excellent. This
is precisely what the Pentagon told us
for years regarding progress in Vietnam.
It took a long time for Members of the
Senate to see the truth—to see that the
hard results did not justify the optimis-
tic predictions.

Judging from the reports of the men
in field—the men who have actually used
these devices—I am very skeptical about
the Senator from Arizona’s (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) assurances that results have
been excellent. The battlefield results in
Vietnam simply do not bear out these re-
ports. Khe Sanh was not an American
victory—it ended in a strategic with-
drawal of American forces under the
cover of an armored column sent to
rescue the defenders of that beleaguered
outpost. And yet, the Senator from Ari-
zona would have us believe that elec-
tronic battlefield devices were very ef-
fective in that battle. Why, Mr. Presi-
dent, could the Communists mount of-
fensives virtually at will despite round
the clock bombing by American aireraft?
Why did the sensors not enable us to pin-
point and destroy the enemy’s mortar
positions? The Senator from Arizona
says the sensors have been invaluable—
invaluable in what sense? They certainly
have not enabled us to seriously inter-
rupt the flow of enemy supplies or inter-
fere with his battle plans. What we need
is concrete evidence of success—not
bland assurances that everything is
going smoothly.

Much more serious than the question
of whether the sensors have added to our
combat eapability is the charge that they
may have actually lowered our battle-
field effectiveness by unnecessarily over-
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loading our men. On Monday I quoted
Col. Mark M. Boatner, former chief of
the Concepts and Doctrine Division in
the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Force Development. The colonel
stated:

We may be actually lowering our military
effectiveness by overloading our combat units

with innovations they have not learned to
use.

Second. What studies, if any, have been
done to determine how well electronic
battlefield equipment is being accepted by
our men in Vietnam? Do the men who
are actually using the devices really be-
lieve they improve their combat capabil-
ity? It seems that every statement in sup-
port of the devices has come from a U.S.
Senator or a high ranking military offi-
cer, none of whom have had direct expe-
rience with the eguipment.

Third. What additional responsibilities
or duties are imposed on the combat
units which use this equipment?

Fourth. What additional training is
necessary to insure that our men are fa-
miliar with this equipment? Does every
man receive instruction in the use of
these devices before they are distributed
to field units?

Another important set of questions
concern the ability of the command con-
trol centers to assimilate and digest into
useful form all of the information which
is gathered by the sensors. In a speech
delivered at a symposium on Government
use of computer systems, Brig Gen. Wil-
son R. Reed, the commanding general of
the U.S. Army Computer Systems Com-
mand, stated that:

A number of our studies indicate that the
tactical operations center receives and is able
to assimilate for use about one-third of the
information that is sensed; thus the com-
mander ends up basing his decisions on some-
thing less than 30% of the ground truth.

This fact raises a number of crucial
questions:

First. If decisions to call in artillery
and air strikes are made on as little as
30 percent of the information collected
by the sensors in a certain area, how can
we be at all sure what the nature of the
target is?

Second. How do we know what infor-
mation is missing? Is it not entirely pos-
sible that certain data could be ruled out
by the computer which could change the
type of armed response which is re-
quired?

Third. Does not the fact that we are
basing armed responses on only 30 per-
cent of the data gathered amount to
making decisions on misinformation? Is
it not more dangerous to make decisions
this way than to make decisions based on
other forms of more reliable, albeit lim-
ited, intelligence?

Fourth. What are the consequences of
decisions based on such limited informa-
tion?

Some of the most important questions
concerning this system involve a deter-
mination of whether it is truly cost effec-
tive. I have received several letters from
officers and servicemen who, based on
their own experience, are convinced that
the system is simply not worth the
money. The reason is that it would be
prohibitively expensive to plant sensors
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over a large area. Currently we are plant-

ing them in very narrow corridors in

Vietnam. In no sense can they be con-

sidered capable of providing overall bat-

tlefield surveillance. In view of the tre-
mendous cost of planting these devices
over wide areas questions must be raised
regarding the cost effectiveness of the

Sensors.

First. How much would it cost to cover,
say a 100-square-mile area, with these
sensors? How much would the computers
necessary to assimilate the information
from these sensors cost? What would be
the operation costs of these computers?

Second. How reliable are the sensors
once they have been planted? Are they
subject to frequent malfunctions? Can
they be rendered ineffective by the
enemy?

Third. Is it true that one well-placed
mortar round could knock out an entire
command and control center making the
entire system inoperative?

Fourth. What other countermeasures,
if any, can be taken against the sensors?

Mr. President, these are just a few of
the questions which must be answered
concerning the effectiveness of the elec-
tronic battlefield before we authorize
further development of this program. We
must be sure that the devices are of real
value to our men—that they actually in-
crease combat capability rather than de-
crease it. I shall expect detailed answers
to these questions. In coming days I shall
raise additional questions regarding the
cost of the program and its possible do-
mestic and foreign policy implications.
We will get the information necessary to
determine whether this program should
receive further support.

In addition, I have requested the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to make a compre-
hensive study of the entire program. This
study will supplement the hearings
which the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee has an-
nounced on this program. Hopefully,
these two reviews will give Congress the
information it needs. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter I have written
Comproller Staats requesting the study
be printed in the REcorb.

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., August 20, 1970.

Mr. ELMER STAATS,

Comptroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office, Washington,
D.C.

Dear MRr. STAATS: Recently I have been
ralsing questions and requesting information
about a new program known as the electronic
or integrated battlefield. This system is com-
posed of various sensors backed by computers
which are designed to provide field com-
manders with general battlefield Intelligence.
In the course of my inquiries about the pro-
gram, & number of guestions have been
raised which deserve detailed study before
the Congress proceeds with its further de-
velopment. Therefore, I would like to request
that you undertake an investigation of cost
and effectiveness of the program centered
around the following questions:

1. To what extent have the three branches
of the armed forces coordinated their efforts
in the development of electronic battlefield
devices and what action, if any, has been
taken to avoid duplication?
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2. How effective have these devices been
in combat in Vietnam? Have they contrib-
uted to improved combat capability and how
reliable have they proven in actual combat?

3. Is it necessary, in view of the Vietnam-
ization program, to proceed with the pro-
curement of so-called phase III sensors and
with the development of more advanced sen-
sors for 1972 and 19757

4. Does the Department of Defense plan to
make these devices and related equipment
available to foreign countries under the For-
eign Military Sales Act or other forelgn as-
sistance programs, and if so, what restric-
tions, if any, will be placed on their use?

5. What kind of support units will be
necessary to operate and monitor such de-
vices and to what extent will the use of
such devices permit a reduction in military
manpower?

6. What are the potential applications of
these devices in domestic law enforcement?
‘What restrictions, if any, could be placed on
their distribution and sale to domestic police
forces and other groups?

7. What long range plans, if any, does the
Department of Defense have concerning the
development and procurement of these de-
vices during the next ten years? What are
the project costs of any long range programs?

I do not accept classified information and
I therefore ask that your report to me be
unclassified. I would hope that you could
have this report completed by March 31,
1971.

If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to call me. Thank you for your co-
operation in this matter.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senator.

NO WONDER PASSENGER SERVICE
IS DYING

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
commented before on the Senate floor of
the death of the raiiroad passenger in-
dustry. I have noted that this is especially
tragic in light of our Nation’s awak-
ening to the need for transportation sys-
tems to supplement the automobile. I
have pointed out that poor treatment of
passengers by the railroads and the re-
fusal of the ICC to stand firm against
the moves to discontinue services has led
to our current sad state of affairs in rail
transportetion.

Today I noted an article by Tom
Hodge in the Blackfoot, Idaho News,
which describes in some detail the ob-
stacle course set up by the railroads to
discourage rail passengers. Stories like
this reinforce. the obvious fact that our
Nation’s railroads are doing all they can
to drive passengers away.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Hodge's column, entitled “Hodge Podge,”
be printed in the REcorbp.

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

HobpGe PobpGE
(By Tom Hodge)

Without being bitter, subjective or un-
candid, (I hope) here's a personal story
about the Union Pacific Railroad—a com-
pany to which I entrusted my family for 13
hours and about 700 miles.

As you who have been paying attention
know, the UP is having trouble with its pas-
senger service. The officlal line from the
company is that passenger service is dying
because people no longer want to ride the
train

In our family, the impression now s that
people no longer want to ride the train be-
cause of the obstacle course the company
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sets up—and the wimpy service it provides
once the passenger is through the maze.

It goes like this: I took my family to
Denver on a vacation. My wife and I decided
she and the kids could stay down there a few
days after I had to come back—then return
to Idaho on the train, Mistake No. 1.

You telephone the train station, dialing
the number which is listed “Passenger Serv-
ice, Ticket A Information,” A recorded voice
comes on, giving no information, asking the
caller to wait for a real live human railroad
employe to come on the line when he gets the
time. No such employe exists. To get ticket
information, one must call other numbers
on the list until a person who happens to
know can be found.

Using this method, my wife obtained a raft
of information—most of it false. She got
cost estimates ranging from $22 to 875 for
tickets. (In the end, the trip cost about
$35).

In desperation, she called the office of the
Interstate Commerce Commission in Den-
ver. A secretary there supplied the correct
price estimate and arrival and departure
and arrival times—but gave my wife the
impression that's all the farther the com-
plaint would go. (“After all the secretary's
boss is a political appointee,” my wife re-
marked.)

After all of this, the trip proper began. At
the statlion, some UP employes were kindly
and understanding., Others, though, were
abusive to her, making personal references
to how many children there were, and to
how my wife was dressed (neat, clean and
fashionable, I thought).

Leaving Denver, the exotic Portland Rose
was made up of one engine, one car. They
did have restrooms—one for men and one
for women—but there was no food service of
any kind.

A few miles out of Denver, the car became
so unbearably hot that another passenger car
was added. Either the heating equipment
stuck on or the air conditioning stuck off.
That's how the train ended up with two
cars, anyway.

While on the train, one employee asked
my wife if she had drugs with her. Particu-
larly in these days, I consider that an in-
sult. But perhaps in such a small train, the
employe felt he had to engage in some kind of
intimacy, and since my wife had worn bell-
bottom slacks, I suppose he thought she was
a hipple, and quite naturally, then, had
drugs.

Arrival at Pocatello was about an hour
later than scheduled—better, I know, than
airlines do most of the time now, and good,
considering all the trouble with the faulty
equipment.

OE. So here come my four children down
those steep rail car steps. I hadn't seen
them for more than two weeks. They loocked
like angels. But at the precise moment, two
big fat UP employes in blue uniforms (con-
ducters or brakemen, I suppose) shoved
right up the steps. The two youngest girls
were cast aside, into the steel wall of the
stairwell. Each child was carrying baggage
of some kind, so the rudeness of the old
men was all the worse. The kids could have
been hurt. I think readers will understand
that I was irked.

Many of the rallroad people we came in
contact with on both ends—Denver and Po-
catello—were patient, kind, understanding
and Interested. Some weren't. The latter
group ruined it for the good people.

As near as I can tell, this story is true.
(It's difficult to interview one’s spouse.) Now
we know—we don't just suspect, we know—
the rallroad is overtly discouraging passen-
gers.

I like trains. My kids are more excited
when seeing a train than an airplane. Now,
after having pald out some money and
watching what happened, I know the com-
pany does not want my business. No longer
will I feel guilty about not riding the trains
as much as I should.
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I know the railroad could push passenger
service. I know people would ride the trains.
But they can’t. From now on, before travel-
ing by rail, I'm going to find a handy witch
doctor to turn us all into cattle, sugarbeets
or chemicals. That way, we'll get good treat-
ment from the Union Pacific.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
COMMERCE, AND THE JUDICIARY
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Chair lays be-
fore the Senate, H.R. 17575, which the
clerk will state by title.

The AsSSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK, A
bill (17575) making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and
Commerce, the judiciary, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1971, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Appropriations with
amendments.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the com-
miitee amendments be considered and
agreed to en bloc; that the bill as thus
amended be regarded, for the purposes of
amendment, as original text, provided
that no point of order shall be considered
to have been waived by reason of agree-
ment to this order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there may
be. I reserve the right to object.

I would like to know how the item for
the International Labor Organization
was handled. Was it by amendment to
the bill, so that the unanimous-consent
request would require us to deal with it
affirmatively, or just how was it handled?

Mr. McCLELLAN. It was stricken from
the House bill. In other words, the House
bill was amended.

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to contest
that amendment, and therefore I would
ask——

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator would
not have to do that. The bill would be
considered as original text.

Myr. JAVITS. I am sorry. I would have
to contest the amendment made by the
Senate committee. Therefore, I would
suggest to the Senator that he omit from
his unanimous consent the request as to
that particular amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have no objection
if the Senator wants to do it that way,
although I think he has a right to do it
under the provision which I have sug-
gested.
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Mr. JAVITS. The difference is——

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator can
move to strike.

Mr. JAVITS. No; I do not want to
move to strike. I would rather move to
oppose the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is in the bill. I
do not know any way the Senator can
move to oppose it except by moving to
strike it out.

Mr. JAVITS. No.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Maybe there is an-
other way.

Mr. JAVITS. May I address a parlia-
mentary inquiry, anyway, to the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state the parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if an
amendment has been made by the Senate
committee and there is no unanimous-
consent request to accept that amend-
ment and consider it as new text, and
then I oppose the amendment, if I am
successful in my opposition would the
bill then stand as it came from the
House?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
committee amendment in the bill as re-
ported from the committee were agreed
to by unanimous consent under the con-
ditions proposed, it would take a motion
to get it out, and it would take one more
vote to get it out, obviously, than if it
had not been previously agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. The amendments which
have been made by the committee and
brought here by the committee are then
to be voted on separately; are they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unless
the unanimous-consent request is agreed
to.

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly; and so, rather
than object to the whole unanimous-
consent request—which I do not wish to
do in deference to my distinguished col-
league—I would hope he would except
this amendment, so I can oppose it, and
we cou'd separately vote on the amend-
ment by a rolleall vote, and the Senate
could decide whether it wished to accept
or reject the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator identify just where the
amendment that he refers to is in the
bill?

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, in order
to do that, I would have to 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. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the com-
mittee amendment to which I refer is
found on page 5, line 13 of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Arkansas make his unani-
mous-consent request with the exception
of this amendment?

Mr., McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
would like first to make a parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the unanimous-
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consent request is granted, is not the
Senator’s right protected on this amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With the
condition which the Chair previously
stated.

Mr. McCLELLAN., The Senator can
move to strike it. It is in the bill. We are
quibbling over nothing, We are going to
get a vote on it either way.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes, I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I am not quibbling over
nothing, and I will demonstrate it.

Mr. President, if there is a tie vote on
the amendment of the committee, does
the committee amendment win or lose?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It loses.

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly. So I am not
quibbling over nothing.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Just one vote?

Mr. JAVITS. That is right. But I
should also like to point out——

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, this
is the customary procedure. If we do not
want that any more in the Senate, it is
all right with me. I do not care whether
we have it or not. I am a little older than
most Senators, but I can stay here as
long as the rest of you.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. McCLELLAN., I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is cus-
tomary procedure to do exaetly what I
am suggesting. Many times, Senators
have respectfully asked a subcommittee
chairman to accept a given amendment.

Mr, McCLELLAN., I have no objection.

It makes no difference to me. We are just
quibbling here about nothing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boges) . Is there objection to the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator
from Arkansas, with this exception? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 3, line 6, after the word “alds:':
strike out “$220,100,000” and insert “8221,-
850,000"; in line 15, after the word “vehicles”,
insert a colon and “Provided further, That
in addition, this appropriation shall be
available for the purchase (not to exceed
thirty-three) and modification of passenger
motor vehicles for protective purposes with-
out regard to any maximum price limitations
otherwise established by law."”

On page 4, line 18, after the word “States”,
insert “and for payments in Ceylonese
rupees,",

On page 11, line 2, after the word “Con-
gress”, strike out “$2,605800" and insert
‘82,605,000,

On page 11, line 24, after the word “than”,
strike out “$6,000,000" and insert “'$5,800,000".

On page 16, line 24, after the word “certifi-
cate;" strike out *$257.485,000" and insert
*‘$260,235,000",

On page 19, line 19, after the word “ac-
count,” strike out “$21,800,000,” and insert
“$22,350,000,".

On page 23, line 4, after the word “law,”
strike out "“$45,000,000,” and insert “$39,279,-
000,".

On page 24, line 13, after “83 Stat. 219).”
strike out “$20,200,000" and insert “$21,390,-
000",

On page 25, at the beginning of line 1,
strike out “$29,000,000” and insert “$45,000,-
Qoo™

On page 25, line 6, after the word “Admin-
istration,"” strike out “$7,036,000"” and insert
'$7,235,000".
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On page 25, llne 21, after the word
“abroad;", strike out “$21,500,000" and insert
'$22,000,000",

On page 27, at the beginning of line 1,
strike out *'$5,851,000” and insert “$5,051,-
000, of which not to exceed $100,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of Commerce for
expenses necessary to carry out his respon-
sibilities under the Trade Fair Act of 1959,
and the Act to provide for Federal Govern-
ment recognition of and participation in in-
ternational expositions proposed to be held
in the United States."

On page 27, line 10, after the date “1968,”
strike out “$2,500,000" and insert “$3,000,-
000",

On page 27, after line 15, insert:

“NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL POLLUTION CONTROL
COUNCIL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of Executive Order 11523 of April
9, 1970, establishing the National Industrial
Pollution Control Council, £300,000."

On page 28, line 18, after the word “year;”,
strike out “$140,000,000" and insert “$141 -
428,000,

On page 29, line 13, after the word "facili-
ties;”, strike out' "$4,250,000" and insert
“#4,565,000",

On page 30, line 14, after “278d"; strike out
“'$41,750,000" and insert “'$42,350,000"; and at
the beginning of line 15, strike out “$500,000"
and insert ''$800,000".

On page 31, line 23, after the word ‘“ex-
pended™, strike out "$189,500,000" and in-
sert “$187,500,000".

On page 32, line 21, after the word “which"”,
strike out 84,000,000 shall be for operation
of the N.8. Savannah: Provided, That none
of the funds appropriated herein are to be
used for a layup of the N.S. Savannah; Pro-
vided further,” and insert *$1,700,000 shall
be for the initial phase of layup of the N.S.
Savannah: Provided,”.

On page 39, line 6, after the word “for,”
strike out “$54,078,000" and insert “$53,.-
862,000,

On page 40, after line 11, strike out:

“FEES OF JURORS AND COMMISSIONERS

“For fees, expenses, and costs of jurors;
compensation of jury commissioners; fees of
United States commissioners and other com-
mitting magistrates acting under title 18,
United States Code, section 3041; $15,800,-
000."

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

“FEES OF JURORS

“For fees, expenses, and costs of jurors;
and compensation of jury commissioners:
$14,830,000."

On page 41, at the beginning of line 19,
strike out “$560,000'"" and insert “$4,560,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
avallable for fees of United States Commis-
sioners.”

On page 42, line 25, after the word “than",
strike out “$6.50" and insert “$12.00".

On page 45, line 9, after the word “Act,”
strike out “$14,313,000" and Insert *“$19,-
000,000."

On page 45, line 15, after "“5001-5802,"
strike out “$3,920,000" and insert *“$4479.-
000."

On page 48, at the beginning of line 19,
strike out “$550,000" and insert “$597,000".

On page 63, line 15, after the word “States”,
insert “and for payments Iin Ceylonese
rupees’.

On page 53, line 23, after (756 Stat. 527),”
strike out ''$3,5600,000," and insert "$4 566 -
000",

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on the commitiee
amendment not agreed to, which the
clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:
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On page 5, line 13, after the word “Con-
gress,” strike out “$144,611,000" and insert
*$140,911,000".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the regu-
lar procedure would be for the Senator
from Arkansas now to present the bill. I
hope very much that that will be
possible.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry. Are we taking up
the amendment to which the exception
was made?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That par-
ticular amendment is the pending ques-
tion, but the Senator from Arkansas has
the right to make his full statement on
the bill before the vote.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The question is, are
all the other amendments going to be
agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have all been agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. With this one ex-
ception, they have been agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. All right; then it is
not necessarily the order of business. I
think we have a right to present perfect-
ing amendments first, and those things.
I have no objection, if Senators want to
change the whole procedure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian
that this committee amendment comes
first.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Proceed with it,
then.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If I am to proceed
now, I want to know if I can offer my
perfecting amendments before I proceed
with this amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, whenever the Senator
from Arkansas asks unanimous consent
to displace the pending amendment for
his perfecting amendments, I shall make
no objection.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, who
has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas has the floor.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I shall be rather brief
in my analysis of the pending bill pro-
viding appropriations for the Depart-
ments of State, Justice, and Commerce,
the judieiary, and 13 related agencies.

In my opinion, the sum recommended
for expenses of the various activities is
sufficient to meet their obligations this
fiseal year, taking into consideration the
fact that expenses have been restricted
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since July first under the continuing
resolution.

As the report indicates, the total
amount of the bill as reported to the
Senate is $3,121,080,500, This sum is
$467,703,600 over the total appropriated
for the activities in fiscal 1970, and is
$130,119,500 below the total revised
budget estimates requested for fiscal
1971, and is a net increase of $14,124,000
above the total sum allowed in the House
bill. I ask the Senate to note, however,
that included in this increase of $14,-
124,000 is the sum of $8,364,000 to finance
five important items that had not been
considered by the House, namely:

First, $1,850,000 for the Department
of State to provide $1,100,000 for protec-
tion costs of our overseas officials; $650,-
000 for the Government’s contribution to
the retirement fund; and $100,000 for
the International Pacific Salmon Com-
mission to match the Canadian contri-
bution for the first year's costs of the
construction project on the Nadina
River.

Second, $2,750,000 for the Federal Bu-~
reau of Investigation for 400 additional
employees needed to reactivate the fin-
gerprint processing of non-Federal ap-
plications submitted by State and local
authorities.

Third, $2,914,000 for the judiciary
branch to finance the changeover costs
from the U.S. commissioner to the mag-
istrate system this fiscal year.

Fourth, $300,000 for the National In-
dustrial Pollution Control Council, a new
activity which the President delegated
to the Department of Commerce, which
is necessary to cover staff support for the
Council, composed of 63 industry repre-
sentatives, that will provide advice on
pollution control problems.

Fifth, $550,000 for the Federal Mari-
time Commission to cover expenses of
the new program which concerns the
financial responsibility of some 13,000
vessel owners and operators for liability
to the United States arising out of claims
for damages due to the discharge of oil
on coastal or inland waters.

Other changes recommended to the
House bill, and considered worthy of note
to Members, involve the following:

A reduction of $3,700,000 was made
from the House allowance of $7,458,875
in the U.S. assessment for membership
in the International Labor Organiza-
tion, an item included in the appropri-
ation “Contributions to international
organizations” of the State Department.
This sum represents the undisbursed
portion of the amount to be paid in fiscal
1971.

An increase of $550,000 for the design
of a specialized medical facility at But-
ner, N.C.,, a high-priority item, under
the appropriation for “Buildings and
Facilities” of the Federal Prison System,
Department of Justice.

Also allowed for the Commerce De-
partment were increases of $16 million
for the Developmeni Planning Commis-
sions to provide the full budget estimate
of $45 million, instead of $29 million al-
lowed by the House; $1,190,000 addi-
tional for planning, technical assist-
ance and research programs of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration,
which were considered essential to carry
out an adequate program this fiseal
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year; and $1,426,000 for salaries and ex-
penses of the Environmental Science
Services Administration to provide ad-
ditional funds for air pollution forecasts,
modern river and flood forecasting serv-
ices in critical areas of the country and
the establishment of a river forecast
service center for the lower Mississippi
River Valley.

Offsetting the recommended increases
for the Commerce Department were two
decreases from the House allowance, one
in the amount of $5,721,000, which re-
lated to the Nineteenth Decennial Census
appropriation, and was agreed to by the
Department; and the other, a reduction
of $12 million from the House allowance
of $199,500,000 in the appropriation
“Ship construction” of the Maritime Ad-
ministration, to provide instead a total
of $187,500,000. This balance, together
with the reported carryover of $12 mil-
lion in uncommitted funds, is deemed
adequate to finance the ship construe-
tion program planned for fiscal 1971.

Under the heading of Related Agencies,
two major increases were recommended;
namely, $4,687,000 for the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, to pro-
vide the full budget estimate of $19,000,-
000 instead of $14,313,000, the House al-
lowance; and for the U.S. Information
Agency, an additional sum of $1,066,000
was provided in the appropriation for
Special International Exhibits. The Com-
miftee that felt this increase was justi-
fied, in that $966,000 of the sum would be
spent for trade fairs and exhibitions in
Eastern Europe and the balance, $100,-
000, would be for Trade Missions, the
activity that helps stimulate our over-
seas trade promotion programs under
the Commerce Department.

Mr. President, this gives a brief out-
line of the major changes made by the
Committee to the House bill. The de-
tails, of course, are set forth in the re-
port that was unanimously approved by
the Committee.

Mr. President, I send to the desk two
perfecting amendments to the House bill
in order to properly reflect the action
taken by the committee. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendments be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
these amendments? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

The amendments will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 11, line 2, strike *“$2,605,000” and
insert *'$2,605,800".

On page 45, line 7, strike “$900,000" and in-
sert *'$1,200,000".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
en bloe.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
vield to the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSEKA. I am grateful to the
Senator from Arkansas for yielding to
me briefly.

Mr. President, for a number of years
the senior Senator from Maine has been
the ranking minority member of the sub-
committee from which this appropria-
tion bill emanates. She is unable to be
present today because of official busi-
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ness, and I have been requested to man-
age the bill on behalf of this side of the
aisle, I am of course happy to do so.

The Senator from Maine has attended
virtually all the hearings and has fol-
lowed the procedures and the activities of
the subcommittee very carefully. How-
ever when the Appropriations Committee
held its markup session, she was unable
to be present. She did discuss the items
contained in the bill with various mem-
bers of the subcommittee, and made her
views known.

The Senator is to be commended for
her long years of outstanding service in
the Senate, and we hope that that will
extend far into the future. It is because
of her absence on official business that I
undertake to make this brief statement.

Mr. President, I generally subscribe to
the presentation just made by the chair-
man of the subcommittee. This bill
should be acceptable, despite the cut of
$130 million below the revised budget
estimate. All the essential needs of higher
priority are met, in our judgment, and it
should be approved in its present form.

It is true that there is $14 million-plus
over the amount that was included in the
bill by the other body. However $£8,764,-
000 of this is for increases in items not
considered by the House. These items
have all been discussed by the Senator
from Arkansas, so I will make only some
brief comments on a few of special in-
terest.

The item of $1,100,000 for the Depart-
ment of State to provide additional pro-
tection for our Foreign Service person-
nel, certainly is much needed. We all
know of the increase in threats and vio-
lence to our ambassadors and other For-
eign Service personnel serving overseas.
We are all aware of the coldblooded mur-
der of one of our officers that occurred
just recently in Uruguay. The funds in-
cluded in the bill should permit the De-
partment to get a good start on the job
of increasing the level of protection for
our people abroad.

The second item I would bring to your
special attention is an additional amount
for the fingerprint identification services
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
Earlier this year the Bureau reluctantly
concluded that it couid no longer con-
duct certain categories of fingerprint
checks at the request of State and local
governments. The Bureau continued to
process fingerprints related to law en-
forcement and other essential activities,
but it could not do so for less critical
occupations.

Some of the affected categories are
real estate operators, gun permit holders,
school teachers, bartenders, cab drivers,
race track and ecasino operators, and so
forth. There was a great uproar among
the cities and the States when this serv-
ice was curtailed because the FBI is the
only place where a comprehensive col-
lection of fingerprints is maintained.

In allowing this added amount, we are
making possible the continuance of a
very important service rendered to
States and cities all across the country.

Mr. President, this bill contains an
item in the amount of $550,000 for the
Federal Bureau of Prisons. These funds
will be used for planning the Butner
Medical Center, which has been needed
for a great many years.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Mr. President, I recall that almost 7
or 8 years ago, construction funds were
first appropriated for this medieal cen-
ter. The bids which were tendered, how-
ever, were higher than the cost estimates
upon which the appropriation was made.
So, the bids were rejected. The appro-
priated money was reprogramed, and
the construction of the new facility has
been postponed ever since that time.

The Butner Medical Center will re-
place the Springfield, Mo., Medical Cen-
ter, which is more than 40 years old. The
Springfield facility is ecompletely out-
dated, and is very inadequate as a medi-
cal center which must provide specialized
medical services to approximately 21,000
inmates in the prison system. The new
center will permit help to be given in
the field of rehabilitation, and particu-
larly for psychiatric treatment. In the
Federal prison system, with approxi-
mately 21,000 inmates, there are only 20
psychiatrists scattered throughout the
facilities. It is to be hoped that we can
proceed with this. It is a matter of high
priority in the construction of facilities
in the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Mr. President, I wish to mention only
two other items. One is the regional de-
velopment program which provides fund-
ing for the regional action planning com-
mission. The other is the National In-
dustrial Pollution Control Council, which
will provide for the participation of in-
dustry in the Government’s battle against
pollution. It is hoped, that the increases
for these items will be acceptable to the
Senate and that they will be approved.

Mr. President, I want to commend the
chairman of the subcommittee for the
splendid fashion in which he has handled
this bill, from the hearings on through
to its successful conclusion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield for one
or two brief questions?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. Just as a matter of
curiosity, and made in no way in the
nature of trying to be ecritical, but the
related agencies, I see, under the bill
entitled State, Justice, and Ccmmerce,
makes appropriations in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare in the
Office of Education and also in the Equal
Opportunity Commission. I thought both
of those were under HEW bills, and I
wonder why they happen to be included
in this one as opposed to the other where
I believe they rightfully should be.

Mr., McCLELLAN, They are that way
in the budget, would be the first answer
to the Senator. The administration put
them in the budget and the House in-
cluded these items in the State Justice
Commission bill. That is the reason they
are in there.

Mr. DOMINICK., Is there any histori-
cal precedent for this in the past for the
way this is being handled now?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand so,

Mr. HRUSEA. There is historic prece-
dent for it, to place it in this bill rather
than in some other bill. That has been
done for a long time. I remember they
have always put it in this- bill.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. Wirriams), the Senator from New
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York (Mr. Gooperr) and myself, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask unan-
imous consent for its immediate con-
sideration.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry, if the Senator will yield
for that purpose?

Mr. PROXMIRE, Yes, indeed.

Mr. JAVITS. Will consideration of the
amendment upon which I have reserved
the right in respect of unanimous con-
sent then follow immediately upon com-
pletion of the action on this one?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BELL-
MON). As soon as the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin has been dis-
posed of, the amendment to which the
Senator from New York refers will then
be considered.

Mr. JAVITS. 1 thank the Presiding
Officer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 49, strike lines 1 through 7,
inclusive.

The language sought to be stricken is as
follows:

“SUBVERSIVE AcTIVITIES CoNTROL BOARD

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For necessary expenses of the Subversive
Actlvities Control Board, including services
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed
$15,000 for expenses of travel, and not to
exceed 3500 for the purchase of newspapers
and perlodicals, $401,400."

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what
this amendment would do would be to
strike from the bill $401,400 for the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board for fiscal
year 1971.

The appropriation is $57,000 above the
amount requested and granted last year.
This reflects the higher salaries for mem-
bers of the Board, general counsel, and
other officials.

As of 1965, the Internal Security Act
required individuals who were members
of Communist-action or Communist-
front organizations to come forward and
register themselves as such. The act pro-
vided penalties for wilful refusal to
register. In 1965, in Albertson v. SACB,
382 U.8. 70, the Supreme Court held that
this provision of the act violated the self-
incrimination provisions of the fifth
amendment, and was unconstitutional.

From the time of this decision until
floor debate in October 1967, the SCAB
had had nothing whatsoever to do—and
did nothing.

Mr. President, I interrupt at this point
to ask unamious consent for a limitation
of time on this amendment, with 15 min-
utes to a side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Berimon). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Wisconsin?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In an effort to give
the Board one last chance, the Mans-
field-Proxmire-Dirksen compromise was
worked out. The compromise amended
the law by changing the above provision,
and providing instead that the Attorney
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General would cite individuals to the
Board—removing the onus from the in-
dividual to come forward himself and
register. The Board would then investi-
gate and if it found that the individual
cited was in fact a member, it would
register him. The compromise also pro-
vided that if no new cases—and hear-
ings—were opened within a year, the
Board would cease to exist.

On June 30, 1968, just before the dead-
line, Ramsey Clark certified seven new
cases to the Board—one of them was
Boorda, whose case was decided by the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals
last December. In September 1968, the
Board opened hearings on these cases.
This was enough to void the “self-de-
struct” provision of the compromise, and
the Board has been in existence since.

As a result of last December’s decision,
though, the Board still has not actually
registered anyone.

Board members now earn $36,000
each—or $180,000 for the five Board
members. This must be the highest paid
group of benchwarmers in the history of
the Federal Government.

Basic reason for my amendment: the
Board has absolutely nothing to do. The
courts have left it completely powerless.
I am as anxious as anyone in this body
to see subversive elements—including the
Communist Party—controlled, and to do
all we can to protect our constitutional
form of government from all efforts to
overthrow it by violent means. However,
I cannot condone appropriating the tax-
payers’ money: for absolutely nothing,
and nothing is all the Board has achieved
in its 20 years of existence.

The most recent court action which
rendered the Board powerless was in
Boorda against SACB, decided by the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals in
December 1969. That case held that pe-
nalizing membership in an association,
without requiring any finding that the
member knew of the group’s purposes, or
intended to participate in those purposes,
violates the freedom of association guar-
antees of the Constitution, the first
amendment.

Here is some of what the court said:

In the present situation, we cannot assume
that disclosure of an individual’s membership
in the Communist Party will not operate as
a substantial burden upon the exercise of
his right of free association. Therefore the
disclosure provisions of sec. 13(g) (2) must
fall as contrary to the First Amendment.

The court also went on to say:

When a quasl-political party or other group
may embrace both legal and illegal aims,
affiliation with and membership in that
group are constitutionally protected except
for those who join with the specific intent
to further illegal action.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the full opinion be printed in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks,

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
April of this year, the Supreme Court
denied certiorari, thereby permitting this
decision to stand—April 20, 1970. Thus,
with this deeision on the books, the SACB
i::n no longer operate under the existing

W.
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Perhaps we should amend the law. Per-
haps we should provide that the Board
can only register individuals if it makes
finding of membership—as at present—
and in addition, makes the finding that
the individual joined with knowledge of
the group's purposes and with the intent
to further them.

Such an amendment would restore the
Board’s power to take action. It would
at least render the Board a functioning
body. But, until we do so, we have no
business appropriating an additional
$400,000 for this board on top of the $6
million we have already wasted on this
exercise in futility. If the Board has
something to do, fine, But right now it
has absolutely nothing to do. And as long
as it has nothing to do, nothing is what
Congress should appropriate for it.

Consider fiscal responsibility—and the
President’s two vetoes.

The President has vetoed four major
bills passed by Congress on the ground
of fisecal responsibility—Labor and HEW
for fiscal year 1970, which was $1.3 bil-
lion over; independent offices for fiscal
year 1971, which was $541 million over
the President's request; Office of Educa-
tion, which was $454 million over; the
hospital authorization bill, which was
$342 million over the first year of author-
ization.

Admittedly, the $6 million for the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board in the
past 20 years is small by comparison.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for
2 additional minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, how
can we hope to take the President to task
for priorities if we go ahead and blithely
appropriate $400,000 for a board which
has accomplished nothing? It is per-
fectly obvious that unless we change the
law or have a constitutional amendment,
one or the other, the Board can do
nothing.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

ExmarmsIr 1
[Nos. 22514, 22522 —U.8. Court of Appeals
District of Columbia Circult]

SivmoN BoorpA, PETITIONER, ¥. SUBVERSIVE
AcriviTiES CONTROL BOARD, RESPONDENT—
ROBERT ARCHULETA AND WAYNE DaLras
HorireY, PETITIONERS, ¥. SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI-
TIES CONTROL BOARD, RESPONDENT
Argued September 16, 1969.

Decided December 12, 1969.

Petitions for review of order of Subversive
Activities Control Board. The Court of Ap-
peals, Bagelon, Chief Judge, held that in pro-
ceedings to determine whether individuals
were members of organization which was a
Communist-action organization, the indivi-
duals were not entitled to have status of the
organization redetermined, but that provi-
sions of Subversive Activities Control Act al-
10“-'1]13 publjc disclosure of an individual's
membership in a Communist-action organi-
zation without finding that individual con-
cerned shares in any illegal purposes of or=
ganization to which he belongs violates First
Amendment.

Cases remanded to Subversive Activities
Control Board with instructions to dismiss
the petitions.

1. War and National Defense—50: A basis
objective of the Subversive Activities Control
Act Is to provide public information con-
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cerning Communist activities. Subversive Ac-
ivities Control Act of 1950, §§ 1-21, 14(a)
as amended 50 U.S.C.A. §§ 781-798, 793(a).

2. War and National Defense—50: In pro-
ceedings to determine whether individuals
were members of organization which was a
Communist-action organization, the Individ-
uals were not entitled to have status of the
organization redetermined. Subversive Activ-
itles Control Act of 1950, §§ 1-21, 14(a) as
amended 50 U.S.C.A. §§ 7T81-708, T93(a).

3. Constitutional Law—81: Mere member<
ship in Communist Party is protected by
First Amendment. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 1.

4, Constitutional Law—91: Individual’s
right of association is protected by the Pirst
Amendment. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 1.

5. Constitutional Law—91: When a quasi-
political party or other group may embrace
both legal and illegal alms, affiliation with
and membership in that group are constitu-
tionally protected except for those who join
with specific intent to further illegal action.
U.B.C.A.Const, Amend. 1.

6. Constitutional Law—01: That some
members of Communist Party might be en=
gaged In activities not protected by First
Amendment does not mean that the pro=
tected activity of other members may be in-
fringed. U.8.C.A.Const. Amend. 1.

7. Constitutional Law—82: If constitu-
tional rights are abused, legislative interven-
tion can find constitutional justification
only by dealing with the abuse and the
rights themselves must not be curtailed.

8. Constitutional Law—91, War and Na-
tional Defense—36: Disclosure provisions of
Subversive Activities Control Act allowing
public disclosure of individual membership
in a Communist-action organization without
finding that individual concerned shares in
any illegal purposes of organization to which
he belongs violates First amendment, U.S8.C.
Const. Amend. 1; Subversive Activities Con-
trol Act of 1950, § 13(g) (2) as amended 50
U.B.C.A. §792(g) (2).

9. Constitutional Law—81: First Amend-
ment precludes government from claiming
an interest in public disclosure of associa-
tions of innocent members of Communist-
action organizations. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend.
1; Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950,
§13(g) (2) as amended 50 U.S.C.A. § 792
(2) (2).

Mr. John J. Abt, New York City, of the
bar of the Court of Appeals of New York,
pro hac vice, by special leave of court, with
whom Mr, Joseph Forer, Washington, D.C.,
was on the brief, for petitioners.

Mr. Eevin T, Maroney, Atty., Department
of Justice, with whom Mr. J. Walter Yeagley,
Asst. Atty. Gen., Messrs. Frank R. Hunter, Jr,,
General Counsel, Charles F. Dirlam, Assistant
General Counsel, Subversive Activities Con-
trol Board, and Mrs. Lee B, Anderson, Atty.,
Department of Justice, were on the brief for
respondent.

Mr. Lawrence Speiser, Washington, D.C.,
filed a brief on behalf of American Civil
Liberties Union, as amicus curiae urging
reversal.

Before Bazelon, Chief Judge, and Wright
and McGowan, Circuit Judges,

Bazelon, Chief Judge:

These are petitions under § 14(a) of the
Subversive Activities Control Act! to set
aside orders of the Subversive Activities Con-
trol Board determining that each of the sev-
eral petitioners is “a member of the Com-
munist Party of the United States of America,
a Communist-action organization.” The fact
of membership is not at issue.? Instead, peti-
tioners attack the Board's construction, and
the constitutionality, of the Act. The Board
erred, they argue, in taking officlal notice
of its prior determination that the Com-
munist Party is a Communist-action organi-
zation, and in not allowing petitioners to
demand a redetermination of the status of
the Party in the proceedings against them.

Footnotes at end of article.
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Additionally, they claim that the Act is con-
stitutionally defective in allowing public dis-
closure of an individual’s membership to be
made without a finding that the individual
concerned shares in any illegal purposes of
the organization to which he belongs. We find
this second argument persuasive.?

b 4

Under the Act, when the Attorney Gen-
eral has ‘reason to believe * * * that any
individual ls a member of an organlzation
which has been determined by final order
of the Board to a Communist-action orga-
nization,” he is to file a petition with the
Board seeking a determination “that such
individual is a member of such Communist-
action organization.” § 13(a). After hearing,
the Board is to make a written report in-
cluding its findings of fact. If it determines
that the “individual is a member of a Com~
munist-action organization,” it shall issue
and serve him with an order “determining
such individual to be a member of a Com-
munist-action organization.” §13(g)(2)+
Petitioners argue that the difference in lan-
guage between the two subsections s critl-
cal: that is, they would read § 13(a) as in-
structing the Attorney General to institute
proceedings before the Board whenever it
comes to his attention that an individual
belongs to any organization “which has been
determined by final order of the Board to be
& Communist-action organization.” But § 13
(g) (2) requires the Board to determine that
the “individual is a member of a Commu-
nist-action organization,” and this language
is saild to imply that, during the course of
the hearings on a petition to determine an
individual’s membership, the Board must
not .only find that the individual is a mem-
ber of a named organization, but must also
redetermine that the organization is in fact
a Communist-action organization.’ Support
for this construction is sought in § 13(b)
and (i), which provide for redetermination
not more than once each calendar year, of
the status of individuals and organizations
against which Board orders are outstanding.
Petitioners would read these subsections to
allow an individual to reopen the status of
an organization of which he is a member in
s §13(b) petition for redetermination.
Therefore, they argue, § 13(g) should be read
in the same way, and an individual should
be allowed to litigate the status of an orga-
nization of which he is alleged to be a
member during the course of the initial pro-
ceedings against him.

On its face, § 13(b) does not compel the
construction sought by petlitioners. It pro-
vides, in pertinent part:

“Any organization as to which there is in
effect a final order of the Board determining
it to be a Communist-action or Communist-
front organization, and any individual as to
whom there is in effect a final order of the
Board determining such individual to be a
member of a Communist-action organization
may, not more often than once in each cal-
endar year, file with the Board and serve
upon the Attorney General a petition for a
determination that such organization no
longer is @ Communist-action or Commu-
nist-front organization, or that such indi-
vidual no longer is a member of a Commu-
nist-action organization, as the case may
be.” (Emphasis added.)

This language 1s not entirely free from
ambiguity, but it seems to imply that an
individual, in & § 13(b) proceeding, may
contest only the fact of his membership in
a named organization against which an or-
der is already outstanding?® The limitation
of petitions to one per calendar year is at
least an indication that Congress intended
that no particular issue should be relitigated
more than once each year.” Allowing individ-
ual members of an organization to reopen the
complex question whether the organization
to which they belong is a Communist-action

Footnotes at end of article.,
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organization would be to open the door to
substantial delaying tactics without provid-
ing a corresponding benefit to anyone® Ab-
sent any support in the legislative history
for petitioners’ comstruction of § 13(b),” we
cannot conclude that it was intended to al-
low individuals to contest the status of the
organizations to which they belong.

Deprived of any support from § 13(b),
petitioners' construction of § 13(g) must
likewise fail. That construction would re-
quire us to read identical statutory lan-
guage® in substantially different ways
without any apparent support for such a
different construction in the legislative his-
tory. It would raise a serious risk of in-
consistent adjudications; that Is, of oppo-
site determinations of the same question
(whether a given organization is a Commu-
nist-action organization) in proceedings
against different individualsi? That § 13(a)
allows individual proceedings to be consoli-
dated is no assurance that they would be.
The Board did not err in holding that pe-
titioners may not challenge the status of
the Communist Party in the instant pro-
ceeding.

n

We must therefore face the constitutional
question. Petitioners argue that § 13(g) (2)
of the Act?® is invalld because it provides
for public disclosure of the fact of their
membership in the Communist Party
whether or not they intend to further any of
the Party's illegal, as well as its legal and
constitutionally protected aims."* The Board's
primary response to this argument is that
it is foreclosed by the Supreme Court's deci-
sion in Communist Party v. Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board, 367 U.S. 1, 81 S.Ct.
1367, 6 L.Ed.2d 625 (1961) 25

The Supreme Court in the Communist
Party case was presented with the question
whether the First Amendment prohibited
the requirement, set forth in §7 of the
original Act,® that organizations found to
be dominated by a foreign power and intend-
ing the illegal overthrow of existing govern-
ment could be required to file registration
statements including the names and ad-
dresses of their members?’ Individual mem-
bers of the Communist Party were not
parties to the action, but the Court allowed
the Party standing to assert those rights of
its members, such as anonymity, which are
allegedly infringed by the very act of its filing
a registration statement, and which could
not be otherwise asserted than by raising
them here.” 367 U.S. at 81, Bl S8.Ct. at 1402.

The Court examined the structure of the
Act, and found that the registration and
disclosure requirement of § 7 did not attach
“to the incident of speech, but to the in-
cidents of foreign domination and of opera-
tion to advance the objectives of the World
Communist movement.” Id at 80, 81 S.Ct. at
1407. Since regulation was premised on con-
stitutionally unprotected conduct, the Court
was required to balance 'the value to the
public of the ends which the regulation may
achieve” against “the impediments which
particular governmental regulation causes to
entire freedom of Individual action.” Id. at
91, 81 S.Ct. at 1407; see United States v.
O'Brien, 391 U.B. 367, 377, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20
L.Ed.2d 672 (1968). Although the Court did
not consider the incidental infringement of
First Amendment rights to be insubstan-
tial, see 367 U.S. at 102, 81 8.Ct. 1357, it con-
cluded that the importance of the govern-
ment's interest in disclosing the names of
those who desired to further the illegal aims
of Communist-action organizations justi-
fied the requirement that such organizations
make public their membership lists. Id. at
102-103, 81 8.Ct. 1357,

The present case, however, stands on an
entirely different footing. Of course, in both
cases the class of persons upon whom dis-
closure ultimately operates is the same—all
members of the organization, whether inno-
cent or gulilty. But § 7 of the original Act on
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its face dealt directly with organizations at
least some of whose members shared in the
illieit, constitutionally unprotected aims of
the organization. See id. at 23-27, 42-55. Of
course it would hardly have been practicable
to require the organizations themselves to
distinguish in their membership lists be-
tween innocent and guilty members. There-
fore, the disclosure provisions were viewed
as attaching to the incidents of forelgn dom-
ination and illicit purpose, characteristics of
the organization and of some but not all of
its members. Innocent members were un-
avoldably caught up in a net designed to dis-
close the guilty. But § 13(g) (2) operates di-
rectly on individuals; consequently, the “op-
erafive fact[s] upon which [the statute]
depends,” United States v. Robel, 389 U.S.
258, 263, 88 S.Ct. 419, 423, 19 L.Ed.2d 508
(1967), must be facts characteristic of the
individual upon whom the statute operates.
Under §13(g)(2), disclosure attaches to
mere membership in a Communist-action or-
ganization, whether or not the member whose
affiliation is to be publicized has engaged in,
or has any Intent to further, the illicit ends
of the organization. If mere membership, to
which disclosure attaches, is constitutionally
protected, the balancing test is inapplica-
ble. Communist Party, supra, 367 U.S. at 90,
81 8.Ct. 1357." Consequently, the question for
decision is simply whether the statute in-
iringes protected rights. De Jonge v. Oregon,
299 U.S. 353, 364365, 57 S.Ct. 255, 81 L.Ed. 278
(1937).

[8=7] It seems clear to us that mere mem-
bership in the Communist Party is protected
by the First Amendment. For it is “now be-
yond dispute,” Bates v, City of Little Rock,
361 U.S. 516, 523, 80 S.Ct. 412, 4 L.Ed.2d 480
(1961), that “an individual’s right of asso-
clation * * * is protected by the provisions
of the First Amendment.” United States v.
Robel, 380 U.S. 258, 263, 88 S.Ct. 419, 423
(1967). When a “quasi-political part[y] or
other group * * * may embrace both legal
and illegal aims,” Scales v. United States, 367
U.8. 203, 229, 81 S.Ct. 1469, 1486, 6 L.Ed.2d
782 (1961), affiliation with and membership
in that group are constitutionally protected
except for those who join “with the ‘specific
intent’ to further illegal action.” Elfbrandt v.
Russell, 384 U.S. 11, 17, 88 S.Ct. 1238, 1241,
16 L.Ed.2d 321; see Noto v, United States,
367 U.S. 200, 209-300, 81 S.Ct. 1517, 6 L.Ed.2d
836 (1961), “Assuming that some members
of the Communist Party * * * had illegal
aims and engaged in illegal activities, it can-
not automatically be inferred that all mem-
bers shared their evil purposes or partici-
pated in their illegal conduct.” Schware v.
Board of Bar Examiners, 353 U.S. 232, 246, 77
8.Ct. 752, 760, 1 L.Ed.2d 796, 64 AL.R. 2d 288
(1957). For “men in adhering to a political
party or other organization notoriously do
not subscribe unqualifiedly to all of its plat-
forms or asserted principles.” Schneiderman
v. United States, 320 U.S, 118, 136, 63 S.Ct.
1333, 1342, 87 L.Ed. 1796 (1943)." Therefore
the fact that some members of the Com-
munist Party may be engaged in activity not
protected by the First Amendment does not
mean that the protected activity of other
members may be infringed. If rights are
abused, “legislative intervention can find
constitutional justification eonly by dealing
with the abuse. The rights themselves must
not be curtailed.” De Jonge v. Oregon, supra,
299 U.S. at 364-365, 57 B. Ct. at 260.

[8] Since the disclosure provisions of § 13
(g) (2) attach solely to constitutionally pro-
tected rights, the only remaining question is
whether they operate to discourage or pena-
lize the exercise of those rights. We believe
that they do. "“Inviolabllity of privacy in
group association may in many circum-
stances be indispensable to preservation of
freedom of association, particularly where a
group espouses dissident beliefs."” NAACP v,
Alabama ex rel. Patterson, 357 U.S, 440, 462,
78 S.Ct, 1163, 1172, 2 L.Ed.2d 1488 (19858).
In the present situation, we cannot assume
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that disclosure of an individual's member-
ship in the Communist Party will not oper-
ate as a substantial burden upon the exer-
cise of his right of free association.® There-
fore, the disclosure provisions of §13(g) (2)
must fall as contrary to the First Amend-
ment. United States v. Robel, supra; De Jonge
v. Oregon, supra.
1

[8] We would be led to the same conclu-
sion under the balancing test as enunciated
in the Communist Party case.® The court in
that case sustained the disclosure provisions
of § 7 of the original Act, which like the pres-
ent statute made no distinction between in-
nocent and guilty members. But disclosure
in that case was sought from the Party, not
from individuals,®* and consequently there
was available no practicable, less intrusive
alternative to disclosure of the names of all
mempbers: to ask the Party itself to distin-
guish between those of its members who did
and who did not share its illegal aims would
be to ask the impossible. But proceedings
under § 13(g) (2) are on a case-by-case basis,
rendering it feasible to distinguish in each
case bhetween protected and unprotected
membership. Scales v. United States, 367 U.S.
203, B1 S.Ct. 1469, 6 L.Ed.2d 782 (1961).
Therefore, in weighing the public interest in
disclosure, we must weigh a different quan-
tity: since Innocent members may easily be
separated from guilty ones, the public inter-
est in exposure of the gullty cannot be used
to justify exposure of the innocent. See
Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589,
806-607, 87 8.Ct. 6875, 17 L.Ed.2d 629 (1967);
Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S. 479, 488, 81 B.Ct.
247, 5 L.Ed.2d 231 (1960). Since the First
Amendment precludes the government from
claiming an interest in public disclosure of
the associations of innocent members of
Communist-action organizations,® Elfbrandt
v. Russell, 384 U.S, 11, 17, 86 8.Ct. 1238, 18
L.Ed.2d 231 (1966), the governmental inter-
est to be weighed in this case is nil.»

Since § 13(g)(2) of the Subversive Activ-
itles Control Act is contrary to the First
Amendment, the orders issued in these cases
cannot stand. The cases must be remanded
to the Subversive Activities Control Board
with instructions to dismiss the petitions.

It is so ordered.

FOOTNOTES

1Title I of the Internal Security Act of

1950, 64 Stat. 987, as amended 50 US.C.

§§ 781-798 (1964 & Supp. IV, 1969). Unless

otherwise indicated, all references are to the
Act as amended.

? Petitioners have refused to respond to
the allegations of membership on the ground
that the statute under which proceedings
were had is unconstitutional.

#We do not, therefore, consider petition-
ers’ other constitutional eclaims.

+If the Board determines that an individu-
al is not a member of a Communist-action
organization, it shall issue and serve upon
the Attorney General “an order denying the
determination sought by his petition.”
§13(h) (2).

5 Petitions for determination that an in-
dividual is a member of a Communist-action
organization apparently cannot be brought
until the organization in question has been
determined by the Board to be a Communist-
action organization., See § 13(a).

® Of course, a petitioner in a § 13(b) pro-
ceeding could argue that there was no longer
& Board order outstanding against an orga-
nization of which he was a member.

“The limitation of § 13(b) petitions to
one per year was contained in the orig-
inal act and carrled over in the 1968 amend-
ments, But it is of some relevance that the
House Report on the 1968 amendments in-
dicated substantial concern over delay in
Board proceedings. See HR. Rep. No. 733,
90th Cong., 1st Sess. 10 (1967).

# An organization may, of course, reopen
the question of its status once per year
under § 13(b); this should provide at least
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some remedy for the organization's mem-
bers.

¢ Petitloners have directed us to no such
material, nor have we been able to unearth
any.

'The phrase “is a member of a Com-
munist-action organization,” appearing in
§13(b) and (g) (2) of the Act.

1 As originally enacted, § 13(g) (2) spoke
of “a Communist-action organization (in-
cluding an organization reguired by final
order of the Board to register under § 7(a))"
(emphasis added). 64 Stat. 1000, The italic-
ized phrase is missing from the section as
amended in 1968. But the House Report on
the amendments describe them as simply
“conforming amendments” to bring the Act
in line with Albertson v. SACB, 382 U.S. 70,
86 S.Ct. 194, 15 L.Ed.2d 165 (1965). We do
not believe that the House intended the rad-
ical alteration in Board proceedings sought
by petitioners. See H.R. Rep. No. 733, 90th
Cong., 1st Sess. 23 (1967).

2 A "basic objective” of the Act is to pro-
vide public information concerning Com-
munist activities. See H.R. Rep. No. 733, supra
note 11, at 3. A regular paftern of incon-
sistent determinations based not on changed
circumstances but solely on the particular
evidence adduced at different proceedings
would hardly advance this objective.

12 Section 13(g) provides:

“If, after hearing upon a petition filed
under subsection (a) of this section the
Board determines—

“(2) that an individual is a member of a
Communist-action organization 1t shall
make a report in writing in which it shall
state its findings as to the facts and shall
issue and cause to be served on such in-
dividual an order determining such in-
dividual to be a member of a Communist-
action organization.”

All such orders are a matter of public
record. § 9(a).

1 Neither petitioners nor the Board sug-
gests that § 13(g) (2) could be construed so
as to apply only to those members of Com-
munist-action organizations who share in the
group's illegal aims, and we believe they are
correct. United States v. Robel, 389 U.S. 258,
262, 88 5.Ct. 419, 19 L.Ed.2d 508 (1967);
Aptheker v. Secretary of State, 378 U.S. 500,
511 n. 9, 515-516, 84 S.Ct. 1659, 12 L Ed.2d
992 (1964); see Killian v. United States, 368
U.S. 231, 82 S.Ct. 302, 7 L.LEd.2d 256 (1861).

=1t has been elsewhere suggested that
Supreme Court cases subsequent to the de-
cision in Communist Party have eroded its
validity. Note, Civil Disabilities and the First
Amendment, 78 Yale L.J. 842 (1868); see
United States v. Robel, 389 U.S. 258, 88 S.Ct.
419 (1967); Keylshian v. Board of Regents,
385 U.8, 589, 87 S.Ct. 675, 17 L.Ed.2d 629
(1967); Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 U.S, 11, B6
S.Ct. 1238, 16 L.Ed.2d 321 (1966). In view of
the disposition made here, we need express
no opinion on this point.

1 That section has since been repealed
Act of January 2, 1968, Pub.L., No. 90-237,
§ 5, 81 Stat. T66.

1 The Court in Communist Party phrased
the issue as follows:

“The Communist Party would have us hold
that the First Amendment prohibits Con-
gress from requiring the registration and fil-
ing of information, including membership
lists, by organizations substantially domi-
nated or controlled by the foreign powers
controlling the world Communist movement
and which operate primarily to advance the
objectives of that movement: the overthrow
of existing government by any means neces-
sary and the establishment in its place of a
Communist totalitarian dictatorship.” 367
U.S. at 88-89, 81 S.Ct. at 1406.

It pointed out that “our consideration of
any other provisions than those of §7, re-
quiring Communist-action organizations to
register and file a registration statement,
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could in no way affect our decision in the
present case.” Id, at 77, 81 S.Ct. at 1400.

18 See also United States v. Robel, 389 U.S.
258, 268 n. 20, 88 S.Ct. 419, 426 (1967), where
the Supreme Court explicitly rejected any at-
tempt at “balancing” in dealing with §5
of the Act:

“It has been suggested that this case
should be decided by “balancing” the gov-
ernmental interests expressed in §5(a) (1)
(D) against the First Amendment rights as-
serted by the appellee. This we decline to do.
We recognize that both interests are sub-
stantial, but we deem it inappropriate for this
Court to label one as being more important
or substantial than the other. * * *»

Petitioners suggest that this footnote im-
plies that the approval of “balancing” in
Communist Party, see 367 U.S. at 91, 81 S.Ct.
1357, has since been withdrawn. But the
Court once agalin resorted to a balancing test
in United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 377,
88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 (1968). It ap-
pears, then, that balancing may be appropri-
ate when a statute is directed at constitu-
tlonally unprotected conduct, and infringes
upon protected conduct enly as an unavoid-
able side effect of an otherwise unexception-
able purpose. But where, as in Robel, “the
operative fact upon which [the statute] de-
pends is the exercise of [a right] protected
by the provisions of the First Amendment,”
389 U.S. at 263, 88 S.Ct. at 423, the First
imn.a7.1ctmmztt, precludes a resort to “balanc-

**The Board relies upon Adler v. Board of
Education, 342 U.S. 485, 494495, 72 S.Ct. 380,
96 L.Ed. 517, 27 ALR.2d 472 (1952) , for the
contrary proposition. But the Supreme Court
in Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 386 U.S.
589, 595, 87 S.Ct. 675, 679, 17 L.Ed.2d 629
(1967) pointed out that “pertinent consti-
tutional doctrines have since rejected the
premises’ of that decision.

* There is no direct evidence in the record
in this case as to the degree of harassment
that one named as & member of the Com-
munist Party may suffer as a result. But al-
though it is true that the Supreme Court has
in some cases relied solely on record evidence
to establish such a possibility, e.g., Shelton
v. Tucker, 364 U.S. 479, 486 n. 7, 81 S.Ct. 247,
5 L.Ed. 231 (1960), Bates v. Little Rock, 361
U.S. 516, 520-522, 80 S.Ct. 412, 4 L.Ed.2d 430
(1960) , NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462,
78 B.Ct. 1163 (1958), it was willing to state
in Communst Party that “the public oppro-
brium and obloquy which may attach to an
individual listed with the Attorney General
as a member of a Commuunist-action or-
ganization s no less considerable than that
* * * in N.AAC.P. and Bates.” 367 U.S. at
102, 81 S.Ct. at 1418. And in American Com-
munications Ass'n v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, 402,
70 5.Ct. 674, 686, 94 L. Ed. 925 (1950), the
Court noted:

“Under some circumstances, indirect ‘dis-
couragements’ undoubtedly have the same
coercive effect * * * as imprisonment * * *,
A requirement that adherents of particular
religious faiths or political parties wear iden-
tifying arm-bands, for example, is obviously
of this nature.”

# “Against the impediments which partic-
ular governmental regulation causes to en-
tire freedom of individual action, there must
be weighed the value to the public of the ends
which the regulation may achleve.” 387 U.S.
at 91, 81 B8.Ct. at 1407.

#This difference was used in Communist
Party to distinguish Shelton v, Tucker, 364
U.S. 479, 81 5.Ct. 247, 6 L.Ed.2d 231 (1960).
See 367 U.S. at 92-83, 81 5.Ct. 1357.

= We are not dealing here with a legislative
investigation the primary purpose of which
is to inform Congress with respect to matters
properly within its concern. In such cases,
some disclosure to the public may be justified
as a necessary incident of disclosure to Con-
gress. Cf. Watkins v. United States, 354 U.S.
178, 187, 77 8.Ct, 1173, 1 L.Ed.2d 1273 (1967);
United States v. Rumely, 3456 U.S. 41, 56-568,
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78 8.Ct. 543, 97 L.Ed. 770 (1953) (concurring
opinion) .

2 In the Communist Party case, the Court
sustained the disclosure provisions of § 7 of
the original Act because “the mask” of anony-
mity which [the] organization’s members
wear serves * * * [to enable] them to cover
over a foreign-directed conspiracy, infiltrate
into other groups, and enlist the support of
persons who would not, if the truth were re-
vealed, lend their support.” 367 U.S. at 102-
103, 81 S.Ct, at 1414. In other words, the gov-
ernment’s interest in disclosure was consid-
ered to be its interest in disclosure of the
names of guilty members of the Party, i.e.,
those who shared the purposes found by the
Court not to be constitutionally protected.
But, as pointed out above, there was In that
case no practicable way of distinguishing be-
tween innocent and guilty members, and a
refusal to consider the public interest in dis-
closure of the gullty members would have
meant that the interest could not have been
protected at all. See 367 U.S. at 88-89, 81 5.Ct.
13567.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is: recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, this
issue is not new. It has been raised before.
The Senate has resolved it on two previ-
ous occasions. On October 11, 1967, the
same issue was raised. We should bear in
mind that at that time it was raised un-
der the previous administration.

The previous administration refused
or declined to assign any work to this
board. For what reason, I do not know,
unless it took the view that the Senator
takes here today, that it was a waste of
funds and a waste of effort and was not
justified.

The present administration proposes
to use the board. As I said, the issue
has been here twice before at a time when
the board had nothing to do.

The Senate, on October 11, 1967, re-
jected an amendment to this bill by the
distinguished Senator from Delawaire to
eliminate this item and rejected it by a
vote of 54 to 36.

Thereafter, in the same year, the same
Congress on October 23—just 12 days
later—rejected an amendment by the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrookE), to a separate bill, to terminate
completely this board. The Senate at that
time rejected the Brooke amendment by
a vote of 58 to 17.

We now have a new administration,
an administration that has promised to
use this board, an administration that is
using it. It has already referred two
cases to it. The board is now working
on those cases.

I am advised, although I do not have
it in writing—I just took their word for
it—that other cases are being processed
in the Justice Department which will
likzely go to the Board.

It is said that this Board cannot do
anything. Let me point out what is in-
volved here. If there were ever a time
in the history of this Nation when there
were movements within the country that
are subversive to the principles of our
Government to its very foundation, if
there were ever a time when there were
organizations, militant and extreme or-
ganizations, in this country whose pur-
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pose and design and objectives are to
bring about a revolution and overthrow
the Government, if there were ever a time
when there has been so much bombing,
rioting, and subversive activities in this
country, so far as I know now is that
time.

This would be a pretty present, I think,
for the Senate now to present to those
forces at a time when the Board, in effect,
has been reactivated by this administra-
tion. We would be saying in effect to the
Board, “You cannot do it any longer.”
That would bes a pretty present to pre-
sent to those forces and those elements
that are on the rise in America today,
whose activities are being accentuated
and increased.

It would be a bad time to say, “You are
free. You are not going to be investi-
gated by the Department of Justice or by
the Subversive Activities Control Board.”

Mr. President, I think it would be a
terrible mistake. I do not want to do it.
I do not know how much the Board can
do. But I do know what we are proposing
to do. We might save $400,000, but at the
same time we would permit organiza-
tions like the two whose cases have been
referred to the Subversive Activities
gontrol Board to continue their activi-

es.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a letter dated August 10, 1970,
from the Chairman of the Board, John
W. Mahan. We also have testimony in
the Recorp, I believe.

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

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL
Boarbp,
Washington, D.C., August 10, 1570.

Hon, JorN L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations, Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR BENATOR McCLELLAN: Following my
testimony before your Subcommittee on
June 24, 1970, the Attorney General on July
14, 1970, filed petitions before the Subver-
slve Activities Control Board alleging that
certain groups were Communist-front or-
ganizations,

These groups are the Young Workers
Liberation League alleged to be a Marxist-
Leninist youth organization created and
controlled by the Communist Party, and the
Center for Marxist Education alleged to be
a training center for Communist Party
members and receiving financial ald and
other support from the Communist Party.

On August b5, 1970, the attorney for the
respondents filed with this Board answers
denying the allegations and motions to dis-
miss the petitions.

The Board's Rules of Procedure-provide
that a reply to a written motion shall be
filled within seven days after the date of
service thereof and it is expected the Attor-
ney General will reply to these pleadings.
Upon receipt of the reply these motions will
be set for hearing by the Board at an early
date.

The Young Workers Liberation League is
asserted to have local chapters functioning
in several of the large cities of the United
SBtates and if it should be the determination
of the Board to overrule the motion of the
respondents it would be expected that ex-
tensive hearings by this Board will take place
in these large cities where the organizations
are functioning.

I enclose with this letter coples of the
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petitions, the motions and answers and the
press release of July 14, 1870, by the Attorney
General.
Sincerely,
JorN W, MAHAN,
Chairman.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I do
not agree that we should say, now that
the Board has been reactivated by the
present administration:

We are cutting you off. We are not worried
about what is going on in America. Let the
extremlsts have their day. Let them go on
and undermine the Government. We will
cut off all power to investigate and will cut
off all money and abolish the board and
let them go free,

Although this Board may nof be what
it should be because it has been handi-
capped by the courts, it is true, we pro-
pose in the report that the Senate
Judiciary Committee review the legis-
lation with a view to amending and
strengthening it, if that can be done,
or with a view of determining whether
the Board should be abolished.

Mr. President, I submit that this ought
to be done legislatively. This would be
the wrong way to do it in an appropria-
tion bill. We have a Judiciary Commit-
tee which is the appropriate legislative
committee that is empowered to act. If
Congress wants to repeal this act, that is
the way to proceed.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the amendment and support
the position expressed by the Senator
from Arkansas.

After thorough consideration, this
Congress did decide that it would con-
tinue the life of this Board. That was
done 3 years ago in October of this
year. The continuation of the Board
was conditional, on the referral of addi-
tional cases to it. They were, and pro-
ceedings were had.

Two cases were recently referred to
the Commission. One of them has to do
with the Young Workers Liberation
League. The other has to do with the
Center for Marxist Education. These
cases are pending and proceedings are in
process.

Mr. President, if a change is to be
made, it should be made by legislating
amendments to the act which created
this Board. It should not be done by the
type of amendment now pending before
the Senate.

The committee considered the matter
at length and included this language at
the bottom of page 35 of the report:

The committee recommends that the Sen~
ate Committee on the Judiciary give con-
sideration to reviewing the operation of this
Board and its present powers in view of re-
cent court decisions.

The amendment should be rejected
and the matter referred for considera-
tion in the fashion suggested in the re-
port.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. McCELLAN. Mr. President, I yield
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2 minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in 1967
when & previous vote was taken, I voted
for an amendment similar to the one that
is now pending. I voted in that way, not
because I did not favor the Board and
not because I saw no reason for its ex-
istence or for its activities, but because
the Board had not received anything
to do and there were no prospects af
that time that it could be given anything.
I find the situation to be different now.
The Board has been assigned work and
we have the assurance of the administra-
tion that it will be assigned more work.

Certainly, there is plenty of work for
such an investigative body to do, in ad-
dition to such work as the appropriate
committees of Congress can do.

Therefore, I think it is in order fo re-
ject this amendment and to support the
appropriation recommended by the com-
mittee.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, I
rise to support the appropriation for the
Subversive Activities Control Board. As
a member of the Senate Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee, I have long followed
the problems of the SACB, and I am
aware both of its accomplishments and
its potential. I am also aware of the
obstacles which the courts have placed
before the work of the Board through no
fault of its own.

J. Edgar Hoover has testified that
Communist Party leaders boasted that if
they could repeal the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Act and destroy the Board,
they could recruit 50,000 members a
Year.

For 20 years the Communist Party, its
fronts and its fellow travelers have been
trying to destroy the Board and rescind
the law creating it. The fact of the mat-
ter is that the Communist Party and its
fronts have spent thousands and thou-
sands of dollars fighting this act in the
courts; that the courts, including the
Supreme Court, have reviewed it thor-
oughly and upheld the Board’s authority
to hold hearings and issue reports on
Communist-action organizations, Com-
munist-front organizations, and Com-
munist-infilirated groups.

Let me give an example. Back in 1949
the party established another youth
front called the Labor Youth League—
LYL. In April 1953, the Attorney Gen-
eral petitioned the Subversive Activities
Control Board to hold hearings on this
group for the purpose of finding it a
Communist front. The Board held hear-
ings in 1953 and 1954 and issued its re-
port finding the group a Communist front
in 1955,

The LYL then experienced a decline.
Two years later, in February 1957, it
called a special convention for the pur-
pose of dissolving itself. Its own official
summary of the convention proceedings
read in part as follows:
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A large number of the delegates spoke of
the attacks against the LYL by the Mec-
Carran Act (Subversive Activities Control
Act) as a major factor in preventing the
growth of the organization because it in-
timidated youth and restricted their joining.

This demonstrates the effectiveness
and utility of the board. Now let me
show you the kind of work that awaits
the board.

At the end of March of this year, a
Soviet newspaper reported that there
had been formed in the United States, a
new Communist youth organization, the
Young Communist Workers Liberation
League—YCWLL—which, it said, would
serve as “a principal ally and a reserve
of the Communist Party U.S.A.” The
Soviet newspaper hailed this develop-
ment as “‘a great victory and achieve-
ment” for communism and one which
would have “an enormous effect on the
development of a revolutionary youth
movement in the U.S.A.”

This was a reference to the founding
convention of the YCWLL at the Sher-
man Hotel ir. Chicago early in February
this year, as the successor to the DuBois
Clubs.

This is just one example of the kind
of material which the board has the au-
thority to work on, if the cases are sub-
mitted by the Justice Department. It
must be remembered that the board was
originally set up to deal with Communist-
controlled organizations. It was only re-
cently, 8 years after the first individual
membership cases were submitted to the
board, that the courts found a defect in
the membership provision in the act. I
believe that this defect could be cured
by amending the act, and the Judiciary
Committee currently has such legislation
on the agenda for immediate action. Al-
though the courts have ruled out part of
the board’s activities, much of its man-
date remains intact.

To put the case in a nutshell, the board
today has all the powers that were uti-
lized during the first dozen years of its
experience to undercut Communist op-
erations effectively.

Furthermore, I am informed by the
Attorney General that he has plans to
give the Board new and expanded duties,
and that these plans should be forth-
coming shortly. The Board should re-
ceive appropriations so that it will be
prepared for these new duties.

Mr. President, the Board was created
by an act of Congress. That act is still
in force. As recently as 1967, there were
extensive hearings in the House, and de-
bate in both Houses, on a bill to
strengthen the Board and the law creat-
ing it. The result was the passage of that
bill by a large majority in both Houses.
Congress, in other words, after thorough
debate determined just 3 years ago that
the Board should be retained and
strengthened. I believe that the evidence
today demonstrates that the need for
the Board is as great as it has been at
any time in the past 20 years, and I hope
that the Senate will approve its appro-
priation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes fo the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
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President, I support this amendent. In
1967 I offered a similar amendment to
abolish this Board. For many years
Board members have been doing noth-
ing but drawing salaries and they have
had no work assigned to them

The fact that two cases have now been
assigned to them means nothing because
the Department of Justice will still have
$1.120 billion in order to administer and
enforce the laws of this country, and
certainly that is enough money.

This $400,000, which is being used just
to pay a group of what in effect are
“political drones,” will not serve any
useful purpose, as far as I can see,

I am just as much opposed to subver-
sive activities in this country as anyone
else, but this appropriation serves no use-
ful purpose. But we should remember the
taxpayers need to have some protection
and to retain this group of individuals on
the payroll, as we have for the past 4 or
5 years, individuals who are doing abso-
lutely nothing, is a complete waste of
taxpayers’ money.

This amendment should be agreed to;
a._nd if and when the administration de-
cides they need this group and legisla-
tion is passed which would confer on
them duties which must be carried out we
could then appropriate the money for
their salaries.

For 5 years we have been appropriating
the money in the hope that at some time
someone would assign them a job. This
agency should have been abolished 5
years ago. Subversive activities can af-
fect taxpayers as well as some of our
philosophy in Government.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, it has
been said that the previous administra-
tion did not give this board anything to
do. That is not the case. They gave them
seven cases to investigate. But the Board
found they cculd not act because the
Supreme Court said it was in violation of
the first amendment of the Constitution.
No matter how many cases this Attorney
General and the administration send
them, it is going to be the same answer
until we either amend the Constitution
or change the law.

It may make some Senators feel better
to be able to say to constituents, “We
dislike Communism so we decided to
appropriate $400,000 to combat Commu-
nism, but this is not the way to do it.
This is firing blank ammunition,

The statement has been made that we
should investigate the Communist Party.
Of course, we should. As the Senator
from Delaware has pointed out, we have
appropriated over $1 billion for the De-
partment of Justice, and we have pro-
vided a great deal of money for the FBI.

One would think that we were propos-
ing to abolish the FBI. It is the FBI
which investigates and makes findings,
and the Attorney General has the re-
sponsibility for prosecuting those who
violate our laws. If our laws are not
effective we should pass new laws. But
to appropriate money for a Board which
has shown over and over again it cannot
act, and with respect to which the Su-
preme Court said in April that although
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we change the act it is still in violation
of the Constitution, is an exercise in
complete and total futility.

Mr. President, this does not fool any-
one. Conservative newspapers in this
country have overwhelmingly called for
the abolishment of this Board. One would
think that people are saying we have to
have the Subversive Activities Control
Board to do the job. The number of edi-
torials I have seen in my office from con-
servative newspapers is very substantial.
I do not know of any competent con-
stitutional lawyer who says we should
continue to appropriate money for this
Board which the Supreme Court found to
be unconstitutional.

I would agree with the Senator from
Arkansas that the Communist Party, of
course, represents a threat to this Na-
tion. We should do whatever it takes to
bring it under control, and to do that we
need legislation and the legislation could
come first.

For us to appropriate money, hoping
this Board after 20 years of doing noth-
ing can find something to do, it seems to
me is a superficial political act which
does not do the job.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr.
yield myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr., McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I do
not know about this being an exercise in
political futility. I think it is an exercise
in political activity to counteract the
subversive political activity of Commu-
nist-front organizations in this country;
but if that has political overtones I ac-
cept them and I am glad to be on this
side of the issue.

I have checked on this matter and
there are two cases under active con-
sideration. I understood there were nine
cases down there when they started.

As I said awhile ago, this issue is not
new. This amendment was offered before
the full Committee on Appropriations
and the full Committee on Appropria-
tions voted it down 14 to 1. I hope the
committee vote will be sustained.

If this should be stopped the right way
to do it is by legislation, and I suggest
to my friends who are so bitterly opposed
to the Board, to introduce legislation to
abolish it.

Let it be processed by the appropriate
legislative committees. Let us have hear-
ings. Maybe the board ought to be abol-
ished. But this is the wrong way to do it.
This body has decided that heretofore.
The Senator talks about the Justice De-
partment having appropriations of mil-
liens of dollars. The department cannot
use that money for this purpose unless
it is authorized to pay the board out of
funds which it has. The puipose of this
appropriation is to pay the board.

It is my opinion—and I believe the
opinion is shared by probably every
Member of this body—that Communist-
front organizations are proliferating in
this country today as never before. We
ought to have investigations made by
this tribunal or some other one which is
empowered to investigate. I cannot help
believing that the Constitution, properly
interpreted, will permit this Government
to protect itself against its enemies, both
external £nd internal. If present law is
not adequate. the course to pursue is by

President, I
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legislation, not by denying the appropri-
ation. I hope that the Apprepriations
Committee will be sustained and that this
appropriation will be allowed.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
opponents of the amendment have not
given one single bit of evidence that if
we appropriate these funds, the Board
can act, in view of the Boorda decision.
That decision simply handcuffed the
Board to prevent it from action.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that particular
point, so as to get the matter straight?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Boorda deci-
sion deal with individuals. The Board
still has authority to deal with organiza-
tions. Apparently that has not been de-
nied them. That is the purpose of having
the organizations referred to the Board.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course, it is pos-
sible for the Board now to publicize the
organizations that are subversive, but
that is about as empty and meaningless
an action, in my view, as any I can con-
ceive of. We know that those groups are
subversive. The effective thing is to iden-
tify individuals, and that cannot be done.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Would the Senator
agree that the Board has power to make
judicial findings that such organizations
are subversive, after hearings, after they
have had their day in court? Does the
Senator agree that the Board has that
power?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would not deny
that; but that is of no value to us.

Mr. President, may I point out that
this body decided, by a vote of 74 to 2
in 1967, to abolish the Board if it had
nothing to do. After 1 year, it is true that
the Board can now cite an organization
as subversive, but in my view such a cita-
tion accomplishes virtually nothing. The
whole thrust of the effort has been to
identify individuals as subversives, and
unless we amend the law, that cannot be
done. That is why I say if the law is nnt
right, and if the Senator from Arkansas,
the Senator from Nebraska, I, and other
Senators agree that this law is not ade-
quate, that it will not do the job that
should be done, we ought to pass a law
that will do the job before, I repeat be-
fore, we provide funds.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the
Senate Appropriations Committee, fol-
lowing the lead of the House, and in ac-
cordance with the request of the admin-
istration, has recommended an appropri-
ation of $401,400 for the activities of the
Subversive Activities Control Board—
SACB—for fiscal year 1971,

It is my belief that the SACB should
not pe funded at all, and I am, therefore,
cosponsoring an amendment to strike
from the appropriations bill before us
the appropriation recommended for it.

In a letter of July 29 to the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCrLELLAN) , chairman of the Appropri-
ations Bubcommittee on State, Justice,
Commerce, the Judiciary and Related
Agencies, I urged the subcommittee to
delete the $401,400 which the House had
approved for the SACB. I noted then
that—

The list of the Board's accomplishments is
brief. A series of court decisions has ren-
dered the Board virtually powerless, and has
left it with practically no job to do. In the
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twenty years of the Board's existence, a to-
tal of only 66 petitions have been filed for
determination of individual membership in
the Communist Party. Only one organization
has been determined to be a Communist-ac-
tion organization—the Communist Party of
the United States—and that determination
took ten years of litigation to reach.

The validity of the assumptions un-
derlying the establishment of the SACB
are open to serious guestion, and argu-
ably inconsistent with the fundamental
concepts of civil liberty upon which the
Constitution is based.

Even among its supporters, moreover,
there has been widespread recognition of
the Board's lusterless performance and
lack of effect upon Communist subver-
sion in this country.

The American Civil Liberties Union has
rightly described the Subversive Activ-
ties Control Act as the emasculated rem-
nants of MeCarthyite legislation adopted
in the 1950’s, legislation violative of first
amendment rights of free speech and as-
sociation.

At a time when funds are desperately
needed for education, for manpower
training, for anticrime efforts, and a host
of other programs, the allocation of 1
penny for the activities of an ineffective
body based upon antilibertarian prem-
ises would be a manifestation of that
same inversion of priorities which has
resulted in the expenditure of billions
abroad while domestic programs are un-
derfunded here.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. A “yea” vote for the
amendment to strike the item from the
bill. A “nay’’ vote is to sustain the Appro-
priations Committee and keep the item
in the bill, Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the understanding of the Chair.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I just wanted to
make that clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannNon), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. Dobpp), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Gorg), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. Graver), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. Jackson),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr,
KEeENNEDY), the Senator from Minnesota
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(Mr. McCarTHY), the Senator from
Montana (Mr, MEercarr), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
TON), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TypinGs), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. WiLLiams), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YAREOROUGH), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Young) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr., PASTORE) is
absent because of the death of a friend.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraverL) would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr, Jackson) and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasTore) would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorToN), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLg), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MurpPHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxsg), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort), and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baker) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SmITH) are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) ,
and the Senator from Maine (Mrs,
SmiTH) would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 28,
nays 44, as follows:

[No. 267 Leg.]
YEAS—28

Harris
Hart

Bayh Moss

Muskie

Boggs
Brooke
Case
Church
Cranston
Dominick
Eagleton
Fulbright
Goodell

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Burdick
Byrd, Va.

Byrd, W. Va.

Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin

Alken
Baker
Cannon

Goldwater
Gore
Gravel
Inouye

Hatfield
Hughes
Javits
Jerdan, Idaho
Mathias
McGee
McGovern
Mondale

NAYS—44

Fannin
Fong
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Holland

Jordan, N.C.
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
MeClellan
McIntyre

Nelson
Packwood
Pell

Proxmire
Ribicoff
Williams, Del.

Miller
Percy
Prouty
Randolph
Russell
Schweiker
Smith, IIL
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING—28

Jackson
EKennedy
McCarthy
Metcalf
Montoya
Mundt
Murphy
Pastore
Pearson
Saxbe

Scott

Smith, Maine
Btevens
Symington
Tydings
Williams, N.J,
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

So Mr. ProxMIRE's amendment was

rejected.

Mr. HRUSKA. I move to reconsider
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the vote by which the vote was rejected.

Mr. GRIFFIN and Mr. McCLELLAN
moved to lay the motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, I think I
can explain this situation in a few min-
utes. On the committee amendment with
relation to the International Labor Orga-
nization, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, what has
happened is the following: The ILO is an
organization to which we have belonged
for four decades. It originally came out
of the League of Nations. I think prob-
ably it is the only or one of the very few
survivor organizations.

Mr. President, this has never really
been challenged. It has been an accepted
membership of the United States, in
which we have gone on from year to
vear. A very distinguished and well
known American named David Morse
was for many years—I think 20 years—
the Director General; and the appro-
priations for our membership, running
in the area of $7 million a year, went
unquestioned. Now what has happened
is that there is a new Secretary General.

The House of Representatives, after
voting the money as was normally done—
this time the appropriation is $7.5 mil-
lion—then held a special hearing, at the
request of George Meany, the president
of AFL-CIO, and a gentleman named
Edwin Neilan, who is the American em-
ployer representative to the ILO, as this
is an organization to which we send both
employer and employee representatives;
and the subcommittee in the other body
decided that they would like to see this
appropriation cancelled out.

So, apparently, they communicated
with the Senate subcommittee, which
thereupon is proposing—and that is the
amendment I am contesting—to strike
out the sum of $3,758,875 which is in the
bill as it came from the House and which
is the dues we owe to the ILO for the
remainder of this year. If that is stricken
out, it will mean, for practical purposes,
that the ILO will have been cut off from
support by the United States. Though it
only strikes half the amount, for all
practical purposes, it refuses to pay our
dues in the organization. The issue is,
Shall we do that or not?

Mr. President, this matter broke very
suddenly. Apparently, it was not known
at all that this would be done by the
committee. This has been considered a
routine matter for years. As I understand
it, the reason for the feeling on the part
of George Meany and Edward Neilan is
that a new Director General of the ILO
has been appointed, Gordon Jenks, a
British subject, and that he has ap-
pointed as one of his deputies a Soviet
citizen. This, apparently, has so dis-
turbed the employer representative, Mr.
Neilan, and the labor representative as
to induce them to make known their
opposition in the other body, and the
other body could do nothing about it. It
sent word over here and apparently the
committee did it. I think this is a very
unfortunate development and an unwise
idea, for many reasons. But the prime
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reason is that it works against our own
interests.

For a modest sum of money we are
jeopardizing a serious international
proposition., The United States is bound
as a matter of law to pay the assess-
ments for the ILO duly made upon it. If
we want to denounce it or pull out of it,
that is our privilege, but we are in there
and we are bound to pay. We are bound
by law to pay the assessment. This has
been held in an opinion by the Interna-
tional Court of Justice, that an assess-
ment duly made by the United Nations,
or by any such organization, is legally
binding upon its members. Both the
French and the Soviet Union are defying
the United Nations on this issue, as they
have refused to pay any part of the as-
sessment levied upon them for peace-
keeping, either in the Middle East or in
the Congo, and we would be joining them
if we rejected this assessment.

Mr. President, this seems to be what
is involved and is an extremely unwise
idea on the part of the United States at
a time when it is in enough difficulties
with the United Nations as it is, when
the United Nations undoubtedly must be
restructed. Nevertheless, it represents
the only existing organization which is
available to us as an international forum
for discussion and debate. It has shown
in many instances some capability for
peacekeeping or reconciling situations
in the world, like that in New Guinea,
and Indonesia, where there was danger
to the world of a conflagration. The
United Nations is now right in the mid-
dle of the negotiations on the Middle
East, which we consider to be a danger-
ous and serious situation. So I think it is
a very unhappy, unwise, and unfortunate
thing to do at this particular juncture
on the part of ourselves who are the
greatest power on this earth and who
are looking and are still looking, and
I think with justice, to the United Na-
tions as an instrument which can be
made constantly more effective in terms
of peacekeeping.

I do not look at the United Nations
through rose-colored glasses. I know its
deficiencies. I know its difficulties. Right
now, it depends on, as John Calhoun
once said, concurrent majorities. So that
we have to have the Soviet Union and
the United States agree before we can
agree on anything. In the General As-
sembly we have to have the great rank
and file of the Asian and African nations
agree before we can agree on anything.
But, nonetheless, it carries some critical-
ly important responsibilities and work
in the world. It is the forum to which
nations can repair when they get into
real difficulty. It is the place where the
United States and the Soviet Union meet
each other and, with other nations, work
out differences. So that it is too useful
and important an instrument for inter-
national peace to be dismantled. Yet by
ourselves, doing what this amendment
would seek to do—to wit, refusing to
honor our own dues-paying obligations
to a given organization, we would be con-
tributing further to weakening that or-
ganization, to emasculating and dis-
crediting it, by joining those powers—to
wit, the Soviet Union and France, which
have heretofore defied the United Na-
tions on the issue of paying assessments
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to the organization to which they helong.
This is very unwise.

As to the merits, the International
Labor Organization is an instrument
which seeks to keep decent labor stand-
ards in the world. It is responsible for
many conventions which are proposed to
the nations for agreement. Mostly we
have adhered to conventions which deal
with shipping and the fate of seamen.
There are five such conventions in force
proposed by the ILO. We have ratified
two which are not yet in force, also re-
specting seamen; and we have also ap-
proved in the Senate, but not yet rati-
fied, three others, making a total of 10
conventions.

I will agree that that output is not
particularly impressive, but I have been
a Senate delegate to the ILO on occa-
sion, and so have many other Senators,
as 1+ am the ranking member on the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and also because, incidentally, I
happen to be a member of both the For-
eign Relations and Labor and Public
Weifare Committees. We have checked
with the Parliamentarian and have
found that there is jurisdiction over the
ILO by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare concerning matters
which relate to its general recommenda-
tions, and so forth. But when it comes
to treaty conventions, they go to the
Foreign Relations Committee. I happen
to serve on both committees. Hence, I
have taken an interest in this matter of
the ILO, and my own observations are
that this is the one place where we do
have the opportunity to raise the labor
standards of the world.

This is eritically important to us in
trade as well, because of the way the
world operates in terms of the rank and
file of all mankind. Employers and em-
ployees attend. The Soviet Union attends.
There is no place where we can confront
the alleged employers and employees of
the Soviet Union or their representatives.
It has been a tremendously useful instru-
ment of education and propaganda, if
you will, Mr. President, insofar as the
ideas of basic humane labor and the basic
concepts of labor organizations and of
collective bargaining are concerned. It
has had, in my own experience, great use-
fulness in that.

For many years a close friend of mine
was a man named J. David Zellerbach.
He ultimately became our gifted Ambas-
sador to Italy. He began his public career
as an employer representative at the ILO
and rendered magnificent service to the
United States and to the true cause of
the common man, although he was a
great industrialist himself, head of the
Crown Zellerbach Corp. In that particu-
lar capacity, I learned a great deal about
the ILO through him, which makes me
feel that it is a useful instrument.

If we are going to adopt the principle
that from now on we are not geing to
support any organization that takes a
Russian national on its staff, that is a
one-sided and myopic point of view. We
want to find some way to get along with
the Russians. We want the Russians to
know how we work. We want the United
Nations to have a more powerful influ-
ence over the world.

In the Unifed Nations Secretariat it-
self, we have never objected to two dep-
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uties there, or to other Soviet nationals
that have worked there. For 20 years we
had an American there as head of the
ILO. We may again. Now it happens to be
an Englishman, perhaps with different
ideas. We should have learned by now
that we do not accomplish anything by
going off and sulking if things are not
going the way we want them to. If we
do not like them, then we should try to
change them. What we propose to do here
is to go off and sulk and say that we will
not pay our dues because we do not like
what is going on.

Mr. President, I do not believe that is
the American way.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New York has very well stated
the case, but I do want to indicate my
association with his point of view and
indicate further my hope that his posi-
tion will prevail.

Surely the ultimate goal is to try to
establish some kind of respect for law,
particularly among the nations. If we are
to disregard our obligations, particularly
in the United Nations and its affiliates,
we would have little basis for expecting
other nations to observe and adhere to
their obligations.

We were one of the moving parties in
taking the case to the Court of Inter-
national Justice when the Soviet Union
refused to pay its assessments for the
peacekeeping functions of the United
Nations. Now, by following adoption of
the committee amendment, we would be
doing precisely what we have accused the
Soviets of doing.

The Senator from New York has stated
the case so well that it seems to me, un-
less we want to adopt a resolution of
some kind to get out of the ILO, we
would have no choice, on principle, other
than to take the position the Senator
from New York has asked the Senate to
take.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am ex-
tremely grateful to my good friend from
Michigan for his intercession here., I
might point out, too, that the admin-
istration appeared and asked for this
appropriation and, so far as I know, they
adhered to that position. I have no rea-
son to suppose otherwise.

Let me read a section of the Constitu-
tion of the International Labor Organi-
zation that relates to withdrawal, section
5 of article I of the constitution:

5. No Member of the International Labour
Organisation may withdraw from the Orga-
nisation without giving notice of its inten-
tion so to do to the Director-General of the
International Labour Office. Such notice shall
take effect two years after the date of its re-
ception by the Director-General, subject to
the Member having at that time fulfilled all
financlal obligations arlsing out of its mem-
bership, When a Member has ratified any
international labour Conventicn, such with-
drawal shall not affect the continued validity
for the period provided for in the Conven-

tion of all obligations arising thereunder or
relating thereto.

It seems clear to me, therefore, that
the honorable and decent thing to do
would be for any Senator so minded to
introduce a resolution here calling for
our withdrawal from the International
Labor Organization.

I have little doubt that if such a reso-
lution were passed by Congress, the Pres-
ident would honor it. We could make it
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a joint resolution which would require
the President’'s signature. That would
take us out of it.

I do not think that staying in and re-
fusing to pay our dues is consonant with
the integrity and the good faith of the
United States or the value to our coun-
try of international organizations for
peace like the ILO.

I hope very much, therefore, that the
Senate would vote against the committee
amendment which changes this bill by
striking out the amounts I have
described.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

My, FANNIN. Mr. President, I do not
like to disagree with my colleagues who
have spoken in favor of this action.

I had the opportunity to attend the
ILO 1 year. I listened for days to con-
demnations of the United States of
America. The meeting was oriented to-
ward that point of view. In fact, Com-
munist spokesmen condemned the Uni-
ted States. We were called imperialists,
invaders, and murderers. For a long
length of time during almost every day,
we had to listen to these condemnations.

I commend George Meany, the presi-
dent of the AFL-CIO, and Mr, Ed Nei-
lan. Mr. Neilan was at the IO meeting
I attended and I have great respect for
him.

I cannot understand why we should
foster a program so adverse to our
country.

I bring this out because there were
many delegates and observers from other
countries that listened to this tripe and
to the condemnation of our Nation. I
know that they could not understand the
position the United States had taken, In
many instances they were being misled
by the Communists.

At that time a Communist was elected
to be the chief elective officer. I thought
that was a step that indicated the direc-
tion the ILO was going.

I feel that it would be wrong for us to
continue to foster a program with the
ILO

I realize what is involved here insofar
as the United Nations is concerned. But
I realize what is happening so far as the
other countries and their representatives
listening to condemnation of our counfry
is concerned.

1 think it is 2 sad commentary on our
country when we have to put up with
that kind of action.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, I think it
would be sadder if the other delegates
had to listen to what they have to say
without our being there to refute it.

I think if Mr. Neilan is up to his usual
performance, he can answer the charges
very eloquently as well as the labor dele-
gates and the public delegates who are
there.

I would much rather be there and an-
swer the charges than to let them go by
default because we had pulled out.

That is my reason for taking this
action. We have to face up to this thing as
our delegates do every day in the United
Nations.

We had some extraordinarily gifted
answers when Henry Cabot Lodge was




August 24, 1970

there, without meaning disrespect to Mr.
Yost, who is there now.

I remember that Henry Cabot Lodge
made monkeys of the Communist dele-
gates. He made them look foolish. He an-
swered them off the cuff in a most excel-
lent manner.

I do not think we should have any fear
of these accusations. We would get them
anyway. But instead of having them go
over worldwide radio and press releases,
we would be there to answer them.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr,. President, I would
point out to the Senator from New York
that condemnations were made after
every speech made by our delegates. I
would say that there would be much less
likelihood of that being done if we were
not teking part in that particular type of
activity.

I witnessed five speeches at the con-
ference I attended. I think that the Sena-
tor will agree that while I was there this
action took place.

I was ashamed not to be able to re-
spond. However, under the circumstances
we could not respond to the accusations
being made. Certainly they had control
of the conference. They were in control to
the extent that we did not have an op-
portunity to answer, as the Senator has
indicated should be done.

When the cards are stacked against us,
it is pretty hard to come up with an
answer.

Mr. JAVITS. I have been there, and I
found no dearth of opportunity to reply.
If there are more of them than there are
of us, then we are not being persuasive
enough. We are ducking the question.

I submit that the debate will go on
whether we are there or not. The aceu-
sations will be made, except that we will
not be there to face the issues, and they
will have additional points to make
which is what I want to deprive them of.

This is an obligation that we solemnly
undertook, and we ourselves said that
this was the way to run any interna-
tional organization. Then, we propose
to walk out.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, do we not
pay more than any other country?

Mr. JAVITS. We pay 25 percent. We
probably pay more than any other coun-
try. However, we have a gross national
product which is three times that of the
Soviet Union.

Mr. FANNIN. But the Soviet Union
claims that they are wealthier than any
other nation. However, when it comes to
paying dues, they do not say so.

I was disgusted with the situation. We
were not in a position to do anything
about it. I do not see how we can do any-
thing when we do not have control.

Mr. JAVITS. We would have as much
control as anybody, and I think we have
for years.

If the Senator had wanted an oppor-
tunity fo speak there, it could have been
had, because I think that opportunity is
available to delegates from the United
States.

I see no reason why the Senator could
not be a Senate delegate.

We should not merely walk out. And I
hope very much that we do not.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr, MILLER, Mr. President, might I
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ask the Senator from New York what is
the net effect of this committee amend-
ment. Is it that we would withdraw
from membership in the ILO?

Mr. JAVITS. For practical purposes.
We would not withdraw. It is like not
paying the bill. We would still owe it.

We would still have to withdraw for-
mally and the indebtedness for dues
would accumulate against us even if we
gave notice.

That is the advisory opinion of the
International Court of Justice on this
very issue.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, is the
Senator saying that the amount provided
in the bill, according to the committee,
is supposed to cover past membership
dues?

Mr, JAVITS. No. We owe $7.5 million
for current dues. The committee amend-
ment would appropriate half of that to
pay for the first 6 months and would
appropriate nothing for the second 6
months.

Mr. MILLER. Under those circum-
stances, would that not be effective in
persuading our representatives to with-
draw our membership from the ILO?

Mr. JAVITS. No, because we cannot
withdraw for 2 years. I do not see that
that would help us.

Mr. MILLER. It would seem to me that
if the money is not there and the Con-
gress has, in effect, stated that we should
not be involved in the ILO, we would
withdraw.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not know that the
President will withdraw. The President
may feel this would be very unwise and
that he would do better with the next
Congress; but our indebtedness would ac-
cumulate just the same. That is the
opinion of the International Court of
Justice, which we sought.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly?

Mr. JAVITS 1 yield.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator knows that
over the years I have made considerable
protest over the fact that some of the
countries, like the Soviet Union and
France, have been very seriously de-
linquent in the payment of their dues
and assessment to the United Nations.
This matter came to a head about 3 or
4 years ago. Under the charter of the
United Nations, where a nation is more
than 2 years in arrears in assessments
and payments, it is supposed to lose its
vote. But unfortunately the U.S. Repre-
sentative—and I am sure acting on orders
from the White House—decided not fo
press that point, and we still find the So-
viet Union and France voting in the
United Nations, contrary to the charter.

I suggest to the Senator that the
amount of money which is involved,
which might technically become an ar-
rearage for the United States, would be
a very, very small amount and would not
put us in the same category as the So-
viet Union and France because, as I re-
call, there is a percentage involved in
determining whether or not a nation is
more than 2 years in arrears. So I do not
think we will have that problem for
several years, even if this is not paid.

If I thought we had the problem, I
believe the Senator’s point about falling
into the same category as the Soviet
Union and France would be well taken,
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but I suggest the point is not likely to
occur—certainly in the next year or two
and by that time we would have the
opportunity to reassess the situation and
decide whether or not we wished to with-
draw.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the Senator is
confusing the remedy with the debt. The
debt persists. We have contracted to pay
up to 25 percent of the expenses of this
organization. There are different reme-
dies in different organizations in the
United Nations. The limit is to cut off
the vote. For reasons our President
thought proper he did not see fit to in-
voke that penalty against France and
the Soviet Union, even though the courts
decided against them. We had more at
stake than was involved in that situa-
tion; but the point is we are aflirming
that point and we are keeping that point
and this is a strong position for us to be
in and it is not worth doing what is im-
plied by the Senator and jeopardizing
that position on our part in terms of the
U.N., by taking this position in connec-
tion with the ILO. But we are doing it
with our eyes open, of course.

It is the old question that one faces
as a lawyer: are you going to stand by
the contract and sue for the debt, or
repudiate the contract. In this case I
think we are not wise to repudiate the
contract.

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

Mr, JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. FANNIN, Is it not true that other
amounts are involved? I recall that we
discussed the amount of money involved
in the technical assistance program. As
I recall we furnish about 41 percent. Is
that the fizure for that program?

Mr, JAVITS. I do not have those fig-
ures in front of me. Last year's budget
of the ILO was $22 million, of which we
paid $5.6 million, which is 25 percent.
There must be $1 million or $2 million
here for other matters but I will say to
the Senator that based on my knowledge
of this situation, this is something we
agreed to pay.

Mr. FANNIN. As I recall we were pay-
ing about 41 percent of the cost of the
technical assistance program. I do not
object to that, if we had 41 percent of
the vote on what would be done with
those funds. I recall there was some ob-
jection by some of cur members with re-
spect to the basis for which that money
was being utilized. We were not getting
credit for the 41 percent. Others in
charge were getting credit in that par-
ticular year. It happened that Commu-
nist countries were in control. We were
getting little for the 41 percent.

Mr. JAVITS. That is optional with
us. We do not have to go into any of the
technical assistance programs involved,
but apparently we thought we would get
a lot more out of it. Otherwise, I as-
sume we would not have gone into it.
The figures on that element of the work
are marginal. In these internaticnal or-
ganizations we are bound to run into
these situations. It is not a monolithie
situation. We have to decide what we will
do directly and what we will do through
the United Nations and what we will do
through the International Labor Orga-
nization, taking all factors into consid-
eration. But in this instance we have
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undertaken the commitment and the as-
sessment having been made we intend to
repudiate it and I think that is unwise
in the interest of our country, and that is
what I am arguing.

Mr. FANNIN. I do not remember the
exact figures, but I recall it was much
more than $2 million. Quite a vast sum of
meney was involved, but I do not have
the figures at this moment. I think it is
important to consider we did not have
control as to how ouwr money was being
spent.

Mr. JAVITS. If we were improvident,
the House committee would not have
voted $2 million, but they did. They
voted on the whole thing, But it back-
tracked, when it received the testimony
of Messrs. Meany and Neilan, relating
to this matter of appointing as deputy
to Jenks a citizen of the Soviet Union.
We must assume that was the reason,
and not justification of the figure.

Therefore, I have made the point
whether the speech made by Meany and
Neilan should influence us to repudiate
that.

Mr. FANNIN. I would say to the Sena-
tor if this had been the only case involy-
ing a Communist to be the chief execu-
tive of the organization I do not think
there would be so much concern, but I
know this happened before. In fact, it
happened in the last 5 years. As I re-
call, and I would not want to be held
to this, either two or shree times a Com-
munist has been chief executive.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator referred to
“chief executive.” There is a Director
General of this organization. Is that the
office?

Mr. FANNIN. That is correct. The Di-
rector General. I do not have the infor-
mation before me. I hope the Senator will
bear with me.

Mr. JAVITS. I do. I will answer the
Senator. As I understand the situation,
David Morse, an American, and the re-
motest thing from a Communist or Com-
munist sympathizer, for two decades—I
went to his 20th anniversary celebra-
tion—was Director General of the Inter-
national Labor Organization.

The new man is named Jenks, an
Englishman. I do not think the Senator
is raising a question about him. He has
taken on as a deputy a Soviet citizen. I
do not think he would be called a chief
executive. Perhaps he is the deputy for
administration. I do not know. But I do
not think it would be fair to call him a
chief executive officer. The Senator will
correct me if I am wrong but no such
question could be raised.

Mr. FANNIN. I will say to the Senator
that as I recall in 1966 the AFL-CIO had
members in attendance but upon the
election at that time of the Commu-
nists—I do not say the official in control
was the chief executive—they walked out
of the ILO on that occasion. I think the
Senator recalls that. There was a great
deal of condemnation of the ILO at that
time by the labor organizations. The Sen-
ator talked about the gentleman who
served for so many years. I think that
was prior to 1965.

Mr. JAVITS. No, he just retired in the
last year. Mr. Morse was there in 1966.
He was Director General.
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Mr, FANNIN, As I recall, he was not
the one that supervised the meeting.

Mr. JAVITS. He must have. He was
Director General. He has been there for
all these years. I have a dim recollection
of some such controversy involving the
American trade movement as represented
by the AFL-CIO; but let us remember—
and I yield to no one in my respect for
the organization—that the AFL-CIO
represents only between 16 and 18 mil-
lion workers out of a total work force of
70 million, and it ean be wrong about a
lot of things, as the Senator has pointed
out on many occasions. It may well be
wrong about this one, and I think it is.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. Neilan was a rep-
resentative and was associated with the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. That orga-
nization did not leave it, but I think it
was in sympathy with the action taken
by -r. George Meany, of the AFL-CIO.

I look back at the number of years
that this has been in controversy, and I
rﬁ?ret that action was not taken before
this.

The United States is a member of the
ILO supposedly because of the oppor-
tunity to obtain support of our foreign
policy. The questions are:

Are we benefiting or damaging our re-
lationship with the other countries of the
world, especially those new emerging na-
tions such as those from Africa?

Are we accomplishing our foreign
policy objectives through the ILO com-
mensurate with the extent of our ex-
penditures and the effort involved?

The Communists are using the plenary
session as a forum for selling socialism
to the many new member nations unin-
formed about the free countries of the
world. This is not abiding by the con-
cept of the ILO's precepts of free work-
ers, free employers and representative
government. The United States has four
delegate votes—the African nations
alone have 140 votes.

The true objectives of the Communists
are to disrupt and confuse and they are
certainly not interested in the stated ob-
jectives of the ILO since their goals are
diametrically opposed in ideology and
prineiples to the constitution and by-
laws of the ILO.

Mr. JAVITS. It has taken the Appro-
priations Committee a long time to come
to this judgment. As I said to the Senate,
we have to decide what, as a Nation, is
best for us, with full respect to the opin-
ion of Mr. Meany and Mr. Neilan.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.

TUNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
would the Senator from New York agree
to a time limitation of a half hour, with
10 minutes to the Senator from New
York and 20 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; or a half hour to the
Senator from Arkansas and 10 minutes
to me, whatever the Senator wishes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Make it 30 minutes,
and I will try to get through before then.

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, would it
not be well to have that time limitation
effective at the conclusion of the remarks
of the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. JAVITS. Then the time
have to be equally divided.

would
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be u
time limit of 10 minutes for the Senator
from New York and 30 minutes for the
Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, in regard to
the remarks by the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York, I think it is im-
portant to have two things put into the
Recorp, and I would hope the Senator
from Arkansas would not mind my put-
ting them into the Recorp. The first is
the contributions statement as of De-
cember 31, 1969, for the calendar year
1965 through 1969 to the Internationa.
Labor Organization.

It shows that at the present time,
through 1969, the arrearage for all coun-
tries is $5,497,154, and that the arrear-
age of countries prior to 1965 presently
stands at $702,714.

Relative to some of the questions that
were asked by the distinguished Senator
from Iowa, I would like to read article
13, paragraph 4, of the ILO constitution
into the REcorbp, it reads as follows:

A Member of the Organization which is in
arrears in the payment of its financial con-
tribution to the Organization shall have no
vote in the Conference, in the Governing
Body, in any committee, or in the elections of
members of the Governing Body, if the
amount of its arrears equals or exceeds the
amount of the contributions due from it for
the preceeding two full years: Provided the
conference—

And this is important—
may by a two-thirds majority of the votes
cast by the delegates present permit such a
Member to vote if it is satisfied that the fail-
ure to pay is due to conditions beyond the
control of the Member.

I might say that there are presently 11
countries that, as of December 31, 1969,
were without voting rights because of
their financial arrearages. Loss of vote,
as I said, is automatic when the arrear-
age equals or exceeds the amount of the
contributions due from it for the pre-
ceding 2 full years. These countries still
sit on the council, and still participate in
the activities of the council, but do not
vote because their arrearage is in excess
of 2 years.

I think it is also important in this re-
gard that we have in the Recorp the In-
ternational Labor Organization scale of
assessments for the calendar year 1969.
In regard to the remarks of the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. Fawniw), it shows
that the United States pays $6,653,184—
this is as of calendar year 1969—and the
next highest nation to us is the U.S.S.R.,
with $2,661,274.

I can only say that this does not take
us out of the organization in any way,
shape, or form,

If there is a degree of displeasure on
the part of the United States, obviously
it has 2 full years in which to make it
up. If it could in any way express itself
to the conference by way of withholding
a contribution, it still is not out of the
organization until its arrearage equals 2
full years of its contributions.

So the idea that, somehow or other, by
not paying a percentage of its dues in
this calendar year it repudiates a treaty
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is not correct, because there are coun-
tries on this list that have not paid their
assessments since 1965. They are still
members of the ILO. They are in arrear-
age and will, if they so continue be able
to retain their membership.

I can only say that if this country has
a serious complaint that it cannot rectify
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by way of debate at this time, at least it
might express its will by temporarily
withholding funds, if it is its desire. The
next Senate may make up the difference
or withhold a portion of its payment, or
if it is the desire of the next session of
Congress that the money not be paid, it
may well be the desire of the Congress
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that it no longer be a member of the In-
ternational Labor Organization.

I ask unanimous consent that the two
papers that I referred to be printed in
the REcorD as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION—CONTRIBUTIONS STATEMENT AS OF DEC, 31, 1969 FOR THE CALENDAR YEARS 1965-69!

SUMMARY

Calendar year

Total due

Percent
received

Amount

received Balance due

$18, 684, 347
20, 337, 871

22,472,938
24,836, 091
26,612,739

$18, 429, 662
20,134,772
22, 145, 605
23,936,727
22, 800, 066

§254, 685
203, 099
327,333
899, 364

3,812,673

Calendar year—

Country 1965 1966 1967

1968

Calendar year—

1966 1967 1968

"2322,421 524,405 §15,731 ___
26,428 '§27,320
27,320

22,421 23,120

16, 315

Dahomey 3___
Dominican Republic?__
Ecuador 3

El Salvador 2.
Guinea_._.

Haiti 2.

- 386,324

72

¥

United States_ .
Upper Volta. .
Uruguay
Venezuela.
Yemen 8

$4,146 326,967 $27,320

133, 063

13,883 24,405 26,967 26,613 119,188

Total.. ... .._._._. 254,685 203,099 327,333 899,364 3,812,673

5,497,154

1 Total due for
$243,463; Haiti $40,403; Paraguagys $244,29,
2 Ceased membership May 8, 1967.

and South Africa $126,193 or a total of $702,714.

ears prior to calendar ivw 1965: Albania $14,667; Bolivia $33,595; China or in the elections of members of the Governing Body, if the amount of its arrears equals or exceeds

the amount of the contributions due from it for the preceding two full years: Provided the Con-

ference may by a two-thirds majority of the votes cast by the delegates present permit such a

1 Denotes member States which on Dec. 31, 1969 were without voting rights because of their
financial arrearages. Loss of vole is aulomatic when the arrears equals or exceeds the amount
due for the preceding 2 full years, according to art. 13, par. 4 of the ILO constitution, as follows:

Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the control of
the Member."
4 Ceased membership Nov. 3, 1966.

“‘A Member of the Organization which is in arrears in the paGyrnentlof its financial contribution
verning Body, in any committee,

to the Organization shall have no vote in the Conference, in the

INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION—SCALE OF AS-
SESSMENTS FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1969

Country (118)

Percent

Byelorussia._ .
Cameroon.
Canada..... ._.._.
Central African Republ

Congo EB{anaville}_
Congo (Kinshasa)_
Costa Rica. . _.

Cyprus_.__
Czechoslovakia_
Dahomey. . __
Denmarl

26,613

o

1870 appropriations.

 Payments totaling §1,665,588.00 were co-summated January and July 1870 from fiscal year

Country (118) Percent Amount

31,216,202
31

Hungary
leeland. . <.ene oo - -
India...

Indonesia.

Luxembourg. - _
Malagasy Republic.
Malawi. oo .

Country (118) Percent Amount

Netherlands
New Zealand.
Nicaragua_. ..
Niger_ ...
Nigeria..

Uruguay.. .
Venezuela
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INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION—SCALE OF AS-
SESSMENTS FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1969—Continued

Percent

Country (118)

Amount

Viet Nam .{8
Yugosiavia o .40
i R SO e [l .10

ol S 100.00 26,612,739

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr.
yield myself 8 minutes.

At the outset I would like to say that
the Senate Appropriations Committee
considered an amendment on this same
item and, by a vote of 21 to 2, rejected
the amendment to insert this appropria-
tion in the bill.

This issue has arisen by reason of the
fact that Mr. George Meany, president
of the American Federation of Labor-
CIO, after the House took action and
approved the full amount of the budget,
advised Mr. Rooney that this appropria-
tion should not be made. Thereafter I
think he appeared voluntarily before the
committee—the House Appropriations
Commitiee held a hearing on this after
they had reported the bill, and while the
bill was over here in the Senate—and
testified opposing this appropriation.

It does appear to me that if the head
of this great labor organization in the
United States, who has been in attend-
ance at all of these meetings, or many of
them, and has observed the working of
the ILO, comes back to the Congress of
the United States and says the United
States is getting no benefit from it, that
it is a propaganda machine, and that to-
day it is not serving the purpose for
which it was created, a man who is dedi-
cated to the best interests of labor, not
enly in America, but throughout the
world, who comes and makes that plea to
Congress not to waste the American tax-
payers' money any more, that ought to
carry a great deal of weight. It is very
persuasive to me.

I would like to read into the Recorp
some of the things Mr. Meany said about
it, and to insert other portions of his
testimony into the Recorb.

Mr. Meany describes this organization,
on page 48 of the House report of his
testimony. He says:

What has happened since the Soviets came
into the ILO—

Russia did not come in at the begin-
ning, Senators will remember—

is that the ILO become a sounding board
more and more each year for political dis-
cussions, Those of us who have attended ILO
meetings in the last few years have been
subjected to the Indignity of listening to
speaker after speaker on the resolutions com-
mittee denouncing the United States of
America. This has become a forum for Rus-
slan political propaganda, and there is no
:giort made by the Office of the ILO to stop
8.

Mr. Meany continues:

As a sample of the attitude of the Office
of the ILO toward the Soviet Union here is
an article written this April in the Interna-
tional Labour Review, which is the official
publication of the ILO.

President, I
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The article is written under the title
of “Lenin and Social Progress.” Listen,
Mr. President:

As a sample of the attitude of the Office
of the ILO toward the Soviet Union here is
an article written this April in the Interna-
tional Labour Review, which is the official
publication of the ILO. The article is writ-
ten under the title of Lenin and Social Prog-
ress. The article pleads for revolution in the
developing countries and holds up the Soviet
form of revolution as a model and the best
road to soclal progress, and it portrays Lenin
as the great benefactor of mankind, and
nowhere in the article does it indicate that
Lenin was the head of this proletarian dic-
tatorship which was set up in Russia in 1920
and that he was the author of the Red ter-
ror and the oppression against the people of
the Soviet Union. This is not mentioned in
this article,

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp the article to which
Mr. Meany referred, entitled “Lenin and
Social Progress,” written by E. Pletnev
and R. Kossolapov, and published in the
International Labour Review of April
1970.

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

LENIN AND SoCIAL PROGRESS
(E. Pletnev! and R. Kossolapov ?)

Drawing his material from the storehouse
of history, the writer Stefan Zwelg com-
posed an enchanting tale about the “lumi-
nous hours” in the story of mankind, when
great men were vouchsafed special {llumina-
tion or inspiration, or took action of decisive
importance for the further history of the
human race. Judged by the extent and pro-
fundity of the influence it has exerted on
the fate of mankind, the life of Viadimir
Ilitch Ulyanov (Lenin) s one long series
of such declsive moments. His name is fa-
millar to countless milllons of people. His
teachings may be rejected; they cannot be
ignored. The arguments to which his name,
ideas and work have given rise have gone on
unceasingly—as 1is evident with the ap-
proach of the celebrations which will be held
to mark the hundredth anniversary of his
birth on April 22, 1970.

Lenin continues to live on in his ideas, as
put into praetice by generations of his dis-
ciples. The corpus of theory left by him re-
mains at the centre of the 20th century's
ideological contentions. Lenin, in fact, oc-
cupies a unique place among the social think-
ers of mankind.

From time immemorial, the world's pro-
foundest minds had been exercised by the
search for some way to bring about a happy
soclety. They were able to offer nothing but
dreams—however brilliant—utopias or
prophecy. The first thinker to offer a scientific
forecast of the future, based on an exhaus-
tive scrutiny of the facts, and to accompany
it with illuminating theoretical refiections—
the first man to provide a convincing ac-
count of the laws by which contemporary
soclety is governed—was Karl Marx.

Lenin considered himself a disciple of
Marx, and like him devoted his life to the
search for ways and means whereby man-
kind might be freed from poverty, oppres-
sion and suffering. He brought the whole
force of a powerful intellect to bear on the
task of "concelving the social revolution as
a: living phenomenon,” as he put it. His in-
tellectual legacy is a demonstration—on
philosophical, economie, and soclological

Footnotes at end of article.
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grounds—that mankind can, and indeed
must, take the socialist road. Hundreds of
millions of people In all parts of the world
have found, in his ideas, an answer to the
burning questions of the age. A whole revolu-
tionary epoch is bound up with Lenin and|
his activities; It is distinguished from all
others in that socialism became a matter of
action instead of a question of theory. It was
Lenin, the great thinker and orator, who led
the process whereby soclalism was trans-
lated from the language of ideas into the
language of mass action.

We may agree or not with Lenin's concep-
tion of soclalism, But nobody can deny the
close connectlon between his theories and
his policies—policies still being developed by
the Party and State he created., The very
fact that these ideas are no less active today
in changing the lives of millions of people,
and constitute a mine which is still being
quarried, gives Lenin’s ideological legacy a
place all its own in the world’'s treasury of
social thinking.

Lenin’s vision of social progress is insep-
arably bound up with an assertion of the
need for a Soclalist reconstruction of soclety.
Recently, for example, there has been a tend-
ency to judge a country's general progress
by industrial and technological criteria. The
technical level is, of course, an important
factor. But & country highly developed tech-
nlically may not necessarily be equally highly
developed in 1its social institutions. This
criterion by itself, therefore, provides no an-
swer to the questions—for what purposes, and
in whose interests, are advanced technologi-
cal procedures belng used? To what extent
does modern technology insure the full em-
ployment of the labor force avallable?

Very frequently, too, output is taken as
the principal yardstick for measuring social
progress. But here again, output alone, and
even output per head, does not tell us how
the national wealth Is apportioned, and
what needs—and whose needs—are met.

Finally, it is sometimes argued that soclal
progress is to be assessed by the degree to
which people abide by the law. But once
again we may legitimately ask: by what pro-
cedures and by whom has legislation been
enacted, and in whose interest is it that the
law should be observed?

Lenin devoted an entire lifetime to promot-
ing the Interests of the working class be-
cause he considered it the prinelpal actor in
history, by reference to which alone social
progress can be assessed. What counts above
all is the position actually occupled by the
working masses within society.

After the successful October revolution the
world was dlvided into two camps, each with
its own system for regulating the relations
between its members. For historical reasons
the system of private enterprise continued in
force for the time being in the countries most
highly developed industrially. But in other,
relatively less developed countries the masses
seized the reins of power, did away with ex-
ploitation, and deliberately set about the task
of regulating social relationships by means
of planning of production. It may be that to
some extent they were less free of the con=-
straints of Nature but, in a social sense, they
were infinitely freer—a convincing proof that
progress cannot be measured by the criterion
of technological advance alone. The need for
& more fundamental explanation became ap-
parent. It finally became clear that the de-
gree of technical development attained was
no more than a measure of the mastery of
natural forces achieved by the soclety con-
cerned; it could not be used to assess social
development. Hence such a criterion can be,
at best, an indirect indication of the freedom
enjoyed by the individual.

We are entitled to talk ol individual free-
dom only when man is not only free from
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the thrall of natural law but has achieved
mastery over the laws governing the develop-
ment of society. He is free only when he has
tamed the forces which mold society; only
when soclety exists first and foremost to
promote the physical, cultural, esthetiec,
moral and political development of its in-
dividual members.

Lenin's preoccupation with social progress
is borne out by the way in which he
launched—and having launched, defended—
the principle of peaceful coexistence of coun-
tries with different soclal systems. This is no
accldent. A moment’s thought shows that a
steady extension of the rights and privileges
enjoyed by the workers, and improvement of
both labor legislation and social policy can
best come about in the favorable atmosphere
of peaceful coexistence, when countries
develop their relations in practical matters.
Lenin stated a number of times that there
was no reason why a Sociallst country should
not: have unlimited relations on practieal
matters with the capitalist countries.

Lenin’s conception of peaceful coexistence
presupposes competition between two very
different systems in economiec, soclal, sclien-
tific and cultural affairs, and on a struggle
between ideas. Lenin attached high value to a
policy of peace as an essential prerequisite of
all-around progress (and, we might add, of
fruitful activity by the ILO)—a very different
thing from policies of armaments and war,
leading to the uprooting of whole peoples, the
destruction of millions of human lives, the
collapse of production, economic bankruptey,
and moral and cultural decay.

A country's social policy, its social and
labor legislation, provide an excellent pointer
to the degree of social progress achieved. In
the last resort, social progress is to be meas-
ured by the extent to which the workers
themselves can profit from the fruits of their
labor. But in judging how far they can profit
today from the fruits of earlier labor, we
cannot leave out of account the general policy

of the state. For example, if the government
of country A devotes a proportion of the
country’'s wealth to waging war on the peo-
ple of country B, it will be depriving its own
people of some of the frults of their labor. No
matter how wealthy country A may be, its
soclal policy cannot be considered progressive.

LENIN OF NEW POSSIBILITIES OF SOCIAL
PROGRESS

From the end of the 18th century, it be-
came natural to regard radical soclal changes
In terms of the French Revolution, and the
Russian Bolsheviks, beginning with Lenin,
were also for a time regarded as Jacobin ex-
tremists.

However, the tradition thus established
lost its point with the October Revolution of
1917, “I am becoming more and more con-
vinced,” wrote the poet Alexander Bloch; a
contemporary of Lenin, in 1920, “that the
comparison is inadeguate. To judge today's
events by this criterion is to show excessive
caution, even pusillanimity. It is becoming
ever more apparent that the times we are
living in represent, not an epoch of transi-
tion, but a new era."

This was the judgment of an eyewitness,
and history has more than confirmed its
Jjustice. The Russian Revolution was incom-
parably more far-reaching and radical than
any of its predecessors.

During the early years of the Soviet regime,
the social system Introduced by Lenin was
looked on by many people (even by many
who called themselves Socialists) as the bas-
tard child, as it were, of history. The reason
usually given was that industrially, socially,
and culturally, Russia lagged behind Europe
and North America, and hence was not yet

Footnotes at end of article.
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ripe for socialism. There were at least two
flaws {n this analysis.

Firstly, it made no allowance for the fact
that in the 20th century, among countries
unequally developed, the working class and
the working-class movement in any particu-
lar country may well be ripe for socialism,
even though capitalism in the country con-
cerned may be at a relatively early stage of
development.

At the beginning of the century Russia
was, economically speaking, infinitely less ad-
vanced than England, Germany, or the
United States. Nevertheless, as the historian
Mikahil Pokrovsky—a party comrade of
Lenin—pointed out, the concentration of the
working class (and hence the scope for
organization of the working class in huge
enterprises) was three times greater in Russia
than in Germany, and was not less than in
any country of Eurcpe, and perhaps of the
world.

The critics of Lenin’s experiment were also
seriously at fault in that, although circum-
stances had radically changed, they were still
obsessed with the lesson learned from other
revolutions,

Even today it is sometimes asserted that
the materialist interpretation of history has
somehow been controverted by the October
Revolution, indeed by Lenin himself. It is
argued that economics does not determine
politics but that politics may have a de-
cisive influence on economics. This mis-
taken argument is the result of tranposing
what was characteristic of all previous social
systems, including the capitalist one, to a
pericd of transition from capitalism to
socialism.

Any presocial social system was of course
the product of economic developments within
the country concerned. When the feudal sys-
tem was collapsing, the bourgeolsie’s potenti-
alities for revolution, in England, America,
and France, remained confined to those par-
ticular countries.

In today's capitalist soclety there is a
worldwide market, and the position is vastly
different. Today, as Lenin put it? developed
capltalism has entangled countries in a close-
ly woven mesh of trade relations, with the
result that the antagonisms between inter-
national capital and the international work-
ing-class movement are more evident than
ever before.

Experience shows that in this day and age
the possibilities of revolution must be as-
sessed with an eye not only to the condition
of the economy in any particular country but
also to the forces of production as they exist
throughout the world. Whence Lenin's classic
conclusion: “To the extent that large-scale
worldwide industry exists, a direct transition
to socialism is undoubtedly possible.” ¢

It is obvious that in any country in which
this transition to socialism is taking place
there must be a certain minimum level of
technological development, a certaln mini-
mum as regards production of goods, market
organization, and communications, But, as
the experience acquired by our own and other
lands has shown, & country can catch up
after the revolution.

Thanks to Lenin, a purely local, national
approach to such matters is, it is now recog-
nized, much too narrow. The tendency today,
in assessing the possibility of revolution, is
to consider conditions in the capitalist sys-
tem as it exits throughout the world. The
approach, in other words, is an international
one.

Taking the world as a whole, economics
determines politics, though in the local con-
ditions of a particular country politics may
for a time take precedence and direct and
speed up economic development. By showing
that this is now the only tenable view, Lenin
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powerfully contributed to our understand-
ing of the way in which social progress is
achieved.

Why should this be so? This question can
best be answered by quoting the example
of countries which have rid themselves of
their dependence on colonialist powers and
moved from precapitalism to socialism with-
out any intermediate capitalist phase,

Is it concelvable, for example, that before
the October Revolution a country as back-
ward as Mongolia used to be could have set
out to organize itself or socialist lines, rely-
ing entirely on its own resources? The answer,
clearly, is no. Mongolia was one or two stages
behind its neighbors, or the equivalent of
several hundred years of social development.

We now know that this tremendous ad-
vance was accomplishec thanks to the as-
sociation of Mongolia (a member of the ILO)
with the Soviet Union. It is impossible to
calculate the vast savings in human Hves,
effort, physical, and mental resources, com=-
pared with what would have been needed
for the stormy ‘passage through feudalism
and capitalism,

Clearly, the social relations obtaining with-
in the country itself were far less important
in the process than international relations of
a new kind. The two factors interacted and
were combined in a unique way to render a
direct transition to socialism possible. This
had never occurred before. Other peoples have
remained arrested at an early stage of their
development (or have been held back by
colonialism); the gulf separating them from
soclalism cannot, under capitalism be closed.
It can, however, be bridged by a system of
economic, political, ideological, and cultural
links with the developed socialist countries
and by making use of the experiene acquired
by them in their own transition to sociallsm.

Lenin showed in theory, and the October
Revolution bore him out, that any country,
no matter what degree of economic develop-
ment it may have attained, can make the
change to the new soclalist order. In some
countries the relationship between the forces
of progress and reaction, and the position
occupled by the particular country in the
clash between the two worldwide ideologles,
have turned out to be the decisive factors de-
termining when the transition is to be made.
and not the country’'s own productive forces
(the latter's role could temporarily be taken
over by more highly developed international
productive forces). This was a revolution not
only for the contemporary world but also in
the normal tempo of soclal progress.

This was, In a sense, a reorganization of
history. A clearer idea of what it Involved
can be obtalned from Lenin's note “On our
Revolution.”

His political adversary Sukhanov held the
view that a Soclalist revolution in Russia
was premature, and that it ran counter to
the laws of soclal development. Lenin coun-
ters this by denouncing a “slavish imitation
of the past,” and the fear “of departing from
the example set by Germany.”

“You say,” he writes, “that a certain level
of civilization is needed for the building of
socialism. Well and good. But what was
there to prevent us from laying the founda-
tions, by expelling the landowners and Rus-
slan capitalists, for example, and then be-
ginning the move toward soclalism? Where
it 1s laid down that such changes in the
normal processes of history are inadmissible
or impossible?" &

Abandoning the language of polemics for
something more orthodox, we get the follow-
ing picture.

The “normal” process of historical develop-
ment (this is more or less how Sukhanov’s
teacher Kautsky saw it) began with the de-
velopment of the forces of production (com-
prising the labor force, tools and equipment,
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and techniques). Then there came changes
in technology and in the organization of
production, as well as in the division of labor
between people. Thereafter, as occurred in
the changeover from communal production
to a slave-owning soclety, from this to feud-
alism to capitalism, there were changes in
the ownership of the means of production.
Lastly, these changes were crowned by an
ideclogical and political revolution.

Did the October Revolution indicate any
departure from the customary scheme of
things? No, if we consider merely the overall
development of the forces of production, both
national and international. Yes, most em-
phatically, if we consider the situation in
each of the countries beginning to build a
socialist soclety,

In what did the change consist? First, there
was a change in the part played by the State.
The government of & socialist country did
not—as had occurred everywhere else—
merely set the seal of approval on changes
which had already taken place in the ma-
chinery of production; it itself initiated these
changes, and helped to carry them through.

Second, although there were in Russia in-
dustries which technically and because of the
way they were organized, were ripe for reor-
ganization on soclalist lines, there existed
at the same time & host of one-man under-
takings which had nothing in common with
soclalism, either technically, or organiza-
tionally, or by the nature of their economic
relations. As a result of these factors the role
of the new form of ownership changed.
Thanks to systematic support from a govern-
ment of peasants and workers, and from the
more advanced industries already national-
ized, this new form of ownership could
emerge in areas where the technical prere-
quisites for its existence did not, strictly
speaking, exist.

This is what happened, for example, dur-
ing the early years of agricultural collectiv-
ization in the Soviet Union, when the primi-
tive means of production (there were no
others) owned by individual peasants were
nationalized. Here the form of ownership
came first, creating a state of affairs propi-
tious to the emergence of productive forces.
Since then, this has also been the experience
of many other countries.

According to the normal scheme of things,
the phase of public ownership would repre-
sent the third stage in development; it thus,
in fact, became the first. By its very nature,
public ownership, once introduced in the
countryside, led to a development of its own
technical and organizational foundations.

This foreshortening, as it were, of the
processes of development had one immedi-
ate consequence: a multiplication of the
possible forms which progressive social de-
velopment might take. In practical, political
terms this implied a widening of the sphere
in which the revolutionary party and the
revolutionary masses were free to take the
initiative.

Lenin’s solution to the problem of soclal
progress can be understood only if we bear
in mind what, in modern jargon, we might
call the “optimization of social systems”.
This expression can, of course, be differently
interpreted. For example, modern capitalism,
based as it is on a mixture of state ownership
and monopoly control, is likewise subject to
a process of optimization for the sake of big-
ger profits. Soclalism, on the other hand,
claiming as it does to represent an alterna-
tive to capitalism, is designed to insure sat-
isfaction of the scientifically determined in-
terests of the main mass of working people.

Lenin taught that the alm of socialism—
its very essence—lay Iin the transfer of the
means of production to national ownership,

Footnotes at end of article.
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and in the replacement of capitalism by an
economy planned in the national interest.
It was incorrect, he felt, to say (as did the
Russian social democrat George Plekhanov)
that soclalism was the planned organization
of society's production process to meet the
needs both of society as a whole and of its
individual members, Lenin considered this
too narrow a definition since trusts might be
claimed to provide such an crganization. "It
would be better to say: *. . . on behalf of
society as a whole’' (since this both covers the
idea of planning and indicates the agency
responsible for doing it), and not only for
the satisfaction of the needs of the members
of society but also to Insure the maximum
possible welfare, and the free all-round de-
velopment, of each and every member."®

Lenin, and those who were to succeed him,
thought of socialism as a soclal system that
seeks deliberately to improve itself with a
view to meeting the workers' growing needs,
both material and spiritual, in accordance
with the laws governing social development,
and making use of the resources available
to society.

It would be vain to expect the passage
from capitalism to this form of social or-
ganization to be automatie, or to imagine
that it can be brought about by a lengthy
process of reform, The barest acquaintance
with sociallsm will suffice to show that it
presupposes a qualitative change in the aims
of production, a different organization of the
economy and of all other aspects of the life
of society. Most important of all, it presup-
poses & soclety organized to serve the inter-
ests of another class of person; no longer
the private owner, whose interests must nec-
essarily clash with those of the persons he
employs, but the worker, who has acceded
to co-ownership of the property of society.
To bring about such a state of affalrs de-
mands nothing less than a revolution. It
betokens a change in the protagonists
involved.

The masses, and no longer a privileged
caste, now occupy the forefront of the stage.
It will be for each country to choose its own
road (and the road may be hard) to this
consummation,

Lenin, in fact, found a way of enlisting
the scattered energies of many millions of
individuals, hitherto condemned by capital-
ism to a dreary, unsatisfying round of mind-
less toil, in the cause of soclial progress. His
concept of soclalist competition is the nat-
ural fruit of a state of affairs, brought
about by socialism, in which use can be
made of the energles, freely made available
for political, social and other purposes, by
free workers, themselves imbued with a high
sense of their obligation to work, individually
and collectively, for the welfare of society
at large,

“The workers and peasants,” wrote Lenin
in the early months of the Revolution, “are
still ‘timid’; they have not yet become ac-
customed to the idea that they are now the
ruling class; they are not resolute enough.
The Revolution could not at one stroke in-
still these qualities into milllons and mil-
lions of people who all their lives had been
compelled by want and hunger to work under
the threat of the stick. But the revolution
of October 1917 is strong, viable and invin-
cible because it awakens these qualities,
breaks down the old impediments, removes
the wornout shackles, and leads the working
people on the road of the independent crea-
tion of a new life.” 7

Despite every obstacle put In its way by
opponents, soclalism has been progressing
for half a century—a convineing proof of the
extraordinary capacity for progress inherent
in the working masses. Theirs are the hands
which are now guiding the ship of State In
the world’s second great power, and in many
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other countries besides, resolutely toward
the future. And their strength is increasing.

HOW LENIN’'S IDEAS ARE EMBODIED IN
SOVIET SOCIAL POLICIES

From Lenin's idea of progress arose an en-
tire policy and program of social and labor
legislation. He himself took the view that the
Soviet regime had no more important task
than to put this program into effect.

The October Revolution marked a very
clear divide between a state of affairs in
which the working class was powerless, and
one in which it assumed governmental au-
thority. Before resolution, the working class
has to fight for its rights, step by step and
inch by inch, wringing concessions from the
opposing class forces. Clearly, it will be a
very long time before anything is achieved
by such methods and even then, the results
will be extraordinarily circumsecribed. Ajter
resolution, possession of the reins of power
at once enables the workers to affirm their
rights and to buttress them with all the
safeguards which governmental authority
can offer.

Lenin derived the basic contents of his
party’s social policy from the historic mis-
sion of socialism: “Let us make all people
workers.,” This was proclaimed in article 18
of the first Soviet Constitution (1918) in the
form: “He who does not work, neither shall
he eat.” Lenin considered that the most ef-
fective way of implementing this principle
was to establish control by the workers
themselves over the measurement of labour
and consumption. He used to say that such
a system was more effective than all the laws
passed by the French Revolutionary Conven-
tion and its guillotine.®

By decreeing that work was an obligation
for all, the Soviet social legislation created
circumstances in which soclal parasitism and
unemployment could be eradicated and the
right to work guaranteed.

At the same time, on Lenin’s initiative,
a series of measures were drafted on the im-
provement of working conditions, starting
on the fifth day of the October Revolution:
an eight-hour working day was introduced
by decree on November 11, 1917.F Ten years
later, a manifesto issued by the Central
Executive Committee of the USSR an-
nounced that a 7-hour day was to be intro-
duced, and this was done between 1928 and
1931.

Simultaneously, the Soviet system of so-
cial security was developed. This included a
system of unemployment allowances (main-
tained until the social evil of unemployment
was eradicated early in the 1930s), benefits
for temporary incapacity, pensions for in-
validity, old age, paid holidays, etc. In this
fashion, the country of the SBoviets became,
in the early days of the Revolution, the most
progressive country in the world in regard
to the principles proclaimed and the changes
brought about in social and labour relations.
This exerted a powerful influence on the
struggle of the working class and on social
legislation in many other countries.

These soclal innovations have to be seen
agalnst an international background which
between the two world wars was becoming
steadily more sombre. With the growing men-
ace of invasion, every hour was precious, and
in 1940 the 48-hour week was reintroduced.
Plans to develop and improve the social
security system had to walit,

It should not be forgotten that out of the
half-century during which the Soviet regime
has been in existence, some 20 years have
been spent either fighting the wars imposed
on us, or in ridding ourselves of their dis-
astrous consequences, Nevertheless, the gross
social product in 1968 was 36 times larger
than it had been in 1913, while the national
income was 40 times as great. The indices
for 1960 are 7.1 and 7.5 times larger, respec-
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tively, than those for 1840. As production
and efliciency increase, so can the Soviet
Union concentrate its efforts on the improve-
ment of social and labour relations.

With the remarkable growth of the econ-
omy and national income, it became possible
to improve the economic and social condition
of the workers and to carry out a whole pro-
gramme of social action, which has hbeen
especially intensive in the last decade and
a half.,

Thus, a law was adopted to reduce hours
of work to six and seven a day, and the five-
day working week was introduced. As a re-
sult, the average length of the standard
working week for adult workers in industry
is 40.7 hours. At present, in fact, the work-
ing week of wage earners and salaried em-
ployees is 30.4 hours™ It may not be amiss
to recall in this connection that, of the forty
IL.O Conventions ratified by the Soviet Gov-
ernment, the first was that on the 40-hour
working week. Since 19566 the system of hiring
and wages, collective agreements and settle-
ment of labour disputes has been continu-
ously improved. By legislation enacted in 1956
and 1964, the pensions system was over-
hauled.

The decisions taken by the September 1967
plenary meeting of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the U.S.5.R. were
of special significance, being later developed
in a series of laws and ordinances dealing
with the improvement of living conditions.
An ordinance of the Central Committee of
the Party and the Council of Ministers, and
decrees issued by the Presidium of the
USSR Supreme Soviet provide for increased
minimum wage and salary rates, reduction
of taxes, the introduction of supplementary
pay and advantages for those working in cer-
taln parts of the country, and an improved
pensions system.

In social matters, it is government policy
to bring about a general improvement in the
standard of living of all working people, with
special reference to conditions in the key
industries and key areas of the country.
The minimum wage has again been raised,
with the result that the ratio between the
minimum and the average wage improved
from 1:2.9 in 1958 to 1:1.8 in 1968.* Sched-
uled wage rates for machine operators in
the metal and engineering industries were
increased by 15 percent, while wage increases
have also been granted in those branches of
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Lenin used to say that the position of
women in a society was the clearest indica-
tion of its social progress. In this spirit the
leaders of the country are taking action to
ease working and living conditions for
women. The principle of equal pay for equal
work is in operation, and heavy jobs on which
women must not be employed have been
officially listed. Maternity leave with pay has
been increased to 112 days (56 before and 56
after childbirth). Part V of the law on basic
principles for health legislation is entirely
devoted to the protection which the State ex-
tends to mothers and children.

A third congress of collective farmers in
Moscow toward the end of November 1969
adopted resolutions that represent a new step
forward in improving remuneration, working
conditions, leisure time and social security
for tens of milllons of people. The Model
Statutes for Collective Farms, adopted by the
congress, lay down that the cash proceeds
from the sale of produce or from other
sources are to be used by the farm “first and
foremost, for paying the collective farmers
for their work ..."” (article 38).

Part VIII of these statutes provides for a
nation wide social security system for col-
lective farmers. Article 39 reads: “In accord-
ance with the legislation in force, members
of collective farms shall recelve old-age, in-
validity and survivors’ pensions, while
women shall in addition be eligible for preg-
nancy and confinement grants—the cost to be
borne by a centralised Union Collective Farm-
ers' Social Security Fund.” Article 40 further
lays down that this centralised fund, con-
stituted by contributions from all agricul-
tural cooperatives, shall provide allowances
for members during temporary incapacity,
free passes for sanatoria and rest homes, and
other services.

If it be acknowledged that soclal policy
must be designed first and foremost for the
benefit of the worker and for the satisfac-
tion of his needs, then a point at which
enough will have been done can never be
reached, since needs (of all kinds, and not
for material things alone), once satisfied,
give rise to fresh, more complex and varied
requirements. But at any particular time
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further progress up the ladder will be brought
to a stop by the resources available, them-
selves the fruit of the economic development
the country has managed to achieve. The
national income is the only source from
which money for the above aims can be de-
rived. Hence the need to speed up the rate
of increase of the national income by devel-
oping the material and technical resources
of soclety.

The truth of this thesis that increased ex-
penditure on social needs depends on the
growth of national income can be seen from
the figures of total “personal consumption
of the population of the U.S.S.R.” (ie. total
of personal incomes) and of advantages for
the working people provided from the re-
sources available for *social consumption”
(free medical care, free education and train-
ing for improving qualifications, allowances,
pensions, study grants, paid regular leave,
free passes or reduced rates for sanatoria and
rest homes, and so on).

The rapid increase that has taken place
since 1860 in the amounts for social benefits
is striking. The chairman of the Gosplan
observed at the seventh session of the Soviet
parliament that the total figure had risen
to 59,000 million rubles in 1969, and would
exceed 63,000 million rubles in 1970

In Lenin's view the prospects of growth in
the national wealth, gross product, and na-
tional income mainly depend on a steady in-
crease in productivity. The whole subsequent
development of the Soviet economy shows
how true this is. Soviet economists have cal-
culated that the national income rose from
4,170 million rubles in 1917 to 238,000 million
in 1967, of which 227,600 million was attri-
butable to growth in productivity.® All in
all, there has been an annual growth in pro-
ductivity over the last 50 years of at least
6-7 percent.’®

But how 1s this higk rate to be maintained
or even increased? Lenin considered that the
key to this problem was to be found in the
application of technical and sclentific in-
novations to the production process and in
improving the workers’ education and skills,
Experience has proved his forecast correct.
The well-known Soviet labor economist,

TOTAL PERSONAL CONSUMPTION AND TOTAL SOCIAL BENEFITS IN THE U.SS.R. 1960 AND 1965-68
[In thousand million rubles]

Item

1965 1966

the textile industry in which work prox
have been intensified. Special action has been
taken to make geographical mobility of labor
more effective and to make life easier for
workers moving to new areas (e.g. by in-
creasing the wage differential for persons
working in the Far North and Far East).

Lenin considered the health of the nation
as an Index of the growth of the national
wealth. This concern for the health of the
nation is still very much alive today, as is
eloquently shown by the basic principles for
health legislation adopted by the Seventh
Session of the Supreme Soviet in December
1969. This new law lays down the following
principle in article 1: “Sovlet legislation reg-
ulates social relations in the field of health
protection for the population with a view to
ensuring the harmonious development of
physical and mental powers, good health, a
high level of fitness for work and a long ac-
tive working life for citizens; the preven-
tion of disease and lowering of morbidity,
further reduction of invalidity and a lower-
ing of mortality rates; elimination of fac-
tors and conditions which harmfully affect
the health of the citizens.”*® Provision is
made for a comprehensive system of stand-
ards regulating the organization and respon-
sibilities of health bodies, medical and phar-
maceutical activities, public health measures,
and so forth.

Personal consumption (total)__ ... ...
Social payments and services (total)._...__..
Per head of population rubles,

133.2
45.5
195.0

124.9
41.9
182.0

Source: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1968 g. Statistichesky ezhegodnik (Moscow 1968) pp. 571-572.

Strumilin, has calculated that of the overall
growth of productivity of social labor (227,-
600 million rubles from 1917 to 1967), 43,400
million rubles came from investments in new
techniques, and 184,200 million were attri-
butable to achievements in science and edu-
cation.

It is thus no accident that the Govern-
ment spends a large proportion of its re-
sources in the field of education. In so doing,
it is acting In accordance with the law
discovered by Marx, namely that priority
must be given to developing the means of
production, a law which (unexpectedly for
some Marxists) imperiously demands con-
centration of effort on those areas of the
national economy which form the worker's
personality. Here the principal aim of eco-
nomic policy is at one with the basic aim
of social policy: to develop a new kind of
wage or salary earner, with a comprehensive
grounding in modern scientific knowledge,
as a means of stimulating increased produe-
tivity, rendering working condlitions more

humane, and furthering human social and
cultural development.

Lenin’s social program can be summed up
by saying that the worker is at once the
artisan and the criterion of progress.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, Mr.
Meany goes on to say:

This' annual conference is used as =a
sounding board for Soviet propaganda against
the United States, as I say. The Resolutions
Committee is now, and for some years has
been, engaged in political discussions which
are completely outside the competence of the
ILO. In fact, the ILO rapidly is becoming a
political organization, and I don't think that
we need another political organization. We
have a political organization worldwide, the
United Natlons, in which our country holds
meémbership.

The Soviet group is demanding that the
whole structure be changed. When this or-
ganization was set up there was automatic
membership on the governing body to the
top indusfrial countries of the world on the
theory that these were the countries which
would have to make a contribution if we
were t0 improve the standards of life in the
so-called backward countries of the world.

The Soviets want to eliminate that. They
want to eliminate the selection of ILO offi-
cials by the governing body where this auto-
matic membership prevalls, and they want to
throw them into the general assembly of
the ILO on the basis of one nation—one vote,
which means that the United States of
America would be cn a par with Kenya, Togo,
and any of these newly emerging naticns.
This, of course, is further evidence of the
Soviet desire to galn control of the ILO com-
pletely. They certainly have tremendous
influence.

The United States of Amerlca today Is
in a mipority position in the ILO. The
Soviets' propaganda has been quite effective
with some of the newly emerging nations.
To give you an indication of the double
standard, under the ILO procedure, when any
national member of the ILO feels that he
should have representation on the staff by
putting employees in, the rule has always
been that they submit a list of candidates
for any particular spot with their qualifi-
cations. Then they are looked over and the
ILO office makes the decision.

The Russians never have accepted that.
They have the special privilege of submit-
ting one candidate for any position to which
they aspire, and there is no right of the
Office to question the capability of that par-
ticular candidate.

Mr., McCLELLAN. Under the next
title, he says:

In this instance, Mr. Jenks, who just has
been elected as the Director General of the
ILO, announced that he was going to appoint
a Russian representative. He made it quite
clear that he was going to follow the usual
procedure of getting only one candidate, and
that candidate would be appointed.

Mr. Meany points out here how the
United States and other countries are
discriminated against. They have to sub-
mit a number of candidates, and then
let the President of the ILO make the
selection. But Russia refuses to do it.
She is getting preferred treatment. She
only has to submit one, and that one,
whoever he is, is selected and appointed.

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

Mr, McCLELLAN., I yield.

prava (Moscow,
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Mr. HOLLAND. The statement shows
that not only does our country have to
submit a list to the Director General,
but that if he does not approve anyone
on that list, he can select someone on
his own as representative of the United
States, not selected by our country.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. That is not the way we ought to
permit the United States to be treated.
We will never command worldwide re-
spect from other countries, and certainly
not from the Soviet Union, as long as
we let them bully us like that, and then
have us foot the bill. I am not going for
it. It ought to be stopped.

Mr. Meany says further, Mr. Presi-
dent:

I will tell you the basis of Mr, Jenks' strat-
egy or approach. It is that if the ILO wants
the Boviet Union to remain in membership
we have got to accept them on the basis
they represent themselves and the ILO has
nothing to say about it. If the United States
of America objects, then he raises the ques-
tion—does the United States of America
want the U.S.8.R. to maintain membership,
to continue its membership in the ILO, and
if we do want them to continue their mem-
bership in the ILO then we must accept
them the way they want to be accepted, on
the basis of this double standard.

Mr. President, I do not know why we
should submit ourselves to double stand-
ards just because Russia says she wants
it that way. As the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky pointed out, we are
paying 25 percent of all of the cost. And,
Mr. President, they have some 1,700 or
1,800 employees in that organization. Al-
though we pay 25 percent of the cost,
we have only 4 percent-plus of American
personnel. We are getting a good rooking
over there, and it is time to stop it.

We are not withdrawing from the or-
ganization, but we are saying to that
organization and to Russia and the Com-
munist bloc countries, “We are going to
be treated equally, or we are not going
to pay.”

What else do you want us to say? Do
you want us to surrender to that kind of
international bullying? Of course that is
what it is. Let us stop it. Let us stand on
our American character and principle,
and demand that which is right, no more
and no less.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yvield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, this mat-
ter had been very carefully and thor-
oughly considered by the full Appropria-
tions Committee. The consideration and
the study of the committee were given to
the additional festimony of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization at hearings
that were held by the Appropriations
Subcommittee in the other body on this
subject. The date of the hearing was
July 31, 1970. After a thorough study and
thorough discussion and debate of this
point, the committee decided by a vote
of 21 to 2 in favor of the amendment
which is now being debated.

It is my hope that this amendment
will be agreed to and that it will be fully
and very decidedly favored by the vote
to be taken shortly by this bedy.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I hope
that the action of the committee, care-
fully taken, will be sustained.

Senators will note on page 5 of the re-
port of the committee that this action
by no means presents itself as a removal
or withdrawal of this country from the
ILO. Our committee well knew that we
had no such authority, but we felt that
we should not longer proceed to pay a
major portion of the expenses of this
organization, which had turned itself
into one that was so un-American as to
bring upon it the diatribes—and they
were truly stated here by Mr. Meany in
his testimony.

If Senators will look at the committee
report, they will find these words:

The committee recommends tha:t the
proper legislative committee review the con-
tinued participation of the United States
in this organization.

Mr, President, this was nothing but
a premonitory warning of the commit-
tee to show that we resented the kind of
treatment being given to our country,
that we believed the statements made by
the leader of organized labor and by
other business representatives who made
exactly the same report to us, and that
we felt it would be a very weak thing for
us to continue to recommend a major
appropriation to this organization with-
out showing any resentment and without
indicating that our country might, when
the proper legislative committee studied
the matter, decide that this country had
no further business continuing in this
organization. But this action today is not
such final action and does not pretend
so to be. It is & warning as to how this
country feels.

Mr. McCELLAN. Mr. Presidenf, ear-
lier I mentioned 4 percent. As of June 30,
1970, the ILO professional staff subject to
international recruitment totaled 607, of
whom 60 were Americans. The profes-
sional staff totaled 1,377, of whom 21
were Americans. All other staff, which
includes technical assistance personnel
in the field, totaled 1,088, of whom 62
were Americans.

With this money, we are paying sub-
stantially 25 percent of the cost of this
organization. Mr. Meany says:

If we cut this money out, it would mean
that a certain percentage, at least several
hundred of these employees, would be under
the direct supervision and domination of this
man, and I can tell you from long experi-
ence that he will use that position to make
each and every employee a communist
agent—

We are paying for it—
whether he wants to be or not. They do not
fool around.

They don’t acquire power that they put
on the back burner.

They use it. To us this would mean it
would be disaster for the ILO, and if this
happens it presents to us the clear question
of whether or not we want to pay the price
that is exacted from us to maintain the ILO
with the Soviet Union having these special
privileges as a member of the oragnization.

That, of course, Mr. Chairman, puts the
matter squarely in the hands of the Congress
and this committee—whether we are so anx-
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fous to keep the Soviet Union in the ILO that
we are willing to pay this price of accepting
the double standard in which they have a
preferential members—and which Mr. Jenks
indicates he is going to continue.

That is the issue.

I heard arguments in this Chamber
earlier on another issue to the effect that
people did not have muech to do and
therefore we could save $400,000. Nine
times that amount is involved here. They
were doing no harm, if they had nothing
to do. Here we are spending this money
doing harm to ourselves, We are finane-
ing propaganda that is highly detrimen-
tal to the United States, and we are ac-
cepting the indignity of a double stand-
ard and are told to like it. I do not like
it, and I am not going to vote one dime
to continue that kind of practice, that
kind of mistreatment of my government
and ‘of my country, in an organization
dedicated in this respect to helping la-
boring people all over the world, when a
great leader of organization in America
denounces it and says that it no longer
helps labor but has become a propa-
ganda machine against the ideals and
principles for which America stands.

I will not vote for it.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas has 14 minutes
remaining.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Colorado.

Mr, ALLOTT,. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the position of the chairman
of the subcommittee on this matter.
Every word he has spoken is true.

I, personally, first became involved in
this matter in 1962, when I was a dele-
gate to the United Nations, under the
appointment of President Kennedy. I
saw many of the questions that are
raised in the hearings here—I saw them
arising at that time. I saw them occur-
ring in the United Nations. I raised the
questions, the guestions that are raised
here; but, unfortunately, there were few
who felt that way at that time.

I am happy that Mr. Meany and the
AFL-CIO have seen this matter in this
light. On page 4 of the hearing, Mr.
Meany said:

Oh, yes, They were in it—

That is, the ILO—

When it was part of the League of Na-
tlons; However, they applied in 1953, but
applied with reservations—that certain sec-
tions of the constitution should not apply
to the Soviet Union, For instance, ILO deci-
slons are appealable to the World Court at
the Hague, and the Soviets sald they could
not accept that. So the ILO sald they could
not accept the Soviets into membership.

A year later, however, the Soviets decided
that they would accept membership in the
ILO and pledge themselves to abide by the
constitution.

When they came in they came in, of
course, with delegates supposedly represent-
ing employers and delegates supposedly rep-
resenting workers. Delegations were accepted
on that basis even though everybody in at-
tendance at ILO conferences knew there was
no such thing as private employers in the
Soviet Union, and there was no such thing
as free trade unions in the normal sense in
the Soviet Union. Of course, this is still true.
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In the Soviet Union they have what they
call trade unions but actually these so-called
trade unions are agencies of government.

Later in the same hearing, he points
out and introduces into the record a
statement by Prof. Vela. M. Carlos of
Catholic University at Quito, Ecuador. In
that statement, he says this:

Location and characteristics of the prob-
lem: Theoretically, neither employers “nor
workers” organizations exist. The govern-
ment 1s the sole employer. And unions, un-
der the dictatorship of the proletariat, are
elther agencies of the government or the
government itself.

Then I think we should pay particular
attention to the words of Mr. Neilan on
page 67. He said:

I would hope, sir, you might look at the
UNDP, UNESCO, UNIDO, because they are
using a lot of thelr funds to promote Com-
munist doctrine via the ILO as the execut-
ing agency because the ILO gets $16 to £20
million a year from these agencies for spe-
cial projects, a great number of which are
held within the Soviet Union or satellite
bloc and to which no one is invited except
developing countries, to ailow them to pur-
sue this propaganda at home.

He continues, later:

Unfortunately, we have not been in'a posi-
tion to go against this doctrine they have
been espousing so that many of the develop~
ing nations now have accepted this more or
less as a fact, that Uncle Sam 1is just foolish
enough to let us have all the money, we can
do pretty much as we please. This has been
particularly evident this last year when they
persuaded the Arabs and Africans to lead in
& fight, and they got the South Americans in
on it, to take away from the 10 states of
chief industrial importance their rights with
respect to amendments to the ILO Constitu-
tion. And this effort has been concerted.
They have also proposed to the office that
when this item comes up next June that
the committee to consider it should be an
open committee, that is, stacked by the Rus-
sians and their friends, sll of whom will
apply for membership on it.

Mr, President, I am very happy that
this matter has been crystallized by the
leader of the greatest and biggest trade
union organization in the country, bhe-
cause those of us who have been to some
of the conferences in the past know that
the idealistic concepts under which the
II.O was organized and formulated no
longer exists, that they have, in fact,
become merely propaganda boards for
the Russians and their satellites.

It was for this reason, with full knowl-
edge, as the Senator from Florida said,
that we cannot withdraw by this com-
mittee action from the ILO, that I sup-
ported the position of the committee to
strike these funds from this particular
bill. I sincerely hope that that certainly
is struck because I do not believe we
can continue to be so foolish as we have
been in the past in these many orga-
nizations which have merely become
tools of the Soviets in which they use
them solely for the propagation of Com-
munist doctrine and solely for the pur-
poses of solidifying the Communist and
emerging nations against us.

Mr. President, I yield back to the Sen-
ator any time I have and thank him
very much for yielding to me.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. COOPER) .
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am not
acquainted with the specific facts which
have brought this matter into issue but,
as I understand it, it is a question of
whether the United States shall pay its
dues to the ILO, an organization of the
United Nations.

I have listened to the argument that
the United States and other members are
subjected to Soviet propaganda in the
ILO. I have no doubt that this organiza-
tion, as are other subsidiary organiza-
tions of the United Nations, is used as a
sounding board by the Soviet Union for
propaganda purposes.

I have served four times as a delegate
to the United Nations, in the fifth, the
sixth, the seventh sessions, and agsin 2
Years ago. <

In every one of those sessions, one had
to listen in committee and in the General
Assembly, to the propaganda of Soviet
delegates and to many false statements
about the United States. But it was ree-
ognized as such by most members of the
United Nations, As the Senator from New
York has said, the United States and its
delegates have the opportunity to an-
swer in the ILO, and to speak affirma-
tively of our policies before its members.
It is & matter of pride that U.S, delegates
answer with facts and with argument,
and do not attempt to mateh the policies
of the Soviet Union.

Two years ago, when I happened to be
2 member, the Soviet Union had the
hypoerisy to attempt to lay down a defi-
nition of aggression when only a few
n‘zonths before it had invaded Czecho-
slovakia,

I had the opportunity to call that to
the attention of the committee and the
General Assembly. A great strength of
the United States which stands out
against the propaganda of the Soviets,
in the United Nations and in the ILO is
the fact that the United States livesup to
its obligations, and it pays its debts.

I would hate to see the Senate today
enter upon a course of repudiation of
its due, to the detriment of this great
country,

I support the position of the Senator
from New York.

Mr, JAVITS. I am very grateful to my
colleague from Kentucky.

Mr. President, I yield myself 2 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PELL). The Senator from New York is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, every argu-
ment we have heard can be equally di-
rected to pulling cut of the United Na-
tions and every agency of the United
Naticns. We are denounced at every one
of them. But we also denounce the Soviet
Union at every one of them. Let that not
be forgotten. If we should go further, and
I should be a delegate to the United
Nations this year, I assure my colleagues
that I shall not be sparing in my criti-
cism, nor will any other Senate delegate.

It is interesting to me that the docu-
ment submitted by the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Coorer) itself is the best
argument why we should defeat the com-
mittee amendment, because it shows that
the Soviet Union is not in default in
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terms of its dues to the ILO. On the con-
trary, it is up to date.

Indeed, it is the United States that is
in some technical default, that is, to the
extent of most of the $5 million because
we operate at the end of 1970 instead of
1969.

But what is being agued for is that we
should be like Afghanistan, Bolivia,
Burundi, Cuba, the Dominican Republic,
and other countries. That would be our
company, Mr, President, as to those who
do not pay their bills. I think that that
would be the worst thing for the United
States to do, to cut and run like that.

Now, Mr. President, it has been said
by one of the speakers to sustain the
committee’s position that this is a warn-
ing that we would be making.

Mr. President, I believe that it would
be abdication we would be making, that
the United States of America refuses
to pay an honest debt for dues. Because
it cannot stand the gaff, the United
States is abdicating its responsibility as
a leading Nation in the world, because it
is afraid to face criticism.

Well, Mr. President, we are not afraid
to face criticism in this country regard-
less of what happens on this vote. I will
say that myself, although I am on the
other side, no matter what happens on
the vote. We know the temper of Amer-
ica. But what concerns me is the princi-
ple we are adopting. This is a big prin-
ciple in international law. If we are go-
ing to fight the battle for freedom in the
world, we must do it in every forum that
is open to us.

Have we grown tired and discouraged?
Is it that we do not want to take a beat-

ing anymore? Do we want to quit?

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr, Mc-
CrLELLAN) said a great thing when we had
this colloquy about the amendment. He
said:

I may be a little older than you, but I am
ready to stand up and fight.

That is my argument.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I am going to fight
on the basis of facts. I am not going to
let them bully me,

My, JAVITS. I do not believe we are
going to let the Russians bully us. Rus-
sia has its way of trying to make a dent
in the international scene, We have ours.
I am not for abdicating our place upon
that scene, or our power or our influence
in respect to it. When a great Nation like
ours refuses to pay its dues to an orga-
nization to which it belongs, it is abdi-
cating, not protesting.

Thus, I believe that the Senate should
express itself before we take any such
step as this which will be harmful to us.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PeLL) . Three minutes remain to the Sen-
ator from New York, and 9 minutes to
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. CASE. I shall not get into the
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substantive question which has been so
well covered by the Senator from New
York and underscored by the Senator
from Kentucky.

But I do want to tell the distinguished
Senator from New York, to his face, that
he has performed in eloquent fashion
this afternoon and has rendered a very
great public service to the Senate and
the country.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator from
New Jersey. Will he yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. CASE. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think we
have just 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
vield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I want merely to
call attention to the fact that I have not
heard a suggestion yet from anyone as
to how we can correct the mistreatment,
the diserimination that is being imposed
on us, and imposed on us so insultingly—
as Mr. Meany said, “an insult to our Na-
tion.” I have not heard one suggestion of
how we could stop that. We talk about
fighting. What do we fight? Do we fight
the wind and keep pouring in money and
keep talking?

They will understand what we mean
when we cut off this money from some
campaigns.

As long as we talk about believing in
right and that this organization ought
to go on and that we should let Russia
dominate it while we foot most of the
bill, we will continue to get this treat-
ment.

We are not withdrawing. We are sim-
ply saying. “Until you straighten out
and give us an eqgual voice with Russia
in your treatment of us, we will not pay
the money.”

We have 2 years and they have 2 years
in which to make up their minds about
whether they are going to give us proper
treatment and put this on the right
track and respect America for what she
is.

They have 2 years, and we have 2
years in which to decide whether we want
to get out.

Until we do something affirmatively
and let them know it and let the rest of
the nations know from whom they are
getting most of the money, we are going
to continue to get the treatment we are
getting now.

It is an abomination in my judement
in relationships between nations dedi-
cated to one purpose and one high
objective.

We do not have any right to be treated
that way. We are not meeting our re-
sponsibility to America. We are not de-
fending our country or defending her as
she should be defended, as we supinely
pour this money in there and take this
sort of treatment from Russia or any-
one else.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Nebraska.
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Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it has
been suggested that we, by this action,
would be cutting and running. I can
think of no one who is running. We are
cutting, but it is better to cut in this in-
stance than to pay and to be forced to
accept the humiliation and the inequal-
ity which we are suffering.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, it is
a lot better not to pay than to pay and
get cut. Talk about cutting and running,
we are getting cut when we pay. We are
cutting our own throats.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in his
testimony, Mr. Neilan testified, speaking
to the chairman of the House subcom-
mittee:

I would hope, sir, you might look at the
UNDP, UNESCO, UNIDO, because they are
using a lot of the funds to promote Commu-~
nist doctrine via the ILO as the executing
agency because the ILO gets $16 to £20 mil-
lion a year from these agencles for speclal
projects, a great number of which are held
within the Soviet Union or satellite bloc and
to which no one is invited except developing
countries to allow them to pursue this
propaganda at home.

When we cut, we are not cutting and
running. We are cutting and fighting.
That is a lot better than paying and
being forced to accept the humiliation,
the inequity, the actual damage and
degradation we have faced.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, the at-
mosphere in which we would be legislat-
ing if we sustained this position is evi-
denced by a colloquy between Mr.
RooNeEy and Mr. Meany on page 59 of
the House subcommittee hearings.

It reads as follows:

Mr, RooNEY. Mr. Jenks must be made to
realize that he would be better off to lose the
10 percent, the Soviet Union contribution
than the 25 percent contribution of the
United States of America.

Mr. MEANY. Except that he just doesn't be-
lieve the United States will act.

Mr. RooNEY. Well, let's show him.

We talk about bullying, and we run out
of international organizations because
we do not like what they do. This is the
way to dismember the world. If we follow
this principle, we will belong to nothing.
We will be attacked in this revolutionary
world. The Russians will belong to
nothing,

I say that this is a bad precedent and
I hope that the committee amendment is
rejected.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, I note
from the hearings that Mr. Meany is
supported in his position by Mr. Ed
Neilan, a delegate to the ILO for a num-
ber of years. His testimony is in the
hearings.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a let-
ter I received today from Mr. William B.
Macomber, Jr.. Deputy Under Secretary
of State for Administration.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
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DeruTY UNDER SECRETARY OF
STATE FOR ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, August 24, 1970.
Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
hairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate.

DeArR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Senate Commit-
ee on Appropriations has recommended a
ut in the appropriation of the Department
pf State which would result in the United
ptates not meeting its financial obligations
nder the Constitution of the International
abor Organization.

Serious legal consequences will follow on
hon-payment of the United States assess-
ments if such a recommendation is adopted.
he Constitution of the IL.O. was approved
by the Congress by Joint Resolution on June
0, 1948, and consequently has the effect of

treaty. Article 13 of the Constitution em-
powers the General Conference of the IL.O.

o create legally binding financial obligations
bn Member States by levylng assessments
or the expenses of the I.L.O. Paragraph 3
pI Article 13 states:

“The expenses of the International Labour
Drganisation shall be borne by the Mem-
pers in accordance with the arrangements
n force in virtue of paragraph 1 or para-
fraph 2(c) of this article.”

It is therefore clear that the United States
has undertaken an international legal duty
0 pay the share of the budget that has
een voted by the IL.O. General Conference
nd that we would be in violation of that

As you know, the United States has al-
ays stood at the forefront of those who
ave insisted on the necessity of nations to
ulfill their legal duty to pay obligatory dues

international organizations. And prin-

ipally at the urging of the United States,
jhe International Court of Justice made a

ing in the 18962 United Nations Assess-
ents Case favorable to our position.
Non-payment of our dues to the LL.O.
ould, of course, lead to the question being
aised again in the International Court of
ustice.

Moreover, aside from broader foreign policy
mplications, failure to pay our obligatory as-
essment would seriously weaken the ability
pf the United States to exert influence within
he organization.

Yours sincerely,
WirLiam B. MACOMBER, JR.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-

entary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
htor will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a vote
nay” is a vote to restore the House
figure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
htor is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. And a vote “yea” is a vote
0 reduce the House figure by the amend-
ment made by the Senate committee,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
tor is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a vote
yea” is a vote to sustain the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
tor is correct.

All time having expired, the question
s on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment on page 5, line 13. On this ques-
ion the yeas and nays have been or-
lered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
hounce that the Senator from Nevada
Mr. CannonN), the Senator from Con-
hecticut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from

ssouri (Mr. EacLETON), the Senator
rom Tennessee (Mr. Gore), the Senator
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from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INouyE), the Senator
from Washington (Mr. Jacgson), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), the Senator from South Dakota
Mr. McGoverN), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MEercaLr), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. SponG),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
TON), the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
WiLrLiams), and the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Younc) are necessarily absent.

I also announce the Senator from
Rhodes Island (Mr. PasTORE) is absent
because of the death of a friend.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. Pastore) and the Senator from
Washington (Mr., Jacksoy) would each
vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
TON), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLeE), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MurprHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxee), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScorT), and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Bager) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SMiTH) are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON),
and the Senator from Maine (Mrs,
Smite) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 22, as follows:

[No. 268 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Fannin
Allott Gurney
Anderson Hansen
Bayh Hart
Bellmon Hartke
Bennett Holland
Bible Hollings
Boggs Hruska
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cook

Curtis
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin

Allen Moss

Muskie

Percy

Prouty
Proxmire
Schwelker
Smith, T11.
Sparkman
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Miller

NAYS—22

Griffin
Harris
Hatfield
Hughes
Javits
Mathias
McCarthy
Mondale

NOT VOTING—29

Inouye Russell
Jackson Saxbe
Kennedy Scott
McGovern Smith, Maine
Metcalf Spong
Montoya Stevens
Mundt Symington
Murphy Williams, N.J.
Pastore Young, Ohio
Pearson

Brooke
Case
Church
Cooper
Cranston
Fong
Fulbright
Goodell

Yarborough

Alken
Baker
Cannon
Cotton
Dodd

Dole
Eagleton
Goldwater
Gore
Gravel
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So the committee amendment was
agreed to, as follows:

On page 5, line 13, after the word “Con-
gress,” strike out “$144,611,000" and insert
“$140,911,000™.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, which I ask
to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

It is proposed by the Senator from New
York, on page 19, line 20, to strike out
“$22,350,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“$26,155,000 "

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would it be possible
to arrive at a time limitation on the
pending amendment?

Mr. GOODELL. Yes.

I ask for the yeas and nays first.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, How much time
would the Senator suggest?

Mr. GOODELL. I would be satisfied
with 15 minutes on my side. I want equal
time with the chairman.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on the
pending amendment be limited to 30
minutes, to be divided equally between
the distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. GoopeLL) and the chairman of the
subcommittee, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Arkansas (Mr., McCLELLAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, could we
ascertain how many Senators will be
offering amendments?

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I intend to
offer an amendment. I am not sure there
will be a vote on it. It will be subject to a
point of order.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, I am con-
sidering offering an amendment. I may
not offer it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I shall
be quite brief. This is a simple and direct
amendment.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. GOODELL. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, would
the Senator allow the Senator from Mis-
sissippi to proceed for 5 minutes on a very
important senatorial matter, without any
of the time being taken out of the time
allotted to him?

Mr. GOODELL. Yes.
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PRIVATE LEASED AUTOMOBILES

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it has
come to the attention of the Select Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct that
certain Senators and a Senate officer
personally have leased an automobile
from an automobile manufacturing com-
pany under special and favorable terms.
At a recent meeting attended by all of
the members, the committee received a
report from its staff of the facts and
circumstances of these leasing arrange-
ments and decided that the matter was
within the committee’s responsibility.
The committee was of a single mind in
its views and conclusions which are pre-
sented by me as the chairman of the
committee in this summary report to the
Senate.

Under a promotional program of many
years’' standing, for purposes of display
or visibility of their automobile products,
the automobile companies have been
leasing cars directly to well-known ath-
letes, professional entertainers, and other
prominent persons. More recently the
program has included Senators, although
one company has limited participation to
the more senior Members.

From the facts available to us on the
comparative costs of leasing identical
automobiles under the same conditions
of maintenance, insurance, and other
factors, it appears that the price paid by
a Senator is considerably less than that
which would have to be paid by the ordi-
nary person making the same type of
lease.

Our committee found no evidence to
suggest that these leases with Senators
were a means for the automobile com-
panies to exercise improper influence.
Nor did we find any indication that the
automobile companies or their repre-
sentatives received any favorite treat-
ment from Senators or assistants to Sen-
ators because of the favorable lease
terms. Individual Members of the Senate
who held leases talked very freely with
committee members about the entire
matter. We are confident that no fa-
voritism either was given to or expected
by the automobile companies.

The committee found that these leas-
ing arrangements violated no law nor any
Senate rule.

In the course of its inquiry the com-
mittee also found that one of the auto-
mobile companies made agreements with
certain committees of the Senate for the
leasing of automobiles for the personal
use of certain members of those commit-
tees. The Senator who received the cars
paid the price of the lease. No appro-
priated funds whatever were used for
such payments.

The committee concluded unani-
mously that the reduced amounts paid
by Senators and the Senate officer for
automobiles which they privately leased
were 8 favor which was not generally
available to ordinary persons. But for
the fact that they were Senators and a
Senate officer, they probably would not
have been offered such terms.

In addition, the practice of the one
company of making an agreement di-
rectly with a Senate committee for the
leasing of cars for the private use of
Senators clearly is improper. A Senate
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committee by itself does not have the
authority to make such a contract,
which in our opinion is void and unen-
foreible. Although these lease agree-
ments do noi bind the Senate or any of
its committees, we believe this practice
by the committees should be terminated
at once.

After carefully considering the bene-
fits and the implications of the leasing of
cars to Senators, our committee makes
the following advisory recommendation
for the guidance of the various Senators
involved: Existing private leases of auto-
mobiles to Senators at favorable rates
should be terminated at or before the
end of the current model year. These
leases should not be renewed. In making
private agreements in the future for the
leasing of automobiles, Senators should
not aceept any favorable terms and con-
ditions that are available to them only
as Senators.

That report is signed by the Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator
from EKentucky (Mr. CooprEr), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. McCARTHY),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN),
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL-
MADGE), and its chairman, the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) .

MTr. President, the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT) is present. He is the vice
chairman of the committee. He may have
some remarks to make.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President. I have
nothing to add to the statement of the
committee, which has been carefully
worked out and which, I think, represents
a solution of this problem which is emi-
nently fair.

The committee observes, and perhaps
the Recorp should show, that there are
certain lease arrangements which have
been properly authorized by the Senate
for the service of some of its senior of-
ficers, including the President pro tem-
pore, the majority leader, the minority
leader, and the Vice President; and these
are not involved in the matter we have
been discussing. We are discussing here
only those automobiles which have been
made available on a leased basis at a
greatly reduced price to Members of the
Senate as individuals, and not as officers
of the Senate.

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

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Are those the only
ones officially approved by the Senate, the
ones the Senator has just mentioned?

Mr. BENNETT. As far as I know.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York for yielding.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, AND THE JUDI-
CIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17575) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1971, and for
other purposes.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the
Senate Appropriations Committee has
recommended the appropriation of $22,-
350,000.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. How much time does]
the Senator from New York yield him-
self?

Mr. GOODELL, Ten minutes.

The Senate Appropriations Committee
has recommended the appropriation of
$22,350,000 for buildings and expenses a
the Federal Bureau of Prisons. That fig-|
ure is $550,000 more than the House ap-
proved, with the increment going toward
the design of a specialized medical facil-
ity at Butner, N.C.

It was my feeling that the Burea
ought to be allocated $26,155,000 as @
minimum for buildings and facilities for
fiscal year 1971. I therefore submit this
amendment, which is approximately $3.8
million over the Appropriations Commit-
tee amount; and, incidentally, it is less
than the budgeted amount.

The Senate commitfee and the House]
committee have both stricken three ma-
jor facilities requested by the Bureau of|
Prisons, which would total about $3.8
million in cost. On August 5, I wrote to
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN), the chairman of the
subcommittee, recommending an incre-
ment of $4.3 million in the buildings and
facilities appropriation. I noted that the|
President had originally requested $27,-
350,000 total, and that the Bureau was
appealing for the additional $4,355,000
after the House action.

I commend the subcommittee for hav-
ing recommended $550,000 more than
the House figure. That $550,000 is to go
for the planning and design of a medical
facility at Butner, N.C. That facility
could serve as a model psychiatric study,
research, and treatment center, giving
special attention to the causes and pre-
vention of violent and aggressive be-
havior and drawing upon the resources of
several nearby major universities. No
such facility now exists in the United
States, and no model exists for the utili-
zation of psychiatric services in the cor-
rectional facility setting.

As recent events in New York have
demonstrated, there is clearly a need for
such a model. The Butner center could
provide it, and I, therefore, recom-
mended in my August 5 lefter to Sena-
tor McCLELLAN that it be funded. I am
grateful to the subcommittee for having
responded to my suggestion,

Recently we had a crisis in the New
York City prisons involving the Tombs,
a correctional facility to detain individ-
uals before trial. Such detention is a very
major problem across the country, at the
State and local levels. As those events in
New York have demonstrated, there is a
need for the Federal Government to take
the leadership here. I have proposed an
amendment, which is being considered
in committee, to the LEA Act, which
would provide a Federal grant-in-aid
program for States building rehabilita-
tion faecilities. But here there is no op-
portunity to present such a major
program.

There were three other facilities which
I recommended that the subcommittee
fund, and which it decided should not
receive appropriations. It is these three
facilities which I propose to fund under
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my amendment, which would add $3,-
805,000 for Bureau of Prisons facilities.

The first $100,000 of the increment
is to go to design a metropolitan cor-
rectional center in San Francisco, Calif.
This would be a facility for Federal
prisoners, aimed at relieving the severely
overcrowded confinement facilities in
San Francisco, an area where there are
no State or local plans for prison con-
struction. The center would incorporate
community treatment programs, services
to probationers and parolees, and diag-
nostic services to courts in the area.

The second and largest facility that
has been deleted involves $2,055,000 re-
quested by the Bureau to design correc-
tional facilities for women, to be located
in the western part of the United States.
The number of female prisoners in the
Federal prison system is rising each year,
and existing facilities for women are piti-
fully inadequate. The proposed center
will be a model facility designed to meet
the program needs of women offenders,
through training and diagnostic pro-
cedures in ways not presently possible
in existing traditional institutions.

The third item deleted by the com-
mittee involves $650,000 requested to
design a metropolitan correctional cen-
ter in the Baltimore, Md. area. Similar
to the San Francisco center, this project
would provide a detention facility for
unsentenced and sentenced Federal pris-
oners, and will include community
treatment, probation and parole serv-
ices. Like the other three, this facility
;ﬂl be a model and demonstration cen-

T.

These three facilities are deemed to be
of the highest priority by the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, and their costs have
been calculated as part of a 10-year
budget plan currently being drawn up
by the Bureau at the request of the
President. Certainly, the need for these
projects is pressing, and I join with the
Federal Bureau of Prisons in asking that
you restore $3,805,000 to the Bureau's
appropriation,

Mr. President, we have a correctional
crisis in this country. The Federal Gov-
ernment must take the lead. Certainly
we must provide model facilities for the
treatment of Federal prisoners. And I
think we have even a greater responsi-
bility, which we will debate in this body
later, with reference to State and loecal
facilities and the rehabilitation of pris-
oners, in an effective war on crime.

Mr. President, about 70 percent of the
serious crimes in this counfry are com-
mitted by repeaters, recidivists; and we
have literally one of the worst prison
systems in the western world in terms
of rehabilitation. We simply are not
providing the money.

Recently an example came to my at-
tention at Rikers Island, New York City,
where they had reduced the recidivist
rate from 70 percent to 23 percent
through the use of a manpower devel-
opment and training grant, training
the inmates in skills they could use when
they got out, and be assimilated into the
economic system.

That grant was cut off; so now the
recidivist rate is back up to 70 percent.

This is a poor way to fight crime. Pro-
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viding an adequate prison system is
critical in the war on crime, not to men-
tion the humane requirements of pro-
viding adequate, decent facilities for
those who have been convicted, and for
their rehabilitation.

Mr. President, this is a simple amend-
ment. It is within the budget. I know
not why the committee deleted it, except
that I know there are great fiscal pres-
sures that have been brought to bear on
all of us.

I think it is poor economy to cut this
kind of money out of the program of
the Bureau of Prisons, and I hope we can
agree to restore it.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSEA. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New York is to be commended
for proposing this amendment, and dem-
onstrating thereby his great interest in
the matter of prisons and correctional
facilities. He has an understanding of
the problem which is very real.

He was also instrumental, I might
say, in the securing of that part of the
budget for those three institutions in-
cluded in the bill by the other body. That
total included $15 million for the New
York detention headquarters, where very
grave and serious conditions prevail to-
day. I have interested myself, for a num-
ber of years now, in trying to get this
step taken. Now it has finally been taken
by the House. The same is true as to the
West Coast Youth Center, for which a
total of $2,055,000 was allowed by the
other body, and then $500,000 for the
second correctional center.

Four items remain in the budget for
this purpose. One was the Butner facil-
ity, to which reference has been made,
and the other three are in the pending
amendment—namely, a correctional cen-
ter for San Francisco, facilities for
women in the western area, and a metro-
politan correction center for Federal
prisoners within the area around Wash-
ington.

In considering the appeal of the De-
partment of Justice for those four items,
the Appropriations Committee requested
a statement of priority as among those
four. The statement of priority led off
with the item from Butner, N.C., the
medical facility, and that was discussed
earlier in this debate. However, when it
came to the remainder of them, it was
felt that a total of five of these facilities
being allowed in the bill would be a rea-
sonable allowance for this year for the
purpose of construction.

Another element that led us to delete
from the budget request the three fa-
cilities that are included in the pend-
ing amendment was this: Sites for those
facilities have not yet been selected.
There will be plenty of time to allow
moneys for site acquisition and design
in each of these instances after a little
more specific information will be avail-
able.

A third factor was this: In the au-
thorization bill for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration is an
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allowance presently of 25 percent of the
overall allowance for it, for the purpose
of title E in that authorization, and that
has to do with prison reform, which in-
cludes the construction of facilities on a
matching basis.

It was felt that those three reasons
would be sufficient to warrant the elimi-
nation for the time being of the three
items inecluded in this amendment.

I want to concur most fully and en-
thusiastically with the conclusions of the
Senator from New York that these three
facilities are direly needed and are badly
needed, and action should have been
taken some time ago on them. But we
feel that for the three reasons stated,
they should not be included in the budget
and in the appropriation bill at this time.

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. McCLELL.AN. Of the three, I do
not think anyone questions the need, but
they do not even have the sites for them
as yet, do they?

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In one place, they
do not even know in what State they are
going to locate it—just somewhere in the
Midwest. I do not think anybody is going
to oppose an appropriation whenever
they say that they have the site and are
ready to go. But I see no point in putting
the money in here now. They put in the
top priority. They have five of the eight
facilities they requested in this bill. They
do not have sites for the other three, and
as to one of them, they do not even know
in what State they are going to locate it.

We have supplemental appropriation
bills coming along all the time, and the
minute they ge! a site and say they are
ready to start planning—I do not think
they can plan it very well before they
have a site—I do not think anyone will
hesitate to appropriate the money for
their needs. We have been pretty gen-
erous. We gave them what they said was
the top priority.

Mr. HRUSKA. By way of further
information on this, of the four items
that were in the budget and not approved
by the House, Butner was the only one
in which a site existed and was approved.
It had been donated by the State of
North Carolina for that purpose.

Mr. McCLELLAN. They are ready to

g0.

Mr. HRUSKA. And they are ready
to go.

It seemed to the committee that there
was a differentiation between that item
and the other three for which sites were
not yet selected.

Mr, President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I
appreciate the assurances of the Senator
from Arkansas and the Senator from
Nebraska. They are interested in these
facilities and they think they are im-
portant. I think the best way to indicate
our feeling on this subject is to put the
money in the budget, to put the money
in the appropriations bill now.

The administration has budgeted these
items. We want them to move forward
now., If we delete the money for them,
the planning inevitably will be held
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back. We may be here next year with
still no sites chosen.

I am certain they can move forward
very quickly in site acquisition and con-
struction if we put the money there.
They have budgeted it. The Bureau of
Prisons wants them. I do not think the
Bureau of Prisons conceives that there
is any problem in proceeding with con-
struction of these facilities and with
finding an appropriate site. As a matter
of fact, I think that part of the problem
here is that we keep going back and
forth. The Bureau of Prisons wants as-
surances that they are going to get the
money and that they can go ahead; and
Congress says, “No, we're not going to
put the money in until sites are chosen,
until you have your full plans.”

This is a very critical problem in our
country, acknowledged and understood
perhaps best of all by the chairman and
the ranking minority member of this
committee.

I think we should go forward now and
let the administration know that we
support their request; let the Bureau of
Prisons know that we support their re-
quest, and that we will give them the
money necessary to meet this problem
and start having an enlightened rehabil-
itation program, some new model cen-
ters which will be of great use for our
State and local prison authorities, and
get it moving now, instead of quibbling
back and forth about who has to come
forward first with a plan and site acqui-
sition or with appropriations.

I would urge, with all due deference to
my esteemed colleagues, that the Senate
move now to appropriate this money.
That is the way we will begin to get ac-
tion and get it very quickly.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, with re-
spect to the realization of the need for
these facilities, I think we could go far
beyond the great need for present facil-
ities not only in the Federal system but
also in the State system. In fact, the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
ranking minority member are so aware of
this situation that we have taken pains
to include in the law enforcement assist-
ance administration bill very generous
sums for this purpose—25 percent of the
entire budget—the exact amount of
which I do not remember. I would think
that there would be a minimum of, say,
$100 million to $150 million for that pur-
pose statewide. So we do know what the
situation actually is.

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL,. I appreciate what the
Senator has said, and I strongly agree
with the need for grants in aid through
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act. I
commend the Senator for his aetion, and
I commend the subcommittee in that re-
spect. Those are grants to the States. We
are talking about the prime Federal re-
sponsibility with Federal prisons.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct.

Mr. GOODELL. We do have a situa-
tion in which we are contracting out, I
think, some 30 of the female prison in-
mates to States. In many cases, the States
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and localities do not have adequate fa-
cilities and the Federal Government does
not have adequate facilities to take care
of the youthful offenders who are lumped
together with the others.

Mr. HRUSEA. If the Senator will per-
mit me, I will make this statement. The
reason for the reference to the law en-
forcement assistance administration au-
thorization bill is to point to the aware-
ness of the problem on the part of the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of this subcommittee.

As to the item being in the budgef, I
would gladly concede that that would be
a most persuasive and irrefutable argu-
ment if we followed it as closely and
strictly when the committee came out
with an amount that was over the
budget. But that does not happen. Time
and again, this body has been guilty of
going over that budget. I would think
that a transgression under the budget
would be put up with quite cheerfully,
and it would be only a fraction of the
great amounts that have been over the
budget.

We are grateful for the budget includ-
ing these items as submitted by the
President. On the other hand, we have
never abdicated our own independent
judgment in the premises. We appreciate
the recommendation, but we do feel that
we should exercise this independent
judgment; and in this case we are asking
this body to approve the action and the
judgment of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

It is our hope that the amendment will
be rejected.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PerLr). All time on the amendment is
now yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
York (Mr. GOODELL).

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannNon), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr, EAGLETON), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Gorg), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE),
the Senator from Washington (Mr.
JacksoN), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN-
TOoYA), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
RusseLn), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SponG), and the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WirLiams), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne)
are necessarily absent.
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I also announce that the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr, PasTorE) is absent
because of the death of a friend.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JacksoN) would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASsTORE) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIxen), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorToN), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
Dore), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwaTER), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MurpHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. Pearson), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. Saxsee), the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort), and the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baxker) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SmiTH) are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from South Dakota (MTr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Muwnpr) and
the Senator from Maine (Mrs. SMITH)
would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MaTH1AS) is paired with the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEarsoN). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Kansas would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 41, as follows:

[No. 269 Leg.]
YEAS—27

Bayh Hart
Brooke Hartke
Burdick Hatfield
Case Hughes
Cooper Javits
Cranston Mansfield
Goodell McCarthy
Grifin McGee
Harris Mondale

NAYS—41
Ellender
Ervin

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Percy
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Smith, 111,
Tydings

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible

McIntyre

Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
McClellan
NOT VOTING—32

Inouye Russell
Jackson
EKennedy
Mathias
McGovern
Metcalf
Montoya
Mundt
Murphy
Pastore
Hollings Pearson

So Mr. Gooberl's amendment was
rejected.

Mr, HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

Randolph
Sparkman
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Willlams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

ymington
Williams, N.J,
Yarborough
Young, Ohlo
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
8:30 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand in
adjournment until 8:30 tomorrow morn-
mg.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR CHURCH TOMORROW
MORNING

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) be recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes sometime
in that period between 8:30 and 9 a.m.
when the time starts running.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, can
committees meet tomorrow?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, AND THE JUDI-
CIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17575) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1971, and for

other purposes.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Chair eannot
hear the Senator from Michigan. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Michigan (Mr. HarT)
proposes an amendment as follows:

On page 20, line 10, strike out “$480,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof *§1,000,000,000”.

Mr. President, the amendment would
add $520 million to the funds appropri-
ated for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, the main Federal pro-
gram in the fight against crime.

The cities of the Nation, testifying
through the voices of several mayors, in-
cluding the mayor of the city of Detroit,
have urged that at least $1 billion be
appropriated for this program in fiscal
year 1971. But the administration’s
budget request was less than one-half
that amount, some $480 million. The
House appropriated that amount, and the
Senate Appropriations Committee also
reflects the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee adoption of that budget request
figure.

Mr. President, at this time the Subcom-
mittee on Criminal Laws of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, under the able
chairmanship of the Senator from
Arkansas who is handling the pending
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bill, is reviewing amendments to the Safe
Streets Act, which presently includes no
authorization for the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for fiscal year
1971 or subsequent years. I have already
submitted an amendment to that act pro-
viding for a $1 billion authorization in
fiscal year 1971 and for greater funding
in subsequent years.

I recognize that the amendment I have
called up may be subject to a point of
order since the Senate has not yet passed
an authorization for the act for fiscal
year 1971. However, I introduce the
amendment now to focus attention on the
need to increase the appropriations for
this vital program. I would hope that the
Senate would accept this amendment to
demonstrate support for an increase in
the authorization of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration to $1
billion.

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

Mr. HART. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
bill contains $480 million for assistance
to local law enforcement agencies. This
amounts to about $2.40 for every man,
woman, and child in America.

The $2.40 per person for local law en-
forcement assistance is not enough.
Crime is too great a problem to be dealt
with in such meager fashion. When we
consider some of the other millions, tens
of millions, hundreds of millions, and
billions that are spent for other subjects
that are not nearly so pressing, one be-
gins to wonder.

The Senate has demonstrated its com-
mitment to fighting crime by passing vir-
tually every major crime proposal intro-
duced with one exception, and that was
held up at the request of the administra-
tion. It has done so under the leadership
of the distinguished Senator from Ark-
ansas, the manager of the pending bill.

The Senate could do as much by allo-
cating a sufficient portion of this Na-
tion’s resources to this most pressing ot
all problems.

I commend the Senator from Michigan
for offering the amendment. He has
brought into clear focus the priorities
question here involved. Although his
amendment, as he says, is subject to a
point of order, by offering it, in my opin-
ion, the distinguished Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HArT) has performed an
outstanding service.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am very
grateful for the comment of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana, our ma-
jority leader. It makes more likely the
pospect that before this session adjourns
sine die we will, indeed—to be a little
crude about it—put our money where our
speeches have been. We have all been
making magnificent speeches about
crime, but they do not seem to intimidate
the eriminal. If this war is to be won, it
will have to be won as all wars are won,
with not only plans and work, but also
with money.

There is not a citizen in our country
who would quarrel with the suggestion
of the distinguished majority leader that
$2.50 is not a very massive commitment
per head in the elimination of crime.

Mr. President, the Nation faces a crime
crisis and we all know it. In the past 7
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years the Nation’s population has gone
up 10 percent but the crime rate has gone
up 88 percent.

We have all made hundreds of brave
speeches about the need to fight crime
but the speeches do not seem to be in-
timidating many criminals.

Crime continues as the Nation’s prime
concern. But that concern is hardly re-
flected in the appropriation measures
that we are contemplating.

The administration request is, in my
view, totally inadequate in light of the
tremendous threat crime poses.

Everyone agrees that our present sys-
tem of ecriminal justice—our -courts,
prosecutors’ offices, police, and prisons—
is badly strained under the enormity of
the challenge and needs help fast—lots
of it.

Yet while we spend about $85 billion to
protect our national interests from for-
eign threat around the globe, we spend
a total of about $6 billion—at the Fed-
eral, State, and local levels combined—
on our entire law enforcement and
criminal justice effort.

With substantially increased funding,
the present distribution of funds by the
State to all localities could continue at
about the present levels, while addi-
tional money would be available for
expanded crash programs in critical
areas such as improved police response
time, court reform, drug control, and ju-
venile rehabilitation.

Rehabilitating addicts, diverting ju-
veniles from the criminal system,
streamlining court calendars—all are
areas where concentrated efforts could
have a dramatic impact—and where
money for more and better trained per-
sonnel is the major hurdle.

Mr. President, the Violence Commis-
sion called for a doubling of our present
investment in criminal justice and law
enforcement, as rapidly as it could be
wisely planned and utilized. I think we
ecan come close to that goal and use the
money soundly now.

Doubling the administration’s request
for LEAA funds for fiscal 1971 would add
less than one-quarter of 1 percent to our
Federal budget. Surely that is not too
much to spend on what is probably the
No. 1 concern of millions of Americans.

The reason people cannot walk on the
street at night with any measure of se-
curity is not because of something
planned by Mao Tse-tung, the Politburo,
nor any power in or out of Cambodia,
but steps we have failed to take in the
neighborhood to make our commitment
consistent with our responsibilities. This
amendment would seek to do that.

Mr. President, I hope the amendment
is agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
join the distinguished majority leader in
commending the Senator for evidencing
tremendous interest, which has been
maintained throughout the years in law
enforcement, and in focusing attention
on the item that is in this bill, which is
the full amount of the budget request
granted by the House and concurred in
by the Senate. But there is no legislative
authorization for any additional funds.
Legislative authorization is pending. It
is now before the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and before the Subcommittee on
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Criminal Laws and Procedures, of which
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan is a most able member.

This bill has been processed, hearings
have been held, and we have processed
that bill to the point where we had the
first meeting this morning of the sub-
committee to mark up the bill. We hope
to resume our work on the bill in the
morning and succeed in marking it up
and have it reported to the full
committee.

I have no doubt that the bill will reach
the full committee and I am sure of full
Senate action at this session of Con-
gress. I suggest we should proceed in an
orderly parliamentary way under the
rules of the Senate.

If there was a great emergency and
the Senate was prepared to act and could
not get legislative authorization through,
we might disregard the rules of the Sen-
ate and proceed in this fashion; but I
think we would be establishing a prec-
edent we do not want to follow and a
precedent we would not want to get in
the habit of following unless there were
a real emergency.

Since this measure is in process and
action is imminent, I think we should
proceed in that fashion.

Regretfully I have to raise the point of
order under rule XVI against this
amendment.

In addition, I want to say that we all
know the crime situation. As the Senator
said, we have done a lot of talking about
it; now we have to do a lot of acting
about it. But I point out that money alone
is not going to solve the problem. Money
is erucial in the battle against crime, but
until we get the machinery organized so
the money can be spent effectively and
efficiently, it is not going to solve the
crime problem. We are working hand in
hand here to get the proper legislative
remedy before this body with the au-
thorization to carry on this program.

My recollection is the administration
suggested probably $75C million, then $1
billion next year, and $1.5 billion the next
year, but those amounts are not binding
on Congress. We are going to work it out
and bring it to the floor of the Senate and
let the Senate work its will.

Mr, President, I suggest the amend-
ment is out of order.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield to the Sena-
tor from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I sub-
scribe to the statement of the Senator
from Arkansas. We often are confronted
with the thought that we should put our
money where our talk is. The idea of try-
ing to solve our problems with talk does
not work. We have here, in connection
with the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, a plan in which the ap-
propriation of money is made primarily
pursuant to a State plan. Until that plan
is approved, and approved on the basis
of being something calculated to improve
the present law enforcement picture in
the respective States, there is a limita-
tion on what they can do by way of im-
proving present law enforcement proce-
dures. It is in progress and will be
achieved soon.
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Hence, the authorization is in the
neighborhood of $650 million for the
current fiscal year, to be augmented the
following year to $1 billion, and $1 bil-
lion plus in a few fiscal years. I support
the statement of the Senator from Ar-
kansas that we cannot think simply in
terms of appropriating money because
we say that crime is bad and money is
needed. We need money but it must be
spent expeditiously and efliciently. I
hope that is the way the Senate
proceeds.

I am glad the Senator from Arkansas
is raising the point of order at this time
so we can consider it properly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHEs). A point of order has been
raised. The funds proposed in this
amendment are not authorized by law
nor are there budget estimates therefor.
Therefore, the Chair, under rule XVI,
paragraph 1, sustains the point of order.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment on behalf of
myself, the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NeLson), and the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: On page 46, line 20, strike “$5,-
000,000,” and insert in lieu thereof: “$6,-
000,000.” and on lines 22 and 23, strike
“$18,950,000" and insert in lieu thereof:
“$19,950,000”.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I can ex-
plain this amendment very briefly. The
amendment deals with the provision of
the bill relating to expenses for techni-
cal and management assistance to be
given to small businessmen in the gen-
eral entrepreneur class to enable them to
take advantages of other programs the
SBA has, including the possibility of par-
ticipating in Government procurement.

The Administrator of SBA made a
most profound plea for $5 million rather
than the $1 million contained in my
amendment and states that he has on
hand “over 200 proposals exceeding $15
million from management and technical
assistance organizations that have the
capability to render significant assist-
ance in carrying out the program envi-
sioned under section 406.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
letter from the Administrator of the
Small Business Administration.

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

SmaLL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1970.

Hon. Jouw L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Departments of
State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies, Committee on
Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C,

Dear SEwATOR MCCLELLAN: The Depart-
ments of State, Justice, Commerce, the Ju-
diclary and Related Agencles Appropriations
Bill for FY 1971 as passed by the House of
Representatives on May 14, 1970, provides a
direct appropriation of $18,950,000 and trans-
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fer authority of not to exceed &53,100,000
from the revolving funds for salaries and ex-
penses of the Small Business Administration.
The Bill also provides $1,340,000 for insuffi-
ciences arising out of the participation sales
authorized in the 1968 Act and a capital ap-
propriation of $200,000,000 for the Business
Loan and Investment Fund.

The amount approved for the direct ap-
propriation for salaries and expenses repre-
sents a reduction of $5,150,000 from our re-
quest. Of this reduction, $5,000,000 is from
the funds requested to carry out the pro-
visions of Section 406 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1064 as amended. The bal-
ance of the reduction reflects the elimina-
tion of the funds requested for research
contracts. In addition, the request for capl-
tal for the Business Loan and Investment
Fund was reduced from $242 million to $200
million.

After careful review of the reductions, we
feel that we can accept the House action
without impalring our commitments to the
small business community with the excep-
tion of the reduction of £5,000,000 in funds
required to carry out the provisions of Sec-
tion 406 of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 as amended.

The $5,000,000 allowed by the House will
allow us to continue only the same program
level which we now have for FY 1970. How=-
ever, this program level is not sufficlent to
meet the increasing requirements of assist-
ance to the socially and economically disad-
vantaged as provided in Section 406. Some of
the pressures that make it imperative for us
to extend our program of assistance under
this act are as follows:

1. The increasing number of economic op-
portunity loans in our portfolio and the con-
tinuous escalation of requests for technical
and management assistance.

2. The need for professional management
assistance for new minority firms obtaining
government contracts under Section 8a of
the Small Business Act. We project a $100,-
000,000 procurement program under this au-
thority and professional management assist-
ance is so basic to these new minority firms
that if it is not available on a timely basis,
the concept of developing new self-support=-
ing minority owned productive facilities
could fall.

8. The need to strengthen our construc-
tion task force so that we may provide the
necessary kind of assistance to minority con-
tractors in overcoming the barriers that have
prevented minority contractors from full
participation in the construction industry.

4. And finally, these funds are necessary as
a catalyst to encourage the private sector to
greater efforts in the area of support and as-
sistance to the socially and economically dis-
advantaged, as demonstrated in our FY 1969
and 1970 programs.

We now have on hand over 200 proposals
exceeding $15,000,000 from management and
technical assistance organizations that have
the capability to render significant assist-
ance in carrying out the program envisioned
under Section 406. We, therefore, earnestly
request the restoration of the $5,000,000 that
was reduced by the House to the full $10,000,-
000 as requested in order to carry out the
programs contained in the enclosed justifi-
cation.

My staff and I will be glad to discuss our
entire budget estimates and our appeal on
this item at the convenience of the Com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
HILARY SANDOVAL, Jr.,
Administrator.

Small Business Administration—salaries and
expenses
1971 estimate:
Direct appropriation
Transfer from the revolving
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1871 House allowance:
Direct appropriation
Transfer from the revolving
fund
House reduction:
Direct appropriation
Restoration requested:
Direct appropriation
AMENDMENTS REQUESTED

Page 45 line 20 strike “$5,000,000" and in-
sert “$10,000,000" an increase of $5,000,000
to restore the budget estimate for the section
406 activities. Page 45 lines 22, 23, strike
“$18,950,000” and insert “$23,950,000" an in-
crease of $5,000,000 to restore the budget
estimate.

18, 850, 000
(53, 100, 000)
5, 150, 000

HOUSE REFPORT (P. 24)

Salaries and Ezxpenses. “The Committee
recommends a direct appropriation of #18,-
950,000 together with transfer authority of
not to exceed $53,100,000 from the revolving
fund for the necessary salaries and expenses
of the Small Business Administration.”

“The Committee has included in the bill
$5,000,000 the same amount as for the current
fiscal year, to carry out the provisions of
section 406 of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, as amended, The funds requested
for research have not been approved.”

JUSTIFICATION OF AMENDMENT

The Small Business Administration recom-
mends full restoration of the $5,000,000 re-
duction made by the House of Representa-
tives in the funds available to carry out the
provisions of Section 406 of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended. The
total $10,000,000 which was requested for FY
1971 is necessary to carry out the following
program:

1. Professional Management and Technical
Assistance Services—3$2,500,000.—Experience
to date has demonstrated that many disad-
vantaged minority enterprises lack manage-~
ment training and experience. In many cases
this need is critical to their survival and in
almost all it severely limits progress to suc-
cess, Under Section 406 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act, funds will be utilized to pro-
vide: (1) Business preplanning, (2) Basic
management planning assistance, and (3)
Post-contract assistance.

Funds for business preplanning will be
utilized to identify the economic areas where
expansion is needed to supply growing pres-
ent and future requirements. In perform-
ing the basic market research studies on
specific products, minority firms will come
into a growing market, not an over-saturated
one, the chances of survival will be maxi-
mized by minimizing the competition which
arises In overcompetitive areas. This basic
preplanning is required by new firms or orga-
nizations contemplating business entry.

It is anticipated that about 70 of the
minority manufacturers assisted in FY 1971
will need business preplanning at a cost of
$1,500,000.

Under the Basic Management Planning As-
sistance concept, funds will be used to em-
ploy professional management planning for
new minority firms seeking B(a) assistance.
These plans will set forth the requirements
and objectives for the new firm for an initial
period. They will identify the ultimate prod-
ucts to be manufactured and sold in com-
merclal markets with predictions of sale.
Complete financial, facility manpower and
related requirements will be set forth to pro-
duce needed producis at competitive prices
80 as to attain stable commercial market ob-
Jectives and independence from Government
support and ald.

Post Contract Assistance is needed to as-
sure that the firmms successfully carry out
their obligations (on time and with an ac-
ceptable product) and adhere to the long
range basic management plan., Management
concerns will on a contractual basls provide
professional and technical assistance and
education to the new firm. Experience to
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date shows that this is critically needed
where the management and supervision are
minority members and lack the experience
and knowledge normally occasioned by previ-
ous participation. We estimate $1,000,000 is
required for Baslc Management Planning and
Post Contractual Assistance.

2. Local Assistance Organization—g$4,000,-
000.—There is a growlng soclal conscientious~
ness among community leaders, professional
and business organizations, educational in-
stitutions, trade associations, civic groups
and public and private action groups, of
their responsibility for participating in ef-
forts to raise social and economic levels in
depressed areas.

While the capability and experience of
these diverse organizations varies consider-
ably, most of the effective groups afford a
surprising pliancy in both breadth and
depth, and exhibit a firm grasp of the prob-
lems in their localities.

In 1971, it is anticipated that most of the
target areas in which Operation Business
Mainstream expects to operate will request
assistance of some nature from one or more
participating community organizations., To
meet this anticipated demand, SBA will
evaluate specific proposals from established
organizations that can demonstrate their
ability to relate to the local problems and
work toward one or more of the goals set by
SBA as essential to the success of the Minor-
ity Enterprise program.

3. Construction Task Force—$1,000,000.—
Under this contract authority, special em-
phasis will be given to removing barriers
that tend to prevent minority contractors
from full participation in the construction
industry. Units (called ACT teams) will be
established and funded in 1971 in 25 target
cities to help minority contractors find con-
tract proposals within their area of com-
petence, estimate and submit bids, solve
bonding problems, etc.

4. Market Research and Feasibility Studies,
Group Management Training and Individual
Counseling—$2,500,000—Under its regular
MA program, SBA will evaluate the manage-
ment strengths and weaknesses, and a man=-
agement assistance plan will be developed to

correct weaknesses for most minority-
owned business loan applicants. Much of the
required assistance will be supplied through
the on-going MA program. For those situa-
tions where the depth and duration of assist-
ance, or the location of the case preclude
service under the normal program, the
Agency will turn to the professional consult-
ing community.

The Agency, and other organizations par-
ticipating, need a great deal more informa-
tlon than is now avallable in order to dis-
tinguish and identify those businesses that,
in view of national, regional, and local eco-
nomic patters, offer the greatest likelihood
for successful operation. Feasibility, market
and economic research studies will be con~
tracted for by which the Agency will pursue
its objective of identifylng specific business
opportunities in target areas.

STATEMENT OF HILARY SANDOVAL, JR., ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION,
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPART-
MENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, THE
JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, U.S.
SENATE

INTRODUCTION
Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, it is a pleasure to appear before you
today to discuss the Small Business Adminis-

tration’s budget estimate for FY 1971.

BUDGET ESTIMATE FISCAL YEAR 1971
Our budget request for FY 1971 is for
$77.2 million, salaries and expenses, small
business administration, a capital appropria-
tion of $242 million for the business loan and
investment fund and an appropriation of
$1,340,000 for payment of participation sales

29885

insufficlencies, Included in the $77.2 million
for salarles and expenses is $24.1 million di-
rect appropriation and authority to transfer
$53.1 million from the revolving funds. Of
the $24.1 mlllion direct appropriation, 310
million is requested to carry out the provi-
sions of section 406 of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Aet and $150,000 for research con-
tracts.
HOUSE ACTION

The House bill provides for a direct appro-
priation of $18,050,000 and transfer authority
of §563.1 million for salaries and expenses. It
provides $200 million capital appropriation
for the business loan and investment fund
and $1,340,000 for participation sales insuf-
ficlencies. The House bill specifically pro-
vided 85 million for section 408 activities, a
reduction of 85 million from our request and
denied the $150,000,000 for research contracts.
As stated in my letter of May 19, 1970, we are
accepting the House action with the excep-
tion of the reduction in funds required to
carry out the provisions of section 406 of
the Economic Opportunity Act. We are ap-
pealing for a full restoration of this reduction
back to the $10,000,000 contained in our orig-
inal estimate.

HIGHLIGHTS OF FISCAL YEAR 19871 ESTIMATES

Before addressing myself to our specific
appeal, I would like very briefiy to touch upon
some of the highlights of our budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1971.

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE

The major effort in PMA in 1971 will be
the continued expansion of the 8(a) con-
tracting program, It is not enough to simply
award a confract to the minority business,
there must be comprehensive planning done
to assure that the business does have a rea-
sonable chance for survival and, at some
future time, will be able to take its place in
the competitive market with no longer a need
for preferential government contract treat-
ment. This is the type of program being de-
veloped—the coordination of all of the re-
sources avallable fo the agency—procure-
ment, technical and management assistance,
financing, the involvement of private in-
dustry—every effort is being made to insure
the success of the venture.

In FY 1971, there is an estimated 10 per-
cent increase in the management assistance
workload in order to provide the counseling,
training and other assistance required by the
small businessman, This will be accomplished
through increased reliance on the talents
volunteered by the private sector.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

In the financial assistance area, for the
lending programs, 7(a), and EOL, there is a
projected increase of 32 percent, Although
this increase is based, In part, on the con-
tinued emphasis on the utilization of the
private sector, there is an Iincrease of 49
percent in the SBA direct and immediate
participation dollars available for these pro-
grams. It is projected that through improve-
ments in organization, and in utilization of
manpower as well as increased employee pro-
ductivity, the program can be accomplished
with a reduction in manpower of about 1 per=
cent from 1970.

INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Under the Investment Assistance Program,
the emphasis in 1971 will continue to be on
the provision of venture capital to the dis-
advantaged small businessman, This is being
accomplished through the licensing of SBIC’s
that are wholly dedicated to providing the
capital otherwise not available to this group.
These are organized under sponsorship of a
large corporation or other organization with
the required expertise in business manage-
ment. SBA investments in 1871 in the
MESBIC's will be $20 million, an increase of
$5 million over 1970.

As you know, in FY 1970, the Congress
directed that the administration provide §70
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million in direct funding for the small busi-
ness investment companies. The administra-
tion has made the $70 million available for
fiscal year 1970 with $15 million of this total
to be provided to MESBIC’s. In fiscal year
1971, we have planned a $35 million direct
lending program and a $30 million guarantee
lending program to continue assistance to
the SBIC's.

MINORITY ENTERPRISE

This program represents a twofold effort
to develop and expand entrepreneurial and
management opportunities in selected rural
and inner city areas. The first phase is that
carried on by our own stafl. The coordina-
tion, the advisory and outreach services to
the minority communities and the adminis-
tration of technical and management assist-
ance program authorized by section 406 of
the Economic Opportunity Act—the second
facet of the program provides for the aug-
mentation of our basic assistance efforts
through the use of grants and contractual
programs offered by the private sector. The
estimate for 1971 contains $10 million for
this purpose, an increase of 5 million over
1970. The House bill reduces this item by 85
million back to the same amount as provided
FY 1970.

APPEAL

Gentlemen, we just do not believe that the
level of 856 million is sufficient to meet the
increasing demands for assistanse to the so-
cially and economically disadvantaged that
is necessary to carry out the intent of section
406. This program actually commenced in
SBA in FY 1969 when we approved $1.7 mil-
lion in grants and contracts using funds
transferred from the Office of Economic Op-
portunity. In FY 1870 the Congress provided
SBA 85 million to continue and expand the
program commenced in 1969. The responsive-
ness of management and technical assistance
organiaztions, mostly nonprofit, to partici-
pate in the program has been just tremen-
dous. We now have on hand over 200 pro-
posals exceeding $15 million from organiza-
tions that have the capabilities to render
significant assistance to active and potential
small businessmen that have been socially
or economically disadvantaged. We are re-
celving more proposals every day.

In FY 1971 we had planned, in addition to
providing professional management and tech-
nical assistance to the increasing number of
disadvantaged borrowers and applicants un-
der SBA loan programs, to extend Section
406 assistance to other disadvantaged groups
that are seriously in need of this type of as-
sistance. For instance, we plan to extend our
assistance to the disadvantaged firms obtain-
ing Government contracts under Section
8(a) of the Small Business Act, and to minor-
ity contractors who have been prevented
from full participation in the construction
industry because of barriers that have been
difficult if not impossible to overcome.

For FY 1971 under our 8(a) program, we
are expecting a procurement program that
will exceed £100 million. Through use of
Section 406 funds, we will strive to assist
these companies to become self-sufficient so
that they do not have to depend upon Gov-
ernment contracts for their continued exist-
ence and so that they can take their rightful
place in the commercial markets. As I pre-
viously stated, there is also an urgent need
to assist minority contractors to participate
fully in the construction industry. In 1971 we
plan the establishment of units in 25 target
cities to help minority contractors to locate
contract proposals within their area of com-
petence, to estimate and submit bids and to
overcome existing bonding problems in the
industry,

These are just two of the specific areas
where we plan to use Seection 406 funds in
1871. There are other areas which are out-
lined in our justification, such as: The Small
Business Apprenticeship Training program.
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local assistance organizations, market re-
search and feasibility studies and training
and counseling of the disadvantaged small
businessmen. Our experience has clearly
shown us that this help is critically needed.
Particularly where the management and su-
pervision are minority members and lack
the experience and knowledge so necessary
to make a success of their venture.

Mr. Chairman, we honestly believe that
$10 million is & minimal amount for us to
carry out the type of assistance to the dis-
advantaged which was intended by the Con-
gress when they considered Section 408 of
the Economic Opportunity Act. We earnestly
appeal for a restoration of the $5,000,000 that
was reduced by the House.

This completes my prepared statement. We
will be pleased to answer any questions you
or the committee may have.

Mr. JAVITS, I have consulted with
all parties in interest, including the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Small Busi-
ness Committee (Mr. BisLE), of which
I am the ranking minority member, and
with the manager of the bill, the Sena-
tor from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN).
They have been kind enough to say that
they will take an amendment for an
additional $1 million.

I have also consulted with the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. Hruska). I think,
considering the temper of the Senate,
that desirable as is the case—I think
they could really make a case for $5
million—they should be accommodated.
That is the attitude of the manager of
the bill and the chairman of the Small
Business Committee. So I have agreed to
introduce this as amendment.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire,

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President as a
member of the Select Committee on
Small Business, I support the distin-
guished Senator from New York on this
amendment.

The management assistance functions
of the Small Business Administration
under section 406 of the Economic Op-
portunity Aect are perhaps more im-
portant than the funds available for
loans and guarantees to minority small
businesses. How on earth can we propose
to turn over funds to businessmen
who, almost by definition, have no prior
business experience, and then expect
them to manage their business without
help?

This year, the Small Business Admin-
istration requested $10 million for this
assistance program. The committee re-
duced this to $5 million. I believe that
SBA ought to be granted at least another
$1 million.

I cannot think of a better investment
for the Federal Government than funds
used to help train a new generation of
minority businessmen who will be able,
in the future, to help sustain themselves
and their communities in prosperity
without any future need for Govern-
ment help.

I hope that the amendemnt of the
Senator from New York will be accepted.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the rate of
return on this investment will be ex-
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ceedingly high. It will be a catalyst tha]
will release the volunteer energy of or-|
ganizations throughout the communit
and labor organizations that are anxious
to help. I fully support the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield|
the floor.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
have consulted with other members of]
the Appropriations Committee. In vie
of the lateness of the hour and also due
to the merit that is in this proposal,
have concluded to accept the amend
ment and take it to conference.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the|
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, before the
Chair puts the question——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas has not yielded
the floor.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thought we were|
going to vote.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the]
Senator yield to me?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in the
report appears the statement:

The committee wishes to point out that
the following language, contained in the

House bill and recommended by the com-
mittee, is not authorized * * *

And then goes on to set out the par-
ticular section we are amending.

This matter has been covered by a
budget estimate of $10 million. There-
fore, as I understand it, the ruling is
that this is, in effect, an authorized
amount and that amount will apply both
to the $5 million and the $6 million,
which is well within the budget estimate.

Will the Chair tell me whether I am
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any
amendment proposing funds within the
budget estimate would be in order,

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. My ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Washington and the Com-
merce Committee have had a long-abid-
ing interest in a nuclear merchant ma-
rine. As a result, we built what everyone
knows as the Savannah. The nuclear ship
Savannah has been operating now for
some years quite successfully. It has cost
aboui twice as much to operate as a nor-
mal ship in merchant marine activities
would cost but has accomplished a great
deal in research. It has been used as a
training ground for engineering crews.
Instead of having one engineering crew,
they have 4-hour watches and 4-hour
shifts, and as a result a great number of
Americans have been trained to handle
nuclear power, whether it be a power-
plant, ship, or whatever it may be.

Two years ago the administration
wanted to lay up the Savannah. In the
House and the Senate we were successful
in ascertaining the figure of what it
would cost to lay it up, $9 million, and
instead we put funds for its continued
operation back in the bill. It has been
running the same way during the last
year. Now again they would like to lay
it up. It will cost about $1,700,000, con-
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servatively, for the initial phase of lay-
ing the ship up.

Second, we have been able to achieve
agreements with many countries in the
world allowing this ship to land, which
is sometimes difficult, due to insurance
and other matters.

If we lay it up, I am afraid we will set
back the prospects of what everybody
knows is the beginning of a nuclear pow-
ered merchant marine.

So the House amended the bill again
to allow the ship to continue operating.

Unfortunately, I could not attend the
subcommittee hearings. I am not a mem-
ber of the subcommittee. But they de-
giﬂdled to go along and take it out of the

I am not going to offer an amend-
ment tonight, because of the lateness of
the hour, but I want to express this
feeling to the chairman, as a member
of the full committee. The total cost of
the lay-up would be $9 million. Con-
tinued operation would cost $4 million
next year and $3.4 million thereafter.

The Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BoGes) nods his head. In other words,
we ascertained that it will cost more to
lay it up than to run it.

So I am going to tell the manager of
the bill, and I hope he will bear with me
because we were all busy with other ap-
propriation bills, that in the conference
the Senator from Washington is going
to make a very serious attempt to accept
the House figure.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I do
not believe I need to reply to that state-
ment. The reason for the Senate com-
mittee’s action is stated in the report.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sure that if we
had had an opportunity to come before
the committee, the committee would have
put it in the bill. No one paid attention.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, it was
a question of economics. We are told it
was not economie. By taking it out, there
would be $2,300,000 left in the bill to do
other research. It sounds good. I do not
know whether it is so or not.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think we can make
a good case when it goes before the con-
ference.

We would be getting the benefit of nu-
clear training. I am afraid we would never
get the agreements with other nations
again in these days of competition in the
merchant marine. I am sure the commit-
tee would have taken another look at it.

I shall try to work it out in conference.
I wanted to serve notice on the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I want
to commend the committee for providing
funds for the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission in the amount of
$19 million, inereasing the amount from
$14 million provided by the House. It is
a critical provision. I trust the conferees
will fight hard for the amount provided
by the commitee, since it is of such vital
importance.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a letter to
me from FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover,
dated August 17, 1970, regarding the
need for additional funds to reactivate
the processing of non-Federal applicant
fingerprints be printed at this point in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, FED-
ERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
Washington, D.C., August 17, 1970.
Hon. JorN L. MCCLELLAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is
made to prior correspondence and conversa-
tions with you relative to providing the FBI
additional funds and personnel to reinstitute
the processing of non-Federal applicant
fingerprints. Justification material has been
furnished you for the record in support of
our need for the amount of $2,750,000 and
400 full-year employees for the fiscal year
1971 to handle the reinsitution of this pro-
gram.

While the basis for the need of the funds
and personnel mentioned above was pred-
icated on the thought that it would be
possible to reinstitute this program July 1,
1970, notification as to the date as to when
this program can be reinstituted will, of
course, depend on the action taken by the
Congress with regard to this matter. None
the less I would like to urge your support
and consideration when action is taken by
your Subcommittee to parmit the allowance
of the funds of $2,750,000 and the 400 ad-
ditional full-year employees inasmuch as it
will no doubt be necessary to utilize trained
personnel on an overtime basis to : rocess the
backlog of these types of fingerprints which
the contributors have continued to take but
are holding in abeyance for submission for
processing on notification from us that this
program has been reinstituted.

As you know these fingerprints Involve
applicants and registrants for real estate
licensees, gun permit holders, school teach-
ers, school janitors, salesmen, cab drivers,
race track and casino employees, bartenders
and night club entertainers. The submission
of these fingerprints by contributors will re-
sult in a substantial increase in our finger-
print receipts and the impact will be such
that in order to keep arrest fingerprint
searchers current and handle these non-Fed-
eral applicant fingerprints as rapidly as pos-
sible, it will be necessary to work our finger-
print technicians on an overtime basis to
eliminate the log jam which will occur. As
a consequence of this situation we will re-
quire the full §2,750,000 requested for the
fiscal year 1971.

I thought you would like to have the
benefit of the above observations in connec-
tion with the consideration your Commit-
tee will give this matter in the near future.

Sincerely yours,

J. Encar HoovER.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
the distinguished Republican Ileader,
Senator Scorr of Pennsylvania, be in-
serted in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, Senator
Scorr’s statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE U.S. TRAVEL SERVICE

Mr. Scorr. Mr. President, I am pleased to
express my support for the U.S. Travel Serv-
ice’s fiscal year 1971 appropriations in the
amount of $4.5 million. This amount is $2
million less than the budget request, but is
the same as the appropriation for the cur-
rent fiscal year.

As we await final word from President
Nixon that Philadelphia has been selected as
the site for the Nation’s Bicentennial Ob-
servance in 1976, we should also make every
effort to support one of the Bicentennial's
biggest boosters, the U.S. Travel Service. Op-
erating within the Department of Commerce,
the Travel Service is charged with encourag-
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ing national efforts to increase foreign travel
to the United States. As a sponsor of the
legislation creating the Travel Service back
in 1961, I have seen some of the solid eco-
nomic benefits which have accrued since
that time. First, our balance of payments has
improved, but not yet to the point at which
I am satisfied. For every two tourist dollars
leaving the United States, only $1 returns.
Surely, we must improve this situation. Sec-
ond, foreign travel to the United States has
increased more than 188 per cent since 1961.
This is due, In no small part, to the creativ-
ity and energy of the U.S. Travel Service.
Congress must do its part to provide the
Travel Service with the funds It needs to
continue an effective operation.

At this point, I wish to point out that legis-
lation is still pending before Congress which
would, if finally passed, authorize appropri-
ations of $15 million for the Travel Service for
each of the next 3 fiscal years. Once this
measure reaches the President for approval,
I might suggest that the Travel Service play
an even more helpful hand by pushing for
higher funding levels during the coming
years so that more attention could be pald to
Pennsylvania in its preparation for the Bi-
centennial celebration in 1976. For my part,
I will be glad to support additional funds for
this much-needed effort.

The Nation’s bicentennial period is fast ap-
proaching. Beginning in 1976, Philadelphia
alone is expected to attract more than 50
million visitors who are then expected to
spend about 81 billion. Considering what we
have done so far to promote tourism, this
represents a tremendous return on our
original :avestment in the U.S. Travel Service.
Consequently, I believe we must cooperate
fully with the Travel Service by not only pro-
viding it with the tools to do even a better
job, but also with the funds necessary to
encourage more foreign citizens to visit the
United States.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, it was my
privilege as a member of the Committee
on Appropriations to support an addition
of $2.7 million to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation budget. These extra funds
are based on the Justice Department’s
estimate of supplemental moneys needed
to reinstate the full fingerprint identifi-
cation service of the FBI to local and
State governments, a service the FBI felt
had to be curtailed starting last May 15
because of budget stringencies,

Many Senators are aware, I am sure,
of the problems that have been created
in their own States by the reduction of
this service. It has been clearly demon-
strated that State and local governments
rely heavily on the FBI's fingerprint re-
pository. Criminal background checks on
a wide variety of applicants for jobs and
gun permits—checks that are required by
local laws—are essential in the screening
of prospective employees or permittees.
These are persons who will be holding
positions of public trust or who will be
working in sensitive areas—schoolteach-
ers, local government workers, cab driv-
ers, bartenders, race track and casino
employees, and the like.

Justice Department spokesmen testi-
fied before our committee that the vol-
ume of requests for background checks
has increased dramatically. Yet it is a
burden State and local government can-
not handle without Federal assistance.

The added funds will be used primarily
to employ 400 additional clerical work-
ers, according to justifications supplied
by the Department. Our committee has
been assured the FBI will gear up to re-
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sume the full identification service im-
mediately after these necessary funds are
approved by Congress.

I think it is essential that this approval
be forthcoming as quickly as possible.
The pinch is already being felt, since the
curtailment has now been in effect for
more than 3 months. In my own
State, which relies heavily on FBI co-
operation in the scrutiny and control of
legal gaming and in the careful screen-
ing of those interested or employed in
gaming and night club entertainment,
the cutback has already created a serious
logjam, not only for State gaming con-
trol authorities but also for county and
city law enforcement.

The Senate, I am sure, will recognize
the importance of this additional appro-
priation. I hope the House will follow up
with the earliest possible approval so
that the service can be resumed with
little delay.

FUNDS FOR LOWER RIO GRANDE
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
wish to express my gratitude and that of
the over 400,000 people who live in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley area of Texas
to the Senate Appropriations Committee
for including $3.8 million in the State,
Justice, and Commerce appropriations
bill, H.R. 17575, for repairs and improve-
ments to the Lower Rio Grande flood
control project.

This project, which was first author-
ized in 1935, provides flood protection to
one of this Nation’s richest agricultural
areas. The Lower Rio Grande Valley con-
tains approximately 800,000 acres of irri-
gated farmland which produces crops of
cotton, vegetables, and citrus fruit which
exceed $150 million in value each year.

In addition to protecting the vital farm
economy of this area, the Lower Rio
Grande flood control project affords flood
protection to the ever increasing farm
and urban population of the area. At
pbresent, 12 cities—Mission, MecAllen,
Pharr, San Juan, Alamo, Donna, Wes-
laco, Mercedes, Harlingen, San Benito,
Hidalgo and Brownsville—are located
along the banks of the Rio Grande and
its floodway.

In 1967, Hurricane Beulah struck the
Lower Rio Grande Valley, causing flood-
ing which caused approximately $12 mil-
lion in property damage and left thou-
sands of people homeless in both Texas
and Mexico. After this terrible experi-
ence, it was apparent that the Lower Rio
Grande flood control project needed to be
repaired and improved so that it could
accommodate floods of this magnitude in
the future. The estimated cause of this
work is over $19 million and the plan
calls for it to be done over a 4-year
period. The Johnson administration’s
budget for fiscal year 1970 requested $3,-
600,000 for the initial work on these im-
provements; however, with the change in
administrations, these important funds
were deleted.

The Senate Subcommittee on State,
Justice and Commerce Appropriations,
under the able leadership of its distin-
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guished chairman, Senator McCLELLAN,
responded to my request last year for
funds for this project and included $1,-
500,000 in its version of this appropria-
tions bill, Unfortunately, despite Senate
approval of these important funds, the
House would not agree to accept the Sen-
ate's action; therefore, these funds were
lost in conference.

I am very much pleased that this year’s
budget included $3.8 million for the
Lower Rio Grande flood control project
and that the House and the Senate Ap-
propriations Committees have agreed to
provide these funds so that progress can
be made this year. I commend the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr, Mc-
CrLeLraN) for the outstanding work that
his subcommittee did on the bill. I urge
all Senators to give their full support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be offered,
the question is on the engrossment of
the amendments and the third reading
of the bill.

The amendments were ordered fo be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHES) . The bill having been read the
third time, the question is, Shall it pass?

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon), the Senafor from Con-
necticut (Mr, Dopp), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLETON), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Gorg), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INouYE), the Senator
from Washington (Mr. Jackson), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEn-
NEDY), the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Lowg), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
McCarTHY), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGovEerN), the Senator from
Montana: (Mr. MercaLr), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonNTOoYA), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. RusseLL),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. Sronc),
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SymingToN), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
LiaMs), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YarsoroucH), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Younc), are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), is absent
because of the death of a friend.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannonN), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JacksoN), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
TORE), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
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SronG), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. WirLiams), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YarsorouGH), would each vote
",‘,-’ea.."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. A1xen), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
TON), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLe), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER), the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MurpHY), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEarsonN), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxse), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. Sm1TH), and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baxer) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SmiTH) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. Ben-
NETT), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr, MaTtHIAS), are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator
from Kansas (Mr., DoiLg), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) , the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MuNDT),
the Senator from California (Mr.
MurprHY), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
Pearson), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Scorr), the Senator from
Maine (Mrs. SmiTtH), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. SmiTH), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr, SteEvENS), would each
vote “yea.”

The result. was announced—yeas 64,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 270 Leg.]
YEAS—64

Fulbright
Goodell
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris

Mondale
Moss

Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pell

Percy

Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoft
Schweiker
Sparkman
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Magnuson
Mansfield
McClellan
McGee
MeIntyre
Miller
NAYS—1
Allen
NOT VOTING—35
Jackson Russell
EKennedy Saxbe
Long Scott
Mathias Smith, Maine
McCarthy Smith, Ill,
McGovern Spong
Metcalf Stevens
Eagleton Montoya Symington
Goldwater Mundt Willlams, N.J.
Gore Murphy Yarborough
Gravel Pastore Young, Ohio
Inouye Pearson

So the bill (H.R. 17575) was passed.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move

Baker
Bennett
Cannon
Cotton
Dodd
Dole
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to reconsider the vote by which the UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

bill was passed.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its
amendments and request a conference
with the House of Representatives there-
on and that the Chair be authorized to
appoint the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McCLEL-
LAN, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. PASTORE, MT.
FuLBrigHT, Mrs. SmiTH of Maine, Mr.
Hruska, and Mr. Case conferees on the
part of the Senate.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO-
MORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that to-
morrow morning, at the conclusion of
the remarks by the able Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes, and that the period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness end not later than 9 a.m. tomorrow,
at which time the unfinished business
then be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. This is
with the understanding that there will
be no call of the calendar with respect
to unobjected to items on the calen-
dar tomorrow morning,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business, which will be
stated by title.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appro-
priations during the fiscal year 1971 for
procurement of aireraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribé the authorized
personnel strength of the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, it is my understanding that the
able Senator from Wisconsin (Mr, PROX-
MIRE) has an amendment dealing with
the C-5A and that he will call this
amendment up at one time or another,
hopefully, not too far in the future. After
having discussed this amendment with
the able Senator from Wisconsin and the
manager of the bill, the chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), and the able senior Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. Russeir) and
the able junior Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TanmaDGE), it appears to be agree-
able among those principal parties that
this amendment could be limited to 3
hours, with the time to be equally di-
vided between the offeror of the amend-
ment, Senator ProxMiIrRe, and the man-
ager of the bill, Senator STENNIS.

Therefore, I propose this in the form
of a unanimous-consent request: At such
time as the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxmiIre) calls up the amendment deal-
ing with the C-5A, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time on the amendment be
limited to 3 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled between the offerer of the
amendment, Senator PRoxMIRE, and the
manager of the bill, Senator STENNIS,
and that any amendments thereto be
limited to 30 minutes, to be equally di-
vided between the offerer of the amend-
ment and the manager of the bill, if he
is opposed to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, what is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) .

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 8:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
8:30 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 56 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
August 25, 1970, at 8:30 am.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate August 24, 1970:

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
grade of colonel:
James W. Abraham
Billy M. Adrian
James R. Alchele
Harry L. Alderman
Peter F. Armstrong
James M. Bannan
Roger H. Barnard
Richard S, Barry
George L. Bartlett

Arnold E. Bench
Lee R. Bendell
Darrel E. Bjorklund
Rollin Q. Blakeslee
Louis A. Bonin
Frank L. Bourne, Jr.
Eugene R. Brady
Thomas E. Bulger
Robert N. Burhans

29889

John J. Cahill Donald N. McEeon
Richard E. Campbell Joseph V. McLernan
Robert J. Chadwick Paul G. McMahon
Clement C. Chamber- Alexander P. McMillan

lain Edward J. Megarr
Byron T. Chen David G. Mehargue
Charles G. Cooper Richard D. Mickelson
Harry O, Cowing, Jr. William R. Miller, Jr.
William S. Daniels Anthony A. Monti
John E. Davis Ira L. Morgan, Jr.
Hillmer F. Deatley Roddey B. Moss
Birchard B. Dewitt Ross L. Mulford
Frank L. Dixon, Jr. Joseph Nastasi
Lawrence R. Dorsa Albert O. Nelson
Joshua W. Dorsey III George L. Newton
Edward J. Driscoll, Paul W. Niesen

Jr. James R. O'Mara
Jimmie W. Duncan  William K. Parcell
Cecll G. John W. Parchen
Theodore S. Eschholz Reagan L. Preis
Donsald L. Evans, Jr. Vincent J. Pross, Jr.
James E. Fegley Heman J. Redfield III
Mark P. Fennessy David M. Ridderhof
Paul R. Fields EKenneth L. Robinson,
Charles R. Figard Jr.
Willlam B. Fleming Willlam K. Rockey
Herbert L. Fogarty Earl F. Roth, Jr.
Kenneth 8. Foley Edward J. Rutty
Eugene D, Foxworth, Raymond M. Ryan

Jr. Joseph L. Sadowskl
Joseph J. Gambar- Cornelius F. Savage, Jr

della Joseph F. Schoen, Jr.
Jesse L. Gibney, Jr, Richard C. Schulze
Carlton D. Goodiel, Ural W. Shadrick

Jr. Parks H. Simpson
John E. Greenwood Erin D, Smith
William R. Grubaugh William J. Splesel
Robert E. Gruenler Donald C. Stanton
John R. Hansford Donald R. Stiver
Elwin B. Hart Robert M. Stowers
William M. Herrin, John H. Strope

Jr. Otto I. Svenson, Jr.
Henry Hoppe III Oral R. Swigart, Jr.
Willlam K. Horn Aubrey W. Talbert, Jr.
George W. Houck John M. Terry, Jr.
Dwight E. Howard Francis H. Thurston
Robert E. Howard, Jr. Edward A. Timmes
David J. Hunter Rodolfo L. Trevino
Robert E. Hunter, Jr. George F, Tubley
David J. Hytrek Robert J. Tunnell, Jr.
Corbin J. Johnson James S. Turner
Charles M. Jones, Jr. David M. Twomey
Don L. Eeller Hiel L. Vancampen
William D. Eent Wendell N. Vest
Edwin C. King; Hal W. Vincent
Elliott R. Laine, Jr. Robert A. Walker
James W. Laseter Ralph D. Wallace
Frederick D, Leder Charles A. Webster
Carl R. Lundquist Thomas B. White, Jr.
Dean C, Macho William V. White
William R. Maloney Gary Wilder
Jerry F. Mathis Paul E. Wilson
Bain McClintock James W. Wood
Willlam G. McCool Arnold G. Ziegler
Norman B. McCary

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate August 24, 1970:
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

William Robert McLellan, of California, to

be an Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Miles W. KEirkpatrick, of Pennsylvania, to
be a Federal Trade Commissioner for the
unexpired term of 7 years from September
26, 1969.
IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION

The nominations beginning Edward M.
Gelb, to be lleutenant, and ending Stephen
L. Wood, to be ensign, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record on Aug. 7, 1970.
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