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By Mr. WILLIAMS:

H. Con. Res. 599. Concurrent resolution
to seek the resurrection of the TUkrainian
Orthodox and Catholic Churches in Ukraine;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H. Res. 950. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 263) to amend the Constitution to pro-
vide for representation of the District of
Columbia in the Congress; to the Committee
on Rules.,
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

382. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Benate of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts, relative to setting a date for U.S. with-
drawal from Southeast Asia; to the Commit~
tee on Foreign Affairs.

383. Also, memorial of the Benate of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
Federal-State revenue sharing; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

222. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of the
mayor and Clty Council, SBeattle, Wash., rela-
tive to the Federal food stamp program; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

223. Also, petition to Ralph Boryszewskl
et al., Rochester, N.Y., relative to creation of
& House Select Committee on Impeachment;
to the Committee on Rules.

SENATE—Monday, May 1, 1972

The Senate met at 10 am. and was
called to order by Hon. Davip H., Gam-
BRELL, a Senator from the State of
Georgia.

PRAYER

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

Almighty God, Ruler of men and na-
tions, we thank Thee this day for the
revelation of Thy law in nature and in
Thy Word, and for the higher law of love
made known by Thy Son. Be with all who
create, all who interpret, all who admin-
ister, and all who enforce the law. Sup-
port them as the guardians of our safety.
Accord them a place of honor and grati-
tude among the people. Guide those
whose mission is to correct, reform, and
rehabilitate offenders. Make us a people
obedient to Thy laws and the laws of
this Republic that we may go from
strength to strength in advancing Thy

kingdom of brotherhood, justice, and
peace.

In the name of Him who came not to
destroy but to fulfill the law. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER).

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, D.C., May 1, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Davio H.
GAMBRELL, & Senator from the State of
Georgia, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal and the proceedings
of Friday, April 28, 1972, be dispensed
with.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, and he announced
that on April 26, 1972, the President had
approved and signed the following act
and joint resolution:

8. 766. An act to authorize the disposal
of zine from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile; and

8.J. Res. 169. Joint resolution to pay trib-
ute to law enforcement officers of this coun-
try on Law Day, May 1, 1872.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. Gam-
BRELL) laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (HR. 12202) to in-
crease the contribution of the Federal
Government to the costs of health bene-
fits, and for other purposes, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 12202) to increase the
contribution of the Federal Government
to the costs of health benefits, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the call
of the Legislative Calendar, under rules
VII and VIII, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that all com~
mittees may be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 30 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. GamererLL) laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10,
UNITED STATES CODE
A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend title 10, United States Code, to
make certaln changes in selection board
membership and composition, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Armed Services.
INVOLUNTARY AcTIVE Dury
GUARD RESERVISTS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Department of Transportation submitting
proposed legislation to authorize involuntary
active duty for Coast Guard reservists for
emergency augmentation of regular forces
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States submitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Employment Securlty
Operations—the Impact of a Computerized
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Job Bank in Baltimore, Md.” (with accompa-
nying report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

PrOPOSED CONTRACT FOR RESEARCH
PROJECT

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a proposed contract with the Perkin-
Elmer Corp., Pomona, Calif.,, for a research
project entitled “Development of an Optical
Carbon Monoxide Detector System" (with an
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs,

REPORT OF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE
Unrrep STaTES COURTS

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of that Office, for the
calendar year 1871 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on the Judiclary.

REPORTS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS
AND LETTERS AND THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
ARTS AND LETTERS

A letter from the assistant to the president,
the American Academy of Arts and Letters,
New York, N.Y., transmitting, pursuant to
law, reports of that academy and the National
Institute of Arts and Letters, for the year
1971 (with accompanying reports); to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

RerorT ENTITLED “AN ANALYSIS OF URBAN
HicHwAY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITY
NeEDSs”

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
entitled “An Analysis of Urban Highway Pub-
lic Transportation Facility Needs” (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Public Works,

INTERIM BTANDARDS REPORT BY COMMITTEE ON
MoTtor VEHICLE EMISSIONS

A letter from the President, National Acad-

emy of Sclences, transmitting, pursuant to

law, an inferim standards report by the
Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions, of
that Academy (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Public Works.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. GAMBRELL) :
A resolution of the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

"S. 3482

“Resolution ratifying the proposed amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States Insuring equality of rights which
shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any State on account of
sex

“Whereas, Equality of rights under the law
ought not to be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any state on account of
sex; and

“Whereas, Recognition of the basic equal-
ity of women and protection of their basic
rights must be emphatically resolved; and

“Whereas, The house of representatives of
the United States and the United States
senate, by the constitutional vote of two-
thirds (24) of each house concurring therein,
did enact during the sessions of the ninety-
second congress of the United States of
America in 1971-1972 a proposed amend-
ment of the constitution of the TUnited
States; and

“Whereas, Sald proposed amendment was
submitted to the states for ratification and
saild proposed amendment to the constitu-
tion of the United States of America is in
the following words, to wit:
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“ ‘ARTICLE

“‘Section 1. Equality of rights under the
law shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any state on account of
sex.

* '‘S8ec. 2. The congress shall have the power
to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the
provisions of this article.

* ‘Sec. 3. This amendment shall take effect
two years after the date of ratification.’

“Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the
general assembly of the State of Rhode
Island and Providence Plantations does
hereby ratify the above proposed amendment
to the constitution of the United States of
America; and be it further

“Resolved, That certified coples of this res-
olution be immediately transmitted by the
secretary of state of the State of Rhode
Island and Providence Plantations to the
president of the United States, the president
of the senate of the United States, the
speaker of the house of representatives of the
United States and the administrator of gen-
eral services of the United States.”

A resolution adopted by the Clty Council
of Seattle, Wash., praylng for revision of the
regulations and guldelines of the food stamp
program; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

A resolution adopted by Medford Barracks
No. 2202, Veterans of World War I, Medford,
Mass., supporting the action of the President
relating to the invasion by the Army of North
Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Forelign Relations, adversely, without
amendment:

HR. 7117. A bill to amend the Fisher-
men's Protective Act of 1967 to expedite the
charges paid by them for the release of ves-
sels and crews illegally seized by foreign
countries, to strengthen the provisions
therein relating to the collection of claims
against such forelgn countries for amounts
s0 reimbursed and for certain other amounts,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-769).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

HR. 9019, A bill to provide for the dispo-
sitlon of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Jicarilla Apache Tribe
in Indian Claims Commission docket num-
bered 22-A, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 92-768).

By Mr. ALLOTT, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an
amendment:

S. 1140. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands of the Southern Ute Indian Tribe,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-T70).

By Mr. McGEE, from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, without
amendment:

H.R. 137563. An act to provide equitable
wage adjustments for certain prevalling
rate employees of the Government (Rept.
No. 92-771).

By Mr. McGEE, from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, with amend-
ments:

8. 865. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to correct certain inequities in
the crediting of National Guard technician
service in connection with civil service re-
tirement, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
92-772);

S. 3380. A bill to permit immediate re-
tirement of certain Federal employees (Rept.
No. 92-773); and

HR. 8083. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide a career program for,
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and greater flexibility in management of, air
trafiic controllers, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 92-T74).

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT OF
S. 35637

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senators HArRT, McGOVERN, CRANSTON,
and myself I would like to ask unani-
mous consent for a star-print on S.
3537, a comprehensive school lunch-
school breakfast reform bill which we
recently introduced. Due to a clerical
mistake, one vital section was omitted
from the bill. I would like now to sub-
mit the proper draft of the bill, to be re-
placed as S. 3537.

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

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BELLMON:

S.3561. A bill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the National Soclety
Colonial Dames XVII Century in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

8.3562. A bill for the rellef of Moo Soo
Hwang. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. GURNEY :

8. 3663, A bill to incorporate World War I
Overseas Flyers, Inc. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FANNIN

8.8564. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tlon of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Havasupal Tribe of
Indians in Indian Clalms Commission docket
numbered 9, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affalrs.

By Mr, STEVENS:

5.3565. A bill to amend the Fishermen’s
Protective Act of 1967 in order to provide
certain protection for U.S. fishermen and fish
resources. Referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. HOLLINGS:

B8.J. Res. 228. A joint resolution to pay
tribute to law enforcement officers of this
country on Law Day, May 1, 1973. Referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BELLMON:

S.3561. A bill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the National Society
Colonial Dames XVII Century in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a bill to exempt from
taxation certain property of the National
Society Colonial Dames XVII Century in
the District of Columbia.

The society is a nonprofit organization
with patriotic, historic, and educational
objectives. Among the activities of the
society is researching and marking his-
toric sites over the country and aiding
in their preservation. It fosters research
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and preservation of American 17th cen-
tury colonial and genealogical records;
financially aids education of American
youth; commemorates the heroic deeds
of our ancestors, and maintains a library
specializing in 17th century American
colonial data, and a library of heraldry.

The society has 165 chapters in 33
States: Alabama, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, the Distriet of
Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illi-
nois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,
Washington, and West Virginia.

The organization maintains a national
headquarters in a late 19th century brick
mansion at the corner of New Hampshire
Avenue and N Streets NW., in Washing-
ton, D.C. Because of security problems
and increasing costs for maintaining an
old structure, plus some attractive offers
from developers for purchase of the
property, the society has considered mov-
ing its headquarters to a publicly owned
historic site in Virginia or Maryland.
However, its members not only like the
idea of having the national headquarters
in the Nation’s Capital, but they also
enjoy coming to Washington to attend
the annual conference each April and
board of management meetings in Oc-
tober.

The membership also is proud that for
17 years it has been able to restore and
maintain a 19th century house and thus
preserve one of the few remaining land-
marks of that era in the city.

Mr. President, the presiden: general
of the National Society Colonial Dames
XVII Century is Mrs. Olen Delaney of
Oklahoma City. In behalf of Mrs. Delaney
and the membership of this worthy or-
ganization, I submit this legislation to
grant a real estate tax exemption for the
society’s national headquarters property.

By Mr. GURNEY :

S. 3563. A bill to incorporate World
War I Overseas Flyers, Inc. Referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I am
pleased and proud today to introduce
legislation which would grant 2 Federal
charter to the World War I Overseas
Flyers, one of our proudest and most pa-
triotic veterans’ organizations.

These men all saw action over the skies
of Europe during the First World War,
They fought bravely and gallantly, and
their noble deeds are known to all.

Now, they have joined together “to
promote peace and goodwill among the
peoples of the United States and all the
nations of the earth; to preserve the
memories and incidents of the air service
of the great war 1917-18; to cement the
ties of love and comradeship born of the
service.”

These are indeed noble aims, Mr. Presi-
dent. They remember what they did and
why they fought, witi serious pride, and
now they seek to preserve the friendship
made and the warm spirit of camaraderie
fostered by those brave days. More im-
portant, they hope to be able to help
bring about peace in our troubled world,
which is the noblest aim of all.
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Mr, President, I feel a special bond of
affection for these fine gentlemen, be-
cause my great and good friend and our
late colleague, Spessard L. Holland, was
a member of this proud fraternity, hav-
ing served as a member of the 24th Aero
Squadron. I feel it would be a fitting trib-
ute to Spessard Holland’s memory, and
to all his brave comrades if we grant the
World War I Overseas Flyers a Federal
charter.

I ask unanimous consent at this time to
have the text of the bill printed following
these remarks.

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

S. 3663

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That
Lawrence C. Ames of Oakland, California;
Lucas V. Beau, of Washington, District of
Columbia; Louis L. Carruthers of Memphis,
Tennessee; John M. Davies of the Common-
wealth of Virginia; Howard Eales of Wash-
ington, District of Columbia; Harold L.
George of Los Angeles, California; Percival
G. Hart, of Beverly Hills, California; Charles
W. Kerwood of Washington, District of
Columbia; Reed G. Landis of the State of
Arkansas; John A. Logan of Washington,
District of Columbia; John P. Morris of
Washington, District of Columbia; Martin
F. B8Scanlon of Washington, Distriet of
Columbia; Carl Spaatz of the State of Mary-
land; Leigh Wade of Washington, District of
Columbia; and Ira Milton Jones of the State
of Wisconsin and their successors, are hereby
created and declared to be a body corporate
by the name of “World War I Overseas
Flyers, Incorporated” (hereinafter in this
Act referred to as the ‘corporation”), and
by such name shall be known and have
perpetual succession. Such corporation shall
have the powers and be subject to the
limitations and restrictions contained in this
Act.

COMPLETION OF ORGANIZATION

Sec. 2. A majority of the persons named in
the first section of this Act are authorized to
complete the organization of the corporation
by the selection of officers and employees, the
adoption of bylaws, and the doing of such
other acts as may be necessary to complete
the organization of the corporation.

OBJECTS AND PURPOSES OF CORPORATION

SEc. 3. The objects and purposes of the cor-~
poration shall be:

(1) To promote peace and good will among
the peoples of the United States and all the
nations of the earth;

(2) To preserve the memories and inci-
dents of the Air Service of the Great War
1917-1918;

(3) To cement the ties of love and com-
radeship born of service; and

(4) To consecrate the efforts of its mem-
bers to mutual helpfulness and service to
their country.

CORPORATE POWERS

Sec. 4. The corporation shall have power—

(1) to sue and be sued, complain, and de-
fend in any court of competent jurisdiction;

(2) to adopt, alter, and use a corporate
seal;

(3) to appoint and fix the compensation of
such officers and employees as its business

may require and define their authority and
duties;

(4) to adopt and amend bylaws, not incon-
sistent with this Act or any other law of the
United States or any State in which it is to
operate, for the management of its property
and the regulation of its affairs;

(5) to make and carry out contracts;

(6) to receive contributions or grants of
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money or property to be devoted to the
carrying out of its purposes;

(7) to acquire by purchase, lease, or other-
wise, such real or personal property, or any
interest therein, wherever situated, necessary
or appropriate for carrying out its objects
and purposes and subject to the provisions
of law of the State in which such property 18
situated (A) governing the amount or kind
of real or personal property which similar
corporations chartered and operated in such
State may hold, or (B) otherwise limiting or
controlling the ownership of real or personal
property by such corporations;

(8) to transfer, encumber, and convey real
or personal property; and

(9) to do everything and anything reason-
ably necessary, proper, suitable, convenient,
or incidental to the aforesaid purposes or
which may properly be done in furtherance
thereof.

PRINCIPAL OFFICE; SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES;
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AGENT

8ec. 6. (a) The principal office of the cor-
poruation shall be located in Milwaukee, Wis-
consin, or in such other place as may later be
determined by the board of directors, but the
activities of the corporation shall not be con-
fined to that place, but may be conducted
throughout the various States, territories,
and possessions of the United States.

(b) The corporation shall maintain at all
times in the District of Columbia a desig-
nated agent authorized to accept service of
process for the corporation. Service upon, or
notice mailed to the business address of, such
agent, shall be deemed notice to or service
upon the corporation.

MEMBERSHIP

Sec. 6. Eligibility for membership in the
corporation and the rights and privileges of
members shall, except as provided in this Act,
be as set forth in the bylaws of the corpora-
tion.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS; COMPOSITION:
RESPONSIBILITIES

Sec. 7. (a) Upon enactment of this Act,
the membership of the initial board of di-
rectors of the corporation shall consist of the
persons named in the first section of this Act.

(b) The initial board of directors shall hold
office until the first election of a board of di-
rectors. The number, manner of selection (in-
cluding filling of vacancies), term of office,
and powers and duties of the directors shall
be set forth in the bylaws of the corporation.
The bylaws shall also provide for the selection
of a chairman and his term of office.

(¢) The board of directors shall be the
governing board of the corporation, and a
quorum thereof shall be responsible for the
general policies and program of the corpora-
tion and for the control of all funds of the
corporation. The board of directors may ap-
point committees to exercise such powers as
may be prescribed in the bylaws or by resolu-
tion of the board of directors.

OFFICERS; ELECTION OF OFFICERS

SEec, 8. The officers of the corporation shall
be those provided in the bylaws, Such officers
shall be elected in such manner, for such
terms, and with such duties, as may be pre-
scribed in the bylaws of the corporation.

USE OF INCOME; LOANS TO OFFICERS, DIRECTORS,
OR EMPLOYEES

Sec. 9. (a) No part of the income or assets
of the corporation shall inure to a member,
officer, or director or be distributable to any
such person during the life of the corpora-
tion or upon its dissolution or final liquida-
tion. Nothing in this subsection, however,
shall be construed to prevent the payment of
reasonable compensation to officers of the
corporation or reimbursement for actual nec-
essary expenses in amounts approved by the
corporation's board of directors.

(b) The corporation shall not make loans
to its members, officers, directors, or em-
ployees. Any director who votes for or assents
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to the making of such a loan and any officer
who participates in the making of such a
loan, shall be jointly and severally liable to
the corporation for the amount of such a
loan until the repayment thereof.

NONPOLITICAL NATURE OF CORPORATION

Sgc. 10. The corporation and its officers
and directors as such shall not contribute
to, support, or otherwise participate in any
political activity or in any manner attempt
to influence legislation.
LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF OFFICERS AND AGENTS

Sec. 11. The corporation shall be liable for
the acts of its officers and agents when act-
ing within the scope of their authority.
PROHIBITION AGAINST ISSUANCE OF STOCK OR

PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS

Sec. 12. The corporation shall have no power
to issue any shares of stock nor to declare
or pay any dividends.

BOOKS AND RECORDS; INSPECTION

Sec. 13. The corporation shall keep correct
and complete books and records of account
and shall keep minutes of the proceedings of
its members, board of directors, and com-
mittees having authority under the board
of directors, and it shall also keep at iis
principal office a record of the names and
addresses of its members entitled to vote.
All books and records of the corporation may
be inspected by any member entitled to vote,
or his agent or attorney, for any proper pur-
pose, at any reasonable time.

AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS

Sgc. 14. The provisions of sections 2 and 3
of the Act of August 30, 1964 (36 U.8.C. 1102,
1103), entitled “An Act to provide for audit
of accounts of private corporations estab-
lished under Federal law” shall apply with
respect to the corporation.
USE OF ASSETS ON DISSOLUTION OR LIQUIDATION

Sec. 15. Upon dissolution or final liquida~-
tion of the corporation, after discharge or
satisfaction of all outstanding obligations
and liabilities, the remaining assets of the
corporation may be distributed in accord-
ance with the determination of the board
of directors of the corporation and in com-
pliance with this Act, the bylaws of the cor-
poration, and all other Federal and State
laws applicable thereto.
EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO NAME, EMBLEMS, SEALS,

AND BADGES

Sgc. 16. The corporation shall have the
sole and exclusive right to use the name
“World War I Overseas Flyers, Incorporated”.
The corporation shall also have the exclu-
sive and sole right to use, or to allow or
refuse the use of, such emblems, seals, and
badges as have heretofore been used by
the World War I Overseas Flyers, Incor-
porated (a corporation incorporated under
the laws of the State of Wisconsin), in carry-
ing out its program and the right to which
may be transferred to the corporation. Noth-
ing in this section shall be construed to
interfere or conflict with established or
vested rights.

TRANSFER OF ASSETS

Sgc. 17. The corporation may acquire the
assets of the World War I Overseas Flyers,
Incorporated, chartered in the State of Wis-
consin, upon discharge of all of the liability
of such corporation and upon complying
with all laws of the State of Wisconsin ap-
plicable thereto.
RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO AMEND OR REPEAL

CHARTER

Sec. 18. The right to alter, amend, or re-
peal this Act is expressly reserved.

By Mr. STEVENS:
S. 3565. A bill to amend the Fisher-
men’s Protective Act of 1967 in order
to provide certain protection for U.S.
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fishermen and fish resources. Referred
to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on June
29 of last vear, I introduced S. 2191.
This bill was amended by the Senate
Commerce Committee after hearings on
the subject and was passed out in a
form identical to H.R. 3304. On Decem-
ber 23 of last year President Nixon ap-
proved the bill, which is now Public
Law 92-219 (85 Stat. 786). The act as
passed differs to a certain extent from
S. 2191 as I introduced it. For example,
S. 2191 required the Secretary of Com-
merce to make certification directly to
the Secretary of the Treasury who
would then be required to prohibit the
importation without granting the Pres-
ident discretion to act as he saw fit.
Upon subsequent examination of the
subject, the committees, both House and
Senate, in their collective wisdom came
to the conclusion that it would indeed
be best for the President to have the
discretion to make the final decision in
this important matter. As the hearings
and deliberations on these bills pro-
gressed, I, too, was persuaded that the
President of the United States must
have the discretion to act wisely as he
sees fit.

However, there was another substan-
tial difference between S. 2191 and H.R.
3304, 8. 2191 expanded the acts con-
stituting grounds for certification by the
Secretary of Commerce to include, first,
conducting fishing operations in the
territorial waters or the contiguous
fisheries zone of the United States; sec-
ond, destroying equipment owned by
U.S. fishermen; or third, engaging in
any other activity which endangers U.S.
fish resources. These three grounds are,
of course, in addition to the present ba-
sis for such a certification—conducting
fishing operations in & manner or under
circumstances which diminish the ef-
fectiveness of an international fishery
conservation program.

Because H.R. 3304 was of such impor-
tance that action was immediately re-
quired, it was deemed best, and I did not
protest, to provide immediate sanctions
for foreign nationals violating interna-
tional fishery conservation programs. 3
therefore, did not at that time press for
the inclusion of the additional three
grounds for certification and possible im-
portation prohibition. Because H.R. 3304
is now public law and we have imple-
mented a program to deal with those
countries which callously disregard in-
ternational fish conservation programs,
I should like to reintroduce the essence
of these additional grounds for prohibi-
tion as contained in S. 2191. I am doing
so in order that Congress may consider
the necessity of inclusion of these addi-
tional grounds for certification and pro-
hibition.

In recent months I have on many dif-
ferent occasions indicated the need for
such legislation and have introduced nu-
merous bills on the subject. I have also
inserted many statements in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcCORD in an attempt to rec-
tify this deplorable situation. For ex-
ample, on March 6 of this year, I intro-
duced S. 3299, a bill requiring the for-
feiture of the monetary value of all fish
aboard any vessel caught fishing in the
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contiguous zone. At that time in my in-
troductory statement I gave a brief in-
cl:lication of the seriousness of the prob-
em.

On pages 53303 and 53304 of the March
6 CoNGRESSIONAL REcoRD, I inserted sev-
eral letters from U.S. attorneys across
the country, indicating the value of the
fish and the number of vessels seized dur-
ing the last 5 years in our territorial
waters. Since March 6, I have received a
report, Foreign Fishing Activities—Ber-
ing Sea and Gulf of Alaska—1970, pub-
lished by the Enforcement and Surveil-
lance Division of the National Marine
Fisheries Service, Alaska region, and
printed in Juneau, Alaska, in November
1971. I shall refer to a number of the
tables contained therein, which are of
particular importance, and I should like
to append these as exhibits.

Exhibit 1—table 8—depicts the un-
authorized entries of foreign vessels into
U.S. territorial waters off Alaska in 1970.
Exhibit 2, table 9, depicts foreign vessels
within the U.S. contiguous fishery zone—
the 9-mile-wide strip of water imme-
diately beyond our 3-mile territorial
sea—off Alaska in 1970. Exhibit 3 is the
list I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp along with S. 3299 on March 6
enumerating the vessels seized during the
last 5 years for violation of American
territorial waters off all U.S. coasts.

Mr. President, I believe these three
charts will graphically depict the seri-
ousness of the present situation.

The difficulties encountered by fish-
ermen whose gear has been totally de-
stroyed by foreign nationals is also well
documented. Only last year two of
Alaska’s most valuable and modern fish-
ing vessels were completely stripped of
their gear by Soviet trawlers off the
Alaska coastline. These vessels, the
Viking King and Viking Queen, and an-
other vessel, the MV Endeavor, were the
subjects of considerable Soviet harass-
ment prior to their disablement. I am
attaching as exhibit 4 several of the let-
ters I received from the owners and from
the Departments of State, Commerce
and Transportation on the subject.
These letters graphically illustrate not
only the occurrences in the Bering Sea
on March 3, 1971, and the extent of the
damage suffered by all three vessels, but
more importantly, the total inability of
the United States to deal with the Soviet
fleet.

As the attached correspondence indi-
cates, the United States was able to
exert no legal compulsion on the offend-
ers because the incident occurred in a
fish sanctuary in international waters
and because our present laws permit no
unilateral recourse. The loss of this gear
required both vessels to travel to Seattle
to be reoutfitted. Such repairs could
only be effected after a long delay.
Needless to say, the financial loss
fell not only on the vessel owners them-
selves, but also upon their fishermen
employees and on those who were de-
pending upon processing and transpor-
tation of the catch for a substantial
portion of their yearly income. Fortu-
nately, the Soviet Union has recently
agreed to negotiate concerning reim-
bursement of the vessel owners. How-
ever, any reimbursement at all is ex-
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tremely problematical and distant. I
commend the Soviet Union for their
negotiation offer and urge that they
make speedy recomperse. However, I be-
lieve the whole incident strongly demon-
strates the need for strict laws to pre-
vent the recurrence of just such an inci-
dent again in the future.

Last October I received a letter from
Mr. Ed Fuglvog, a trawler captain from
Petersburg, Alaska. This letter is one of
the most amazing I have ever received
in my entire public career. It indicates
in detail with attached charts an amaz-
ing destruction of gear that he person-
ally experienced at the hands of Rus-
sian trawlers. He even enclosed a piece
of Russian trawl web which one of his
bottom halibut hooks brought up near
the scene of his gear destruction. This
web clearly indicates that not only was
the Russian fleet destroying American
fishing gear in the area, but that it was
also trawling for halibut and other bot-
tom fish in violation of good fish con-
servation practices.

Unfortunately, there is no way to re-
produce the net itself, the most graphic
piece of evidence, in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. However, it along with the orig-
inal letter, is available in my office files
for any of my colleagues or their staffs
who might wish to view them. I have at-
tached a copy of Captain Fuglvog’s let-
ter as exhibit 5.

Unfortunately, these two cases are
not the only examples of destruction of
American fishing gear by foreign fleets.
To indicate the extent of the problem,
I have attached table 13 which indicates
the total damage to U.S. fishing gear by
foreign fishing vessels off Alaska in 1970.
This I have identified as exhibit 6.

Needless to say, other types of illegal
fishing activity also present serious prob-
lems and should serve as grounds for pos-
sible prohibition. Such activities include
harassment of American fishermen and
illegal and unsportsman-like fishing ac-
tivities wherever they occur and which
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may or may not be specifically prohib-
ited or destructive of fishing equipment.
Other activities would include the viola-
tion of foreign fish-licensing laws result-
ing in the depletion of U.S. fish re-
sources.

Mr. President, these serious problems
will not solve themselves. Although for
many years we have been party to nu-
merous fish conservation conventions,
most such treaties require enforcement
by the violator’s home country. Such na-
tions have usually been notoriously lax
in prosecuting their own citizens. As
tables 10 and 11 indicate, these treaties
have totally failed to achieve their pur-
pose, These tables are attached as ex-
hibits 7 and 8 respectively.

There are, however, several means by
which we can protect our own fish re-
sources. The first is by the enactment of
tougher treaties—treaties giving coastal
nations control over their own fsh re-
sources and providing enforcement au-
thority in the coastal state wherein the
violation occurred rather than in the vi-
olator's home country. I am now press-
ing for just such action by the U.S. dele-
gation to the Law of the Seas Confer-
ence.

The second step we must take is to in-
crease our surveillance and protective
activities off our coast.

I am informed that there are present-
ly over 300 foreign vessels fishing off
Alaskan waters alone. To patrol the
Bering Sea, an area of 873,000 square
miles, the Coast Guard has allocated but
a single vessel, the U.S.8. Mellon. In that
area alone are over 120 Russian and 140
Japanese fishing vessels. South of the
Aleutians the Coast Guard has allocated
but one additional vessel to patrol an
area from the Alaska Peninsula to the
southern tip of the Alaskan southeastern
panhandle. These two vessels patrol an
area with a coastline greater than that
of the entire contiguous United States
and have jurisdiction over fish resources
at least equal to those in the remaining
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49 States combined. Tables 5 and 6, at-
tached as exhibits 9 and 10, depict re-
spectively the summaries of U.S. Coast
Guard vessel fisheries patrols off Alaska
in 1970 and U.S. aerial fisheries patrols
off Alaska for the same year. These tables
similarly indicate the need for additional
patrol and survillance commitments to
protect Alaskan fisheries.

A third solution is the one to which this
bill is addressed—the stiffening of pen-
alties for those nations committing illegal
fishing practices.

Mr. President, I believe this bill is of
the utmost importance and request that
my colleagues review my statement care-
fully as well as the exhibits attached to
it. I request unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in its entirety
in the ConcGressioNaL Recorp at this
point and followed by the several ex-
hibits.

There being no objection, the bill and
exhibits were ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

5. 3565

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representaiives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first sentence of section 8 (a) of the Fisher-
man’s Protective Act of 1967, as amended by
Public Law 92-219, is amended to read as
follows: “When the Secretary of Commerce
determines that nationals of a foreign coun-
try are, directly or indirectly, (1) conducting
fishing operations in a manner or under cir-
cumstances which diminish the effectiveness
of an international fishery conservation pro-
gram, (2) conducting fishing operations
which are prohibited in the Act entitled ‘An
Act to prohibit fishing in the territorial
waters of the United States and in certain
other areas by vessels other than vessels of
the Untled States and by persons in charge
of such vessels,’ approved May 20, 1964 (16
U.S.C. 1081 et seq.); (3) destroying equip-
ment owned by United States fishermen; or
(4) engaging in any other activity which
endangers United States fish resources, the
Secretary of Commerce shall certify such fact
to the President.”

TABLE 8.—UNAUTHORIZED ENTRIES OF FOREIGN VESSELS INTO U.S. TERRITORIAL WATERS, 1970

Nationality Vessel

Location Remarks

.. Japanese_._________

Soviet s
trawlers

Cargo Yoho Maru, TK1-689_______ l.?smiles off St, George Island

Tanker Mozyr and SRTM freezer
B%S&. Avtogenshchik,
8442, Olenyok, Apparatchik,

6-34N 169-26W.

0.8 miles off Marmot Island
58-17N 151-50W.

waters.

Ossorka, and Verabelik and

RT trawler Adler,
-- Longliners Diana Il and

Tradewind 3

.. Canadian._.

- South Korean Trawlers Tae Yan,

Tae Yang No. 205,

Stern trawler Zuiyo Maru No, 3

and reefer Eiko Maru.

Stern trawler Soyo (possibly
Shoyo) Maru and reefer Bansun
(possibly Banshu) Maru.
Unidentified trawler_. __

A ) Japanese__________.

Japanese._________. Stern trawler Zuiyo Maru and
cargo Hoyo Maru.

No. 203 and

1.8 miles off Barren Island
54-43N 131-22W,

1.7 miles off Club Rocks
54-47N 131-20W.

0.4 miles off Tanaga Island in
Tanaga Bay 51-43.5N 177-59W.

Coast Guard aircraft with NMFS a %sntsi ghted subject vessel drifting in position shown.
Instructed vessel by message

lock to depart and observed her leaving territorial

Coast Guard aircraft sighted subject vessels fuelir‘lig in position shown. Other Coast
Guard aircraft and Cutters dispatched, Trawlers
Ist Cutter. Master of tanker arrested and fined $1

eﬁuﬂsd .S, waters by arrival of
,500 for oil pollution violation.

Coast Guard helicopter sighted subLact vessels near Innslirm gear in positions shown,
Instructed vessels b
NMFS agent dispatched and retrieved illegal gear. Gear and halibut taken were
released to custody of and disposition of violation assumed by State of Alaska,
NMFS research vessel re
Guard Cutter with NMFS agent dispatched to investigate and found subject vessels

message blocks to depart and they complied. Cutter with

rted subject vessels anchored inside Tanaga Bay. Coast

anchored in position shown, Vessels seized for failure to give notice of arrival at

U.S. port or place (33 CFR 124.10) and fined $500 i
U.S. crab vessel reported subject vessels in positions shown. No patrol unit available
for investigation,

13 miles off Spray Cape,
Unalazka Island 53-38N
167-08W.

2% miles off S| ra{ Cape, Unalaska
fsland 53-39N 167-07W.

--- 2}4 miles off Puffin Bay, Baranof
Islan

2 miles off Skan Bay, Unalaska
Island 53-41N 167-08.5W.

each,

U.S. NOAA vessel reported subject vessel fishing in area shown. Coast Guard aircraft
investigated and could locate no vesselsin area.
ADF & G patrol ship reported bj ipping in I)a
Guard Cutter diverted to investigate and found subject vessels anchored near same

vessels tr sition shown. Coast

position 2.3 miles offshore, Vessels ordered to leave territorial waters and complied,
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TABLE 9.—FOREIGN VESSELS WITHIN U.S. CONTIGUOUS FISHERY ZONE OR OPERATING IN VIOLATION OF IMPLEMENTING AGREEMENTS, 1570

Date Nationality Vessel

Location Remarks

June 15_____... Japanese
June 16
June 27

Japanese

Japanese

Japanese Unidentified trawler

Japanese

Japanese____.__.... Longliner Kiyo Maru No. A4

Sept. 27

Nov. 22........ Soviet Unidentified trawler.. ...

Dec. 5....-....- Japanese
cargo Banshu

Stern trawler Akebono Maru No. 10 miles off Cape Cross 57-50N
11 136-51W.

116 miles off Yakobi Island 56~
57N 136-55W.

9.3 miles off Yakobi Island 57—
48.5N 136-47TW.

Stern trawler Akebono Maru No.
11 Shinnichi Maru No, 31
SleT trawler Akebono Maru No.

Longliner Kaki Maru No, 18_______ 9.8 miles off Middleton Island

Stern trawler Zuiyo Maru and
aru No. 2.

aircraft
ADF & G test

U.S. fishing vessel reported subject vessel fishing in position shown. Coast Guard
ispatched and sighted subject vessel outside contiguous fishery zone.
fishing vessel sighted subject vessels fishing in position shown. No
unit available for investigation,
Coast Guard aircraft sighted subject
hours until Coast Guard Cutter overtook and seized the vessel. Master fined $10,000

vessel and maintained “hot pursuit’’ for 914

and settlement of $20,000 was reached in lieu of a civil suit against the vessel.

8 miles off Hogan Island

Coast Guard
59-18.5N 146-05W,

1.S. fishing vessel reforted an unidentified trawler fishing in position shown.
betwean sigming and receipt of report

| g in Delay
recluded investigation.

utter with NMES aFant sighted subject vessel ﬁshuigg in position shown .
Vessel seized. Master fined § i

0,000 and settlement of $25 reached in lieu of

civil suit against vessel.

. 9.7 miles off Cape Edgecumbe
56-57N 135—@5&

Coast Guard aircraft sighted subject vessel ﬁshinf in position shown. Rotating Coast
Guard aircraft maintained “hot pursuit’ for

6 hours until Coast Guard Cutter

overtook and seized the vessel. Master fined $10,000 and sentenced to 1 year

impr L

against vessel.
10.2 miles off Atka Island
51-50N 174-13W. o

p ) and settl t of

Coast Guard Cutter si
“*hot_pursuit™ for
and sentenced to 1

$34,950 reached in lieu of civil suit

hted subject vessel fishing in position shown and maintained
8 hours until vessel stopped and was seized. Master fined
ear imprisonment (suspended) and settiement of

$39,625 reached in lieu of civilysuit against vessel.

evuo--- 3.5 miles off Unimak Island
54-36N 163-07W.

U.S. fishing vessel reported subject vessel fishing in position shown. Coast Guard
aircraft with NMFS agent dispatched to investigate found 9 Soviet ships in the
nearby Sanak Island loadin

3.5 miles off Unimak Island....... Coast Guard Cutter with NM

tion shown, an ar

accordance with existing

zone but none in position of reported violation. '
agent sighted subject vessels transshipping in posi-

ga not authorized by the United States-Japan CFZ Agreement. In

instructions the vessels were boarded and ordered to

depart and they complied.

EXHIBIT 3

Territory
selzure
Nationality made

Name of

Date vessel

Monetary

Violation
penalties in— Date vessel

Name of

Territory
. Seizure
Nationality ~made

Violation

Monetary |
in=

penalties

Mar. 2, 1967

Mar. 22, 1967..__.... SRTM 8-457
July 16, 1967 Tenyo Maru No, 3. Japan.

Aug. 3,1967._....... SRTM 8-457
June 3,1969._. .. Zenpo Maru..

Do._ . Koai Maru._.
Sept. 22,1

May 3, 1970

June 27,1970______.. Akebono Maru__.. Japan
July2,1970_____.__. Conrad._.......... West

Germany.  setis.
Aug. 18,1970 Kaki Maru._._..... Japan______ Alaska

Territorial
sed,
CFZ.
00 Territorial

Aug. 20, 1970

Sept. 27, 1970
Feb. 10,1971

Feb, 24, 1971

July9,1971._ ...
Aug. 18, 1971
Nov. 6, 197

Kiyo Maru No. 18 CFZ
Sept. 17, 1970 ... Clipper Il ad d 5

Territorial
sea,
CFZ.

CFZ.

Sondero 25.
July-August 1971 ___ 3trawlers

. All Star

Vodolaz. ........- USSR

Ryusho Maru
No. 5

1,500

3, 800
50, 000
115, 000

Territorial
]

Japan B

(EXHIBIT 4)

PETERSBURG FISHERIES, INC.,
Petersburg, Alaska, March 4, 1971.
Hon. TEp STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR TED: We have been having one hell of
a problem in the eastern Bering Sea this
past week. Our two crab boats, Viking Queen
and Viking King, have been fishing north of
Unimak Island since January 16th. The
weather has been absolutely terrible and
they have fished a total of seven days the
first month they were out there. None the
less our fellows have kept struggling and
have been picking up a few crab.

Last Saturday a Russian fleet of four stern
trawlers moved In the “pot sanctuary”
area and started dragging right where our
gear was. As of last night, March 4th, our
two boats had lost a total of twenty-four
crab traps with a value of approximately
$10,000. Yesterday they reported one fleet of
ten Russians and a mother ship and another
fleet of seventeen Russians and a third fleet
of ten Japanese plus a mother ship, all north
of Unimak Island approximately 20 to 30
miles off shore.

The Coast Guard cutter “Sorrel” was In
the area on Saturday and then, for some rea-
son of prior scheduling, went south of the
peninsula and headed for Kodiak or Cor=
dova. Imediately the foreign fleets moved in-
to the area, which they are bound by inter-
national treaty to stay out of, and started
dragging up our crab traps. The first part of
the week, March 1st and 2nd, there was &
tremendous storm up there so our boats

had to find shelter in the Unimak Pass area
but on Wednesday, the 3rd of March, they
returned to the grounds and found this great
concentration of foreign gear.

Finally on Wednesday, March 3rd, the
Coast Guard got a plane to the area and was
able to fly over the foreign fleets and photo-
graph them in action. I understand trat
there will be a cutter back in this area by
this weekend and hopefully this will resolve
the problem. Not, however, our terrific gear
losses.

I do not know how many other boats are
fishing in the area but I do know that Carl
Moses’s boat the Oceanic suffered gear losses
and another boat, the Flood Tide is reported
to have lost 15 pots this week.

I think this points out several things,
Ted. One 1s that the foreigners are not overly
concerned with international agreements if
they do not think they will get caught. The
second is that we do not have sufficient sur-
vellance in this area to assure that they
abide by their agreements.

I feel that we should have a Coast Guard
cutter stationed in Unalaska year around.
Unalaska is now one of our major fishing
ports. The nearest cutters to that area pres-
ently are in Adak and Kodiak which leaves
a tremendously large unprotected area, not
only from survellance but also from the
search and rescue viewpoint, There are prob-
ably a hundred boats fishing In this area
in the winter months, including the Sand
Point crab fleet, the Squaw Harbor shrimp
fleet and the King Cove-False Pass crab
fleet as well as Dutch Harbor and Unalaska

I have been working closely with Ernie on

this problem this week and he has been
most helpful. Unfortunately Bud Weburg was
replaced last Monday and Harold Hanson has
not had very much experience in this field,
in addition Harry Reetze, of the N.M.F.8,, has
been away from Juneau so we were not able
to work directly with him.

I have been working with Lew Williams to
get some good press coverage on this deplor-
able situation and hope, with your help, to
bring the whole problem into focus.

It is a tough enough job to keep a fish-
ing fleet working in the Bering Sea in the
winter time without having the additional
threat of being trampled by foreign fisher-
men on our shores.

I would appreciate anything you can do.

Very truly yours,
Boe THORSTENSON.
PETERSBURG FISHERIES, INC.,
Seattle, Wash., April 2, 1971.
Senator TED STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington,  D.C.

DEear SENATOR STEVENS: In connection with
the recent violation by the Soviet vessel
CPT 4538, our vessels the M/V “Viking
King” and the M/V “Viking Queen” lost re-
spectively 35 and 5 King crab pots.

We therefore enclose our invoice for 40
pots at $426.16 or a total of $17,046.40.

We also feel that we are entitled to charge
for lost fishing effort, which we are includ-
ing in our invoice.

Very truly yours,
RicHARD C. KELLY,
Controller.
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INVOICE
Soviet Vessel CPT 4538,
Embassy of the U.S.8.R.,
Washington, D.C.
King Crab Pots costing as follows:

83 fathoms nylon line at $1.00

100 fathoms poly. prop. line at $.82__

4 fathoms poly. prop. line at $1.27___ »
1 bait decanter

Labor for rigging pot

Shipping cost—Seattle to Dutch

17, 046. 40

Lost cateh for the above pots March 22 to
May 1, 1971 (scheduled departure of Viking
King for Seattle. The vessel is returning to
Seattle due to the gear shortage).

Present average of remaining pots is 25
legal King Crab per pot.

Pots are hauled every third day.

Average weight per crab is six pounds.

Pots are emptied and rebaited on the
average of every third day.

39 remaining days divided by 8 equals 13
pots haulings.

40 pots x 25 King Crab x 6 pounds x 13
haulings equals 78,000 Ibs. King Crab lost.

78,000 1bs. King Crab at 21¢ per lb. (current
price) equals $16,380.00.

Total Invoice, $33,426.40,

Make check payable to Petersburg Fish-
eries, Inc. Fishermen’s Terminal, Seattle,
Wash. D8119.

PAN-AvrasgA PISHERIES, INC.,
Monroe, Wash., March 24, 1971,
Hon. Senator TED STEVENS,
Senator from the State of Alaska,
Juneau, Alaska.

Simm: As you are no doubt aware, we have
been having serious problems with the fla-
grant violations of the Japanese and Russians
in the negotiated pot-sanctuary area in the
Alaska Bering Sea. .

Two days ago, one of our vessels, the M/V
Endeavor, lost 42 king crab pots that were
dragged off of their original locations by
these foreign vessels. These pots have a value
in excess of $350.00 per pot, which made
this vessel sustain a loss of over $14,000.00,

Other vessels, such as the Viking King,
Viking Queen and Sea Spray, have had
similar experiences In the last three weeks
which have been protested but have not
seemed to produce results on the trawling
operations in this area. Major concessions
were given in the negotiations with the Rus-
slans to restrict the crab quota in the Bering
Sea, ralsing the size limitations and pro-
hibiting trawling operation in the pot-
sanctuary area, but needless to say, the con-
cessions that were given to them such as,
calling at U.S. Ports for refueling, supplying
and R & R have been one-sided as they have
not stopped and obviously, do not intend to
stop fishing with the illegal gear in this
area. We as the largest packer of King Crab
have whole-heartedly supported the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game in all the
conservation methods recently taken, such
as (quotas, pot limits, registration area, and
Season.)

Now, we find ourselves having to take
nDecessary steps to protect the King Crab
Fishing Industry being abused by these in-
ternational violations.

This has got to stop. If we can’t have
protective measures, such as Coast Guard
Surveillance of these areas, then these fish-
ermen should be reimbursed for their pot
losses. It seems to us that protection of one's
resources is equally as important as protect-
ing one's Country.

I can only impress on you, that we need
all the help possible and all the pressures
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brought to bear on stopping this problem, or
the individual companies and fishermen will
be forced to revert back to taking the matter
into their own hands in protection of their
property, which could lead to serious con-
sequences.

May I please hear from you on behalf of
Pan-Alaska Fisheries, Inc. and also, as Presi-
dent of Northwest Fisherles Association,
which represents all the major fish proces-
sors in Alaska, Washington and Oregon.

Sincerely,
RONALD JENSEN,
President,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 19, 1971.
Hon. TEp STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of March 4
regarding fishing by foreign vessels in a sanc-
tuary area north of Cape Sarichef on Unimak
Island, Alaska,

The areas in question is that area of the
southeastern Bering Sea described in para-
graph 8 of the Appendix to the Agreement
of February 12, 1971 between the United
States and the Soviet Union relating to
fishing for king and tanner crab, In that
area, “Unless otherwise agreed by the two
Governments, only pots may be used to cap-
ture king crabs and tanner crabs for com-
merclal purposes and no trawling may be
conducted for other species . . .” This area,
commonly known for obvious reasons as the
“erab pot sanctuary”, is depicted in the small
chart attached, it being understood that the
sanctuary includes only the waters seaward
of the 12-mile fishery 1imit. The provisions
of the February 12 Agreement regarding this
sanctuary are the same as those of the
previous Agreement between the two Gov-
ernments on the subject, that of January 31,
1969,

On February 27, a Coast Guard air patrol,
acting on a report from the American fish-
ing vessel Viking Queen, observed four So-
viet vessels frawling in the sanctuary area.
Message blocks were dropped advising these
vessels that they were operating in violation
of the Agreement. The message blocks were
not retrieved but the Soviet trawlers brought
aboard their gear and got under way. A Coast
Guard surface vessel was on the scene the
following day but detected no further viola-
tions.

On March 8 a Coast Guard alr patrol ob-
served nine Sovlet trawlers fishing in the
sanctuary. Again message blocks were
dropped to all vessels observed in violation,
During the operation three of the nine ves-
sels attempted to obscure their identifica-
tion, as had one of the vessels at the time of
the observation on February 27. Coast Guard
surface vessels in the area during this pe-
rlod informed two Soviet transport ships of
the provisions of the Agreement and the vio-
latlons observed.

On receipt of this information, the Depart-
ment called in an officer of the Soviet Em-
bassy on March 5 to protest these violations
of the Agreement. We have had no specific
response so far to our representations on the
subject, but there have been no reported
observations of violations since those of
March 3.

The provisions of the Agreement are en-
forced by each Government against its own
nationals and vessels; no authority is pro-
vided for enforcement against nationals and
vessels of the other country. In view of this,
and since the area in question 1s part of the
high seas beyond United States Jurisdiction,
the Coast Guard had no authority to selze
the offending vessels.

We understand that the Viking Queen
and perhaps other vessels have reported
losses of fishing gear resulting from these
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trawling operations and that affidavits on
this are in preparation, The Department will,
of course, give careful consideration to any
such documents with a view to such further
action as may be appropriate,

I hope the foregoing will be helpful. If
there is any further information we can pro-
vide, please let me know,

Bincerely,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., April 1, 1971.
Hon. TEp STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of March 22
regarding the continuing problem of viola-
tlons by Soviet trawlers of the so-called “pot
sanctuary” area north of Unimak Island, I
refer also to my letter of March 19 on this
subject.

On March 19, pursuant to our earlier ap-
proach of March 6, we gave the Soviet Em-
bassy a tabulation of such sightings up to
that date. The Soviet representatives in-
formed us that the information they had re-
ceived from Moscow was to the effect that in-
vestigation has disclosed no evidence of viola-
tlons by Soviet vessels. We pointed out that
in view of the officially confirmed reports
available to us this was obviously an un-
satisfactory response.

On March 24 following two additional re-
ports of sightings of Soviet vessels trawling in
the area, we again protested this matter to
the Soviet Embassy in vigorous terms. Simul-
taneously, the Regional Director in Juneau of
the National Marine Fisheries Service, Mr.
Harry Rietze, was attempting to establish
communications with the Soviet fleet com-
mander with a view to arranging a meeting
of the two to discuss this problem. We un-
derstand that the Soviet fleet commander
has now responded and has said that he
would advise Mr. Rietze shortly concerning
the proposal for a meeting, The Agreements
between the United States and the Soviet
Union contain provisions for such meetings
between local representatives for the solu-
tion of various kinds of problems.

With respect to Japanese activities, we
have informed the Japanese Embassy of
sightings of Japanese vessels trawling in
this area. Such activities by Japanese ves-
sels are not a violation of the Agreements
with the United States. However, the Japa-
nese Government has in the past informed
us that as a domestic measure it continues
to prohibit trawling by its nationals and ves-
sels in a larger area of the southeastern
Bering Sea which encompasses the “sanc-
tuary” area. Thus, trawling by Japanese ves-
sels is a violation only of Japanese Govern-
ment regulations, although it is obviously
a matter of concern to us and we seek to
bring such incidents to the attention of
the Japanese authorities.

The Japanese have the same rights, of
course, as American fishermen to set crab
pots in this sanctuary area for the purpose
of taking king or tanner crab, and we have
reports that Japanese vessels are in fact
engaged in this activity at the present time.
It is possible, therefore, that some of the
reports of Japanese vessels in the area may
reflect entirely legitimate activities under the
Agreements.

We trust that the latest representations
and the communications between United
States and Soviet local authorities will lead
to a speedy solution of this problem. Mean-
while, we intend to take all practicable steps
to correct the situation.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., April 13, 1971.
Hon. TEp STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: Thank you for your
letter regarding Soviet trawling in areas of
the Bering Sea closed to fishing with mobile
gear by a U.S.-Soviet agreement renewed
February 12, 1971,

On March 31, 1971, a meeting took place
between the Commander of the Soviet fleet
in the Bering Sea, and officials of the U.S.
Coast Guard and the National Marine Fish-
eries Service. The U.S. Delegation included
Robert McVey, Associate Reglonal Director,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Juneau,
Alaska, and Commander Schneider, Chief,
Intelligence and Law Enforcement Division,
17th Coast Guard District.

Mr. McVey presented written and photo-
graphic documentation of Soviet violations
in the pot sanctuary area in the eastern
Bering Sea. The Soviet fleet Commander said
it had been his understanding that the
agreement establishing the pot sanctuary
area had expired January 31, 1971, He claimed
that the renewal of the agreement on Febru-
ary 12, 1971, was not reported to the fleet
on the fishing grounds until March 6, 1971.
He indicated he would investigate all viola-
tions reported after March 6, 1971, and pe-
nalize the masters of any vessels involved.

He also indicated that the Soviet fleet in
the eastern Bering Sea had been removed to
an area west of 170° W, which is beyond the
pot sanctuary area. He gave assurances that
there would be no further violations of the
sanctuary during 1971 and 1972 while the
present agreement is in effect.

We are very concerned about the incidents
that took place before the meeting with the
Soviet fleet Commander was arranged. We
will continue to work closely with the U.S.
Coast Guard and the Department of State in
efforts to insure that compliance with the

agreement is maintained in the future.
Sincerely,

Witriam M. TERRY,
Aeting for Philip M. Roedel, Director.

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C. April 22, 1971.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear TeEp: This is in response to your let-
ters of March 11 and 22, 1971 concerning
sightings of foreign vessels in the Unimak
Island crab pot sanctuary.

As you are aware, the US-USSR King Crab
Agreement of February 12, 1971 provides that
no trawling may be conducted for any spe-
cies in a described area north of Unimak
Island and lying seaward of the nine mile
fisheries zone contiguous to the territorial
sea of the United States. This Apreement
also specifies that each government will ap-
ply the measures of the Agreement to its na-
tlonals and vessels. Therefore, since the sanc-
tuary in question is considered by the United
States to be a high seas area, and the Agree-
ment does not provide for coastal state en-
forcement, the Coast Guard's role in this re-
gard is to conduct surveillance of the area,
investigate reports of non-compliance and
collect information to support appropriate
action through diplomatic channels.

Since February 27 the date the Viking
Queen reported foreign trawlers dragging in
the crab pot sanctuary, Coast Guard vessels
and aircraft have patrolled the area almost
continuously. Message blocks dropped from
aircraft, informing Soviet trawlers that they
were in violation of the Agreement, have been
ignored. Therefore, it appears that this in-
creased presence of Coast Guard forces has
had no deterring effect and that the present
patrol effort provides sufficlent information
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for diplomatic protest, the only means of cen-
sure in this situation.

However, Coast Guard and National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service representatives did ar-
range for a meeting with the Soviet fleet
commander. During this meeting, held on
April 2, the fleet commander gave a verbal
personal and a written guarantee that there
will be no further violations of the crab pot
sanctuary for the duration of the Agree-
ment.

Japanese trawling in the halibut nursery
grounds north of Unimak Island is a matter
of concern to the United States but, again,
since this fishing is in an area which the
U.S. government recognizes as high seas the
Coast Guard has no authority to restrict
these operations. However, the Japanese Gov-
ernment has enacted domestic regulations
which prohibit trawling in this area and,
again, the Coast Guard’s role is to conduct
surveillance of the area, investigate reports
of non-compliance and collect information to
support diplomatic protest.

The matter of assigning additional Coast
Guard resources to the Aleutian area is, of
course, one which must be weighed against
overall requirements for the deployment of
resources, This is an area of continual review
but, although units from other Pacific Dis-
tricts are regularly assigned to supplement
Alaska patrol during periods of the greatest
foreign fishing activity no redeployment of a
high endurance cutter or reassignment of re-
sources from other areas is anticipated.

I hope that this information will be of help
If you find the need for any additional infor-
mation, do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely,

Exm1sIT 5

PETERSBURG, ALASKA,
October 20, 1971.
Hon. THEODORE F. STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR STEVENS: The afternoon of
the 24th of September we were in the process
of setting our halibut gear consisting of 4
sets with 13 skates In each set. We were
setting in depths from 100 fathoms to 90
fathoms and was midway through the 2nd
set when we noticed some large boats ahead
of us. Upon determining that they were part
of a foreign trawl fleet we turned at a right
angle to the starboard for 5§ minutes and then
made the same move again so that we were
headed in the opposite direction. We con-
tinued In this direction with the remainder
of our gear hoping we would be at a safe dis-
tance from the foreign trawlers.

We placed a blinking buoylight on the last
end of the last set and then dropped the
anchor nearby. About 0230 the next morning
we # woke to begin hauling our gear back. We
were surprised and concerned when we dis-
covered we were surrounded by boats for
there were lights all around us. Daylight does
not appear until approximately 0700. There
were boats moving by us at slow speeds, ap~
parently towing their nets as there was ac-
tivity on the decks.

We hauled one set back, 13 skates, and
there was very little fish of any kind caught.
The previous trip in the same area yielded
considerable halibut plus assorted species
such as gray cod, black cod and turbot. There
was about 250 pounds of halibut or close to
20 pounds per skate average which is con-
sidered extremely poor. This average held up
for the remaining gear that was hauled dur-
ing the day.

The next set was very much the same, ex-
cept that we hauled back only 10 full skates
and half of another. Three and one-half
skates were lost, plus one 45 1b. anchor, 150
fathoms of buoyline, one bag and flagpole.
The next end of the third set should have
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been close by but was not where it should
have been.

We had to run to the other extreme end
and haul from there and back, The entire set
was hauled back without incident. During
this time Russian trawlers were towing from
the deep part of the edge and up towards
shallower water. The next set had eleven and
one half skates left on it, a loss of 214 skates,
plus 1 anchor, 150 fathoms of buoyline, one
bag and one flagpole.

We conducted an extensive search for our
missing gear with no sightings of any flags.
Altogether we lost five skates of gear, 300
fathoms of buoyline, two 45 lb. anchors, b
fathoms of 5’ galvanized chain, two 75’
buoy bags and 2 flagpoles for a total value of
$764.60. In addition we were not able to use
as much gear during the trip. We had 40,600
pounds and hauled 699 skates averaging 58.1
1bs. per skate and we could have more if we
had our full string during the trip. We had
some spare gear with us that we used to re-
place what was lost, However, if we had no
losses we could have hauled a total of 728
skates and at a 58.1 1b. average would have
given us a total of 1685 pounds more. At 39¢
per pound, which we received for our fish,
would have meant an additlonal $657. There-
fore, our total loss considering gear and fish
would come to approximately $1,421.50.

‘When it was apparent that our gear was
lost we were able to read numbers on three
of the boats and these were recorded in the
logbook. It is not known which boat was
involved in our gear because of the distance
between our ends and the various trawlers.
There were at least seven Russian ships in
sight most of the time. The name and num-
ber of one ship was the Ternery, no. 0987.
The other two were 06981 and T6-1935.

The entries in the logbook includes the
loran readings IL6 and IL7 at each end of
each set. When all the gear was in I notified
the Coast Guard in Kodiak and gave them
the loran reading IL.6-3291, IL7-2788 as the
position where our gear was lost. I also
stated the value of the gear lost as approxi-
mately $1,000.

We were forced to leave this area and
move somewhere else. We felt we were being
escorted away from the area as ship number
T6-1935 moved along with us for a consid-
erable distance.

Information constantly given to the fish-
erman indicates that the foreign trawlers
are towing their gear above the bottom for
perch, thus not tampering with bottom fish.
The obvious decrease in fish caught plus
the fact we had a portion of trawl web
brought up on one of our hooks near where
one of our ends had parted clearly shows
that trawls are bouncing along the bottom
and scooping up everything in its path.

The efforts of the International Halibut
Commission becomes more meaningless as
a regulatory body because we cannot con-
trol the areas foreign fleets operate, We are
no longer operating on a sustained yield
basls but on successive seasons of diminish-
ing returns and it will become worse before
it ever improves. The very slow growth rate
of halibut means that it will be years be-
fore the younger fish can replace those that
have been caught by foreign fleets. With
the effort on pollock in the Bering Sea and
the high mortality rate of the hundreds of
thousands immature halibut caught in these
foreign trawls they are destroying entire
yearly quotas had they been allowed to
mature. What is there to look forward to?

We would appreciate any effort you make
that will lead to the recovery of our loss.

Sincerely,
Ep FuGLvoe,
Captain, M/V Symphony.

PS8S—I have pictures of several of the
vessels that were in the area which will be
sent to you as soon as they have been
developed.
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EXHIBIT 6
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TABLE 13.—DAMAGE TO U.S. FISHING GEAR BY FOREIGN FISHING VESSELS, 1970

Reported by— Alleged offender Location

Losses and remarks

CRAB GEAR

Glen E. Evans, F/V selief___.._______._ Soviet freezer-trawler SRTM 8426 and Chiniak Gully off Kodiak,57-32N. 151-
4 unidentified freezer-trawlers. 3TW.

2 unidentified Soviet freezer-trawlers__ 20 miles north northeast of Ugak
Island and 15 miles off Cape

Chiniak.
Chiniak Gully off Kodiak, 57-28N.
151-35W,

-.. Gilbert ). Johnson, F/V Beluga........ Soviet freezer-trawlers Sargassa,

Bl At SRTM 8451 and 1 unidentified.

Unknown (believed to be Soviet
trawlers).

I NPT P T T
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8 pots lost, 1 buoy marker damaged. Observed the SRTM 8426
trawl through crab pot string. Severed and damaged buoys
surfaced behind the Soviet trawler.

2 pots lost. Observed Soviet vessles fishing within 14 mile of
where missing pots should have been.

6 pots lost. Observed subject vessels trawling very near the
Beluga's gear. Coast Guard helicopter with NMFS Agents
se’r;t to investigate found 7 Soviet freezer-trawlers in area
of loss.

19 pots lost. No foreign vessels seen in area during subject
period but Soviet trawlers caused earlier losses in same
area,

9 pots lost. On Apr. 8 unidentified Soviet trawlers were seen

ishing very near the Invincible’s gear,

f
Eastern Bering Sea, 56-15N. 161-51W__ 3 pots lost. Observed 3 trawlers fishing near IFl'rs pgt gear. The
d. Foun

trawlers moved off when app
tangle net entangled in 1 of his crab pots,

Malcolm S, McDonald, F/V Pacific Unidentified Japanese vessels of Shi- Eastern Bering Sea, 55-51N. 165-21W.. 5 pots lost. Several unidentified Japanese fishing vessels and

Fisher. kishima Maru fleet.

the factory ship Shikishima Maru seen in area of pot gear.

0ee e oecemnecmccmeeannnnan-- Unidentified Soviet trawlers._._..___._ Eastern Bering Sea, 56-12N. 161-51W_. 3 pots lost. Observed Soviet trawler fishing in area of pot

HALIBUT GEAR

ear.

Jaﬁangge stern trawler Akebono Maru Central Bering Sea, 57-00N. 173-30W... 12 skates and associated gear valued at $1,220 lost, Subject
0,

vessel trawled through Eclipse’s longline gear five times.
Attempts by Eclipse to indicate the presence of her gear
were not understood or were ignored,

EXHIBIT 7

TABLE 10.—VIOLATIONS OF FISHERIES LAWS AND REGULATIONS IMPLEMENTING INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS, 1970

Vessel Nationality Type Violation

Date Remarks

Longliner Milbanke Sound
Gill-netter Kofuku Maru No. 32
Gill-netter Dai Ichi Maru No. ...

landing.
Possessing salmon within INPFC abstention area

Gill-netter Koyo Maru. ... .- -ceovuuouuunmaaaa@0...... INPFC
Gill-netters Kiku Maru No. 28, Seifuku Maru __.__do
Mo. 21, and Choyo Maru No. 31,

Longliner Misty Moon Canadian_.... IPHC

Failure to file statistical return within 86 hours of final Apr. 23 Referred to Canadian authorities.
May 27 Seized and

red to Jap Fisheries

Agency. Vessel impounded 25 days.

<mmmmmmssmmemsemeeeeoccecceooooooooo.... June 2 Seized and custody transferred fo Japanese Fisheries

cecieas June 17 .
June 13 Documentation of violations (detected by patrol aircraft)

Agnen:y. Dismissed by Japan without penalties.
0

sent NMFS, Washington, D.C., for relay to Government
f Japan. Dismissed by Japan without penalties.

o
Failure to validate at Sand Point prior to fishing area 4B. Sept. 26 Referred to Canadian authorities and fined $100,

EXHIBIT 8

TABLE 11.—FOREIGN VESSELS FISHING IN VIOLATION OF CRAB AGREEMENTS, 1970

Date Nationality Vessel Location Violation

Remarks

Trawling within Unimak Island
pot sanctuary,

Eastern Bering Sea,

jet.__.____...... SRT trawiers Ural, Klin, Algol,
R e Siet : 55-28N. 165-05W.

Kosmonaut Egorov, Eridan, Konus,
Pogranichnik, Shtil, Kastor,
Podosknovets, Urup, Pavel
Papavich, and 6 unindentified
trawlers, .
Factory ship Konstantin Sukhanov... Eastern Bennf Sea,
56-42N. 161-25W,

May13..........-.do.___.___..... Factory Ship Pavel Chebotnyagin..._ Eastern Be:injm

56-12N. 16
Factory ship Chichibu Maru No. 2 Central Aleutians,
and crab pot fishing boats Nitto 155-22N. 179-33W.
Maru No. 28, Benten Maru No. 25,
and YM2-643.

T A

Fishing crab in waters not

tyd e
LI dopney fished historically by Japan.

Coast Guard aircraft with NMFS Agent sighted subject
vessels fishing near position shown. Message blocks
dropped to Soviet vessels informing them of their violation.

Detected by NMFS Agent dun‘ns boarding. Documentation
forwarded to Washington, D.C., for possible protest to
Gogernment of the U.S.5.R.

0.

Coast Guard aircraft with NMFS Agent sighted subject
vessels fishing in position shown. Subseciusnt patrols did
not locate vessels. Documentation of violation forwarded
to Washington, D.C., and transmitted to Japanese Govern-
ment in Tokyo, November 1970,

1 Undersized tangle net was also observed but there was no evidence that such nets had been fished.

EXHIBIT 9
TABLE 5—SUMMARY OF U.S.-VESSEL FISHERIES PATROLS, 1970

U.S. patrol vessels

Number of sightings of loreign vessels

Miles
Name Period of patrol patrolled Japanese

South
Korean

Total

Soviet Canadian sightings

K 2 277

Feb. 2-Dec. 4_ = 1,988 75
Apr. 2-May 22_._. 134

. May 4-6 and Oct. 2 4
May lT-Ju!r 15.. 7 85

- June 14-July 5. 7
- 135

3
: s s 7 1
o Sept. 21-29. 0. L. =t - = - 19

e e e
Confidence
Resolute..........
Bittersweet

Balsam..

267 25 569
35 22 135
51

O=AOOONOOWD

[ B s st R SR S L e 69,011 742

(o]
w
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TABLE 6.—SUMMARY OF U.S. AERIAL FISHERIES PATROLS, 1970

Number of
patrols

Number of foreign ships sighted

Hours flown  Miles patrolled Japanese

Canadian

Total

Soviet South Korean sightings

109 732.4 137,993 1,883
78 378.1 52, 736 187

935 37 28 2,883
0 0 0 192

187 1,110.5 190, 729 2,070 .

935 37 28 3,075

By Mr. HOLLINGS:

Senate Joint Resolution 228. A joint
resolution to pay tribute to law enforce-
ment officers of this country on Law Day,
May 1, 1973. Referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

LAW DAY

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today
is Law Day, America’s annual observance
of respect for the judicial system. I am
proud that this year, through congres-
sional approval of my resolution, the
scope of the celebration has been widened
to include special recognition for the
country’s law enforcement personnel.

For many years, Law Day has been a
tradition observed in courtrooms and
classrooms. The observance has been by,
and for, judges and lawyers and law stu-
dents. It has been a day reserved for the
theorist of law.

But law does not begin in the quiet of
courtrooms and class buildings. It oper-
ates in patrol cars and on the beat and
in precinct stations. By the Congress’
recent action, signed into law by the
President on April 27, 1972, we have al-
located a portion of Law Day to the prac-
titioners of law. Sheriff’s deputies, high-
way patrolmen, police men and women—
these people are a part of the legal pro-
fession. In fact, they are its very founda-
tion.

Our law enforcement personnel face
formidable challenges today in protect-
ing our rights and properties. Nineteen
policemen were killed in ambush in 1970.
Political activism fills the streets, and
our law officers must be both safety per-
sonnel and diplomats, trying to maintain
a balanced perspective about what is free
speech and what is anarchy. While legis-
lators and citizens talk about prison re-
form, prison guards encounter the daily
hazards created by our neglect of the
penal system. Will we forget the guards
at Attica?

We must not forget, and that is what
this Law Day is all about. Today we give
our law enforcement personnel their
well-earned praise and appreciation,

Congress in 1961 dedicated May 1 as
Law Day, focusing on national rights and
liberties under law. I hope that Congress,
through appropriate legislative action,
will continue what we have begun in
1972. I hope the Congress will see that
each year a part of Law Day belongs to
the law officer. I am reintroducing my
resolution to attain this goal and I hope
for earlier action next year. This year’s
action by the President came too late to
prepare a full observance. We can do
better in 1973, and we owe our law en-
forcement personnel no less than our
full attention.

I ask unanimous consent that the new

joint resolution be printed in its entirety
at this point in the REcorp.

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

S. J. Res, 228

Whereas the first day of May of each year
was designated as Law Day, U.S.A. and was
set aside as a special day of celebration by
the American people in appreciation of their
liberties and In reaffirmation of their loyalty
to the United States of America; and of their
rededication to the ideals of equality and
Justice under law in their relations with
each other as well as with other nations;
and for the cultivation of that respect fur
law that is so vital to the democratic way
of life: Be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That in the celebra-
tion of Law Day, May 1, 1973, special em-
phasis be given by a grateful people to the
law enforcement officers of the United States
of America for their unflinching and devoted
service in helping to preserve the domestic
tranquillity and guaranteeing to the in-
dividual his rights under the law,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 117

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 117, a bill
for the relief of Angelia R. Reyes.

8. 144

At the request of Mr. McGEeE, the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 144, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code with
respect to ammunition recordkeeping
requirements.

8. 738

At the request of Mr. CransTON, the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 738, a bill to
amend the Immigration and Nationality
Act with respect to the waiver of certain
grounds for exclusion and deportation of
permanent residents for possession only
of marihuana, by the U.S. Attorney Gen-
eral.

5. 1680

At the request of Mr. GuUrNEY, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1690, a bill relating to the trial and
review of criminal actions involving
obscenity.

5. 2851

At the request of Mr. ALLoTT, the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) Wwas
added as a cosponsor of S. 2851, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 with respect to certain charitable
contributions.

5. 3514

At the request of Mr. ProxmMirg, the
Senator from California (Mr. TUNNEY)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3514, the
Menominee Restoration Act.

S5. 3538 AND S. 3539

At the request of Mr. RoBerT C. BYRD
for Mr. Bayn, the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Hart), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. HumMmpPHREY), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sena-
tor from Virginia (Mr. Spong), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. Ken-
NEDY), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator from
Maine (Mr. Muskie), and the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3538, a bill to
amend the Controlled Substances Act to
require identification by manufacturer
of each schedule II dosage unit pro-
duced; and S. 3539, a bill to amend the
Controlled Substances Act to move cer-
tain barbiturates from schedule III of
such act to schedule II.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 191

At the request of Mr. Cranston, the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 191, designating the week of
May 1-7, 1972, as “National Bikecology
Week.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 225

At the request of Mr. GrirFin for Mr.
ScHEWEIKER, the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. HuMPHREY) was added as a
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 225,
to prevent abandonment of railroad
lines.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
A RESOLUTION

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 180

At the request of Mr. FULBRIGHT, the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 160, expressing the sense
of the Senate with respect to U.S. policy
toward Cuba.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1972—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1173

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

Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself, Mr.
BeLLMoN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BrRock, Mr.
BuckLeYy, Mr. CURTIS, Mr. DorLge, Mr.
DoMINICK, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. FonNG, Mr.
GURNEY, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HRUSKa,
Mr. TaUrRMOND, and Mr. Towegr) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to
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be proposed by them, jointly, to the bill
(8. 3526) to provide authorizations for
certain agencies conducting the foreign
relations of the United States, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1174

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

Mr, JAVITS submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 3526), supra.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 881

At the request of Mr. RIBICOFF, the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN-
Toya), and the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Kennepy) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 891 intended
to be proposed to the bill (HR. 1), the
social security amendments of 1972.

AMENDMENT NO. 914

At the request of Mr. HartrieLp, the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
Govern) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 914, intended to be pro-
posed to the bill (S. 3108), the Military
Procurement Authorizations Act of 1973.

AMENDMENT NO. 855

At the request of Mr. STEVENsSoON, the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON)
was added as a cosponsor of amendment
No. 955, intended to be proposed to the
bill (H.R. 1), the social security amend-
ments of 1972.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPEN HEAR-
INGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr, BIBLE. Mr. President, I wish to
announce for the information of the
Senate and the public that open hear-
ings have been scheduled by the Subcom-
mittee on Parks and Recreation at 10
a.m. on June 8, in room 3110 New Senate
Office Building, on the following bill:

S. 2473, to amend the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 so as to
authorize the development of indoor
recreation facilities in certain areas.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY SUBCOM-

MITTEE ON JUVENILE DELIN-

QUENCY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent to have printed

in the Recorp a statement by the distin-

guished Senator from Indiana (Mr.

Bayn) and notice of hearings to be held

by the Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin-

quency.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objecticn, it is so ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BAYH ON BARBITURATE
LEGISLATION AND NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON
ILLICIT BARBITURATE TRAFFIC AND USE
Mr. President, the Subcommitiee on

Juvenile Delinquency, of which I am Chair-

man, has been conducting an intensive

investigation into the abuse of psychotropic
drugs, particularly by our Nation’s youth.

Our hearings lact summer on 8. 674, a bill

to more strictly control the manufacture and

distribution of amphetamines and simlilar
substances, played a persuasive role in the
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decision by the Bureau of Narcotics and
Dangerous Drugs to more carefully regulate
these substances. During February of this
year the Subcommittee heard testimony on
the abuse of diet pills and the efficacy of
these substances in the short-term treat-
ment of obesity.

The Subcommittee has pursued its investi-
gation of the abuse of psychotropic drugs
with particular emphasis on the problem of
barbiturate abuse. We quickly learned that
barbiturates present a threat to the health
of this nation that may well be more serious
than amphetamines and even heroin,

I am deeply concerned that barbiturate
abuse may indeed become the number one
drug problem facing our Nation. The inves-
tigation and hearings conducted by my sub-
committee have revealed a dramatic increase
both in the availability of these dangerous
drugs and in the extent of abuse. The prob-
lem is reaching epidemic proportions. We
cannot afford to wait,

Until we have developed a more complete
legislative record, it is difficult to predict
what corrective legislation would be most ef-
fective in dealing with this problem. But it is
clear that a substantial problem exists, and
in order to focus the testimony of those who
will appear before the Subcommittee, I have
introduced two pieces of legislation.

The first bill 8. 3539 would provide for the
rescheduling of four commonly abused short
acting barbiturates from schedule III to
schedule II of the Controlled Substances Act.
This change would subject these particular
barbiturates to stricter production and dis-
tribution controls as well as to more strin-
gent import and export regulations. The sec-
ond bill S. 35638 would require all manufac-
turers and producers of solid oral form bar-
biturates to place identifying marks or sym-
bols on their products. This would facilitate
police efforts in tracing barbiturates diverted
to the illicit market back to the original pro-
duction and distribution sources.

We are not yet sure whether either or both
of these measures will be necessary to deal
effectively with the abuse problem. However,
they will provide a clear issue for future hear-
ings and investigations of the Subcommittee.
We intend to gather a wide range of opinion
from people active in the area of drug abuse
control as well as from the pharmaceutical
manufacturers on the need for these or other
legislative measures.

The Subcommittee will consider these bills
and suggested alternative proposals during
the coming months before recommending
specific legislative action.

Since Thursday, April 27, 15 Senators have
become cosponsors of these two bills. I wish
to commend the following Senators for their
swift action: the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGovern), the Senator from Wyoming

. McGee), the Senator from Rhode Island

. Pastore), the Senator from Connecticut

. Ribicoff), the Senator from California

. Tunney), the Senator from Minnesota,

. Mondale), the Senator from Missouri

. Eagleton), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris) , the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
Hart), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
Humphrey), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Spong), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. Ste-
venson), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. Kennedy), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie), the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. MeIntyre), and the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. Montoya). I urge my colleagues
to support these two measures.

The hearings schedules for April 26 and
27 have been rescheduled for May 2 and 38
and will focus on illegal diversion of legiti-
mately produced barblturate materlals and
pills; illicit barbiturate traffic; and law en=
forcement responses to the diversion and il-
legal distribution of these dangerous sub-
stances.

The hearings will begin at 10:00 am in
Room 3110 New Senate Office Bullding. Any
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person who wishes to submit a statement for
the record should notify Mathea Falco, Staff
Director and Chief Counsel of the subcom-
mittee at 225-2951.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPEN HEAR-
INGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr., BIBLE. Mr. President, I wish to
announce for the information of the Sen-
ate and the public that open hearings
have been scheduled by the Subcommit-
tee on Parks and Recreation of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
at 10 a.m. on May 25, in room 3110, New
ggnate Office Building, on the following

i

S. 866, to establish the French Pete
Creek Intermediate Recreation Area in
the State of Oregon.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON REVISION
OF FEDERAL COURT APPELLATE
SYSTEM

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that open public hearings have
been scheduled before the Subcommittee
on Improvements in Judicial Machinery
on Senate Joint Resolution 122, a joint
resolution to create a commission to
study and recommend a revision of the
appellate system of the Federal courts.
Hearings will be held on May 9 and 10,
1972, in room 457 Old Senate Office Build-
ing and on May 11, 1972, in room 1202
New Senate Office Building. The hour is
10 a.m. on all three days.

The Judicial Conference of the United
States has recommended that the sev-
eral circuits be geographically realined.
Legal scholars have questioned whether
this is anything but a short-term remedy
and have pointed out that the problems
of our circuit courts, brought on by in-
creased caseloads, are in need of long-
term solutions. At these hearings, we will
be privileged to hear from the chief
judges of the busiest circuit courts, from
the Director of the Federal Judicial Cen-
ter, and from legal scholars.

Those who wish to testify or submit a
statement for inclusion in the record
should communicate as soon as possible
with the Subcommittee on Improvements
in Judicial Machinery, 6306 New Senate
Office Building.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

“THE KEEPING OF THE REPUB-
LIC"—LAW DAY ADDRESS BY
SENATOR ALLEN J. ELLENDER
AT McNEESE STATE COLLEGE,
LAKE CHARLES, LA.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp the text of the Law Day address
entitled “The Keeping of the Republic,”
delivered by me at McNeese State Col-
lege, Lake Charles, La., on April 29, 1972.

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

“THE KEEPING OF THE REPUBLIC”
(By SBenator ALLEN J. ELLENDER)

Almost 200 years ago, an obscure but
nonetheless historic conversation occurred
on a Philadelphia sidewalk at the close of
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the Constitutional Convention in which the
structure of our American government was
established. A certain Mrs. Powel of Phila-
delphia, mingling with those who were wait-
ing outside Independence Hall, stopped Ben-
Jamin Franklin, a major architect of our
liberties, and asked:

“Well, Doctor, what have we got—a Repub-
lic or a Monarchy?”

Weary from the hours of the long delibera-
tion, yet ever hopeful for freedom’s survival,
Franklin responded: “A Republic—if you
can keep it.”

A Republic—a government of laws and not
of human caprice,

—a government in which power was to be
delegated to responsible, democratically
elected representatives who would serve the
commeon good,

—a government guided by men of good
conscience who value truth and who put
their talents and energies to the public in-
terest rather than to their own.

I have taken this theme as a guide to my
remarks for this occasion in which, as Amer-
icans, we celebrate Law Day. We engage in
such public gatherings as this to reafirm
our commitment to our tradition of ordered
liberty under law. In these troubled days,
that tradition is on the defensive. It is un-
der attack from many quarters—not least
from those who vigorously claim its protec-
tion while assaulting its integrity.

The clear responsibility of those who
cherish this heritage—your responsibility and
mine—is to honor the counsel of Franklin
to keep the Republic. We must protect and
keep it not only by defending it against its
enemies without and within, but also by giv-
ing free obedience to its laws, and by uphold-
ing its fundamental institutions,

Of supreme importance, too, we must as a
people find ways to rekindle in our youth the
fire of enthusiasm for both its achievements
of the past and its promise for the future.

It has been said often—and well sald—
that “eternal vigilance is the price of lib-
erty.” But today, as our people assemble
across the land or pause to reflect upon the
meaning of Law Day, let It be said that vigi-
lance means more than defense, more than
maintaining military strength (important
as that may be in the world of today). It
means, as well, vigilance for lberty, vigi-
lance for law, vigllance for freedom. It
means not only keeping watch, but keeping
faith with the heritage of America.

One of the greatest Republies in the an-
cient world—that of Rome—gradually lost
its distinctive, sturdy, self-reliant tradition.
At one point it was the shining product of
a system based on obedience to law. For
all its faults and imperfections, it did en-
joy several major institutions which un-
derpinned its greatness. There was dignity
of the family. There was a sense of civic
responsibility. There was a well-formulated
code of virtue and courage and honor.
There was what the Romans called pletas,
or reverence for the divine. These things
constituted then as now the 1ife blood of a
free soclety. Where faith in the basle in-
stitutions of a society is absent or weak,
that soclety is truly imperiled.

Our task in America today is to restore
that faith, to revive the enthusiasm of the
apathetic, to dispel the corrosive negativism
of the cynical. Only by so doing can we hope
to preserve and maintain the Republic.

If there are things wrong with America,
let us move to set them right, confident that
we can if we will. No matter what we find
amiss, we have the capacity to correct it, if
we will simply allow ourselves to be moved
by the traditions from which our Nation has
risen to take its place in the world commu-
nity as a champion of human freedom and
human dignity.

‘“Where there is no vision,” wrote the au-
thor of the Book of Proverbs, “the people
perish.”
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It is that very lack of vision—of enthu-
siasm, born of love—which afflicts too many
of our people today. We confront it at every
hand and in every area. It is the key to what
is called loss of credibility or fallure of nerve,
a weakening of confidence in the American
system, and an attendant decline in that in-
novative spirit which has made this Nation
great.

It is not so much that people have turned
against the system: that kind of utter alien-
ation and open hostility is still—thank God.
In my view it is confined to a very small (if
vocal) minority. Rather, it is the complac-
ency of the majority—the unhappy tendency
to take for granted all that we have and are—
which Is at the heart of our dilemma. One
analyst has called this disease ‘“creeping
meatballism.”

These are difficult days for patriotism. It is
unfashionable in many guarters to speak of
love for one's country, Yet love—true love—is
never cirtical. Love in its maturity—involves
nothing more—and nothing less—than a
deep and unshakable loyalty, a commitment
of heart and mind which transforms both
lover and loved.

So it is with patriotism: to love this land
is to live and to act in its behalf, to be guided
by concern for its well-being, to seek ever
increasing realization of its ideals and prom-
ises for all our people.

To love America is to honor its basic in-
stitutions—the family, the church or syna-
gogue, the school, and above all—the law. If
one believes that certain laws require chang-
ing, the system itself makes that change pos-
sible by peaceful means. Only those who have
lost faith will turn to viclence or coercion
to achieve their ends.

Having said these things—having, as it
were, diagnosed the problem, what then is
the remedy? The symptoms are rampant and
visible; the solution is not so easily defined.
Partly, it is a matter of knowledge—of his-
torical perspective. Here in America we shall
soon be celebrating our 200th anniversary as
a Nation: think of it, barely two centuries
of National life—and reflect on the kind of
soclety we have built.

Sir Charles P. Snow, the eminent English
scientist and novelist—and a sharp-eyed,
sympathetic observer of the American sys-
tem has written: “From the discovery of
agriculture until today, the overwhelming
majority of human lives have been those of
peasants, as uncared for as animals, ill-fed,
over-worked, dying young, servile. That had
been the fate of 80 percent of the human be-
ings who have ever lived, probably far more.
There are three billion people alive in the
world today. Of these, at least a third have
enough to eat, some kind of medical care, &
chance of education. That is a far higher
proportion of men removed from stark need
than there has ever been before." It is here
in America that for the first time in his-
tory the possibility of a decent life for the
average man was set forth as the funda-
mental goal of social—"life, liberty, and the
pursuilt of happiness.”

We sometimes quote tributes from other
lands, since distance may give a clearer
perspective to what America has been and
is. “It is worth saying over again,” the Lon-
don Times has written of America, “that no
nation has ever come into the possession of
such power for good or ill, for freedom or
tyranny, for friendship or enmity among
the peoples of the world, and that no nation
in history has used these powers, by and
large, with greater vision, restraint, respon-
sibility and courage.”

Although we are proud—and rightly so—to
call ourself a young nation, we easily for-
get an important comparison among na-
tions: I speak of the proud fact that the
United States, under the present Constitu-
tion, has had a longer life unchallenged and
unchanged by violent rebellion than any
other great nation on earth except Great
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Britain. The reason for this long life for
democracy is the fact that the way has been
open to peaceful change in our laws and re-
finement of our institutions by means of an
orderly political process. What Daniel Web-
ster called “the great right and the great duty
of self-government” has been made possible
in this land by “education and the diffusion
of knowledge” and by acceptance of the law
as the instrument of order and the guarantor
of liberty.

Apart from law, liberty descends into an-
archy and, eventually, into tyranny. Ordered
liberty under law is our surest safeguard for
the survival of individual freedom today as
in the past. It is the function of Law Day
to remind us of this simple yet profound
fact, so essential to the keeping of the Re-
public, in Franklin’'s phrase.

The keeping of this Republic is, in fact,
a sacred trust passed through each genera-
tion of Americans from the Founding Fath-
ers, a trust which calls upon each new
generation to be good and faithful stewarts.
The keeping of that trust requires the surety
of faith in God, the author and source of
both liberty and law.

In a nutshell, ladies and gentlemen, the
thing we are really talking about is the
fact that only by a system of laws can we
hope to protect ourselves from oppressive
government. If we allow more rule by men
rather than by laws, we will certainly come
to a terrible end.

In this regard and to conclude my message
this evening, I will relate to you a little story
from Confueius. One day Confueclus, while
walking through the countryside, came upon
an elderly woman who was crying and kneel-
ing by a grave. She told Confucius that her
husband had recently been killed by a tiger.
She told him further that her eldest son and
her father had also been killed by tigers in
years gone by. Confucius asked her, “Why
then do you not leave this place?” Her an-
swer was, “Because there is no oppressive
government here.” Confucius then said, “Re-
member this my children: Oppressive gov-
ernment is more terrible than tigers.”

Another way of stating this rule is that
a good system of laws, managed by men of
good conscience, and sustained by faith in
the future, is the only thing that stands be-
tween us and tyranny—which as Confucius
sald, is more terrible than tigers.

ABOVE AND BEYOND THE CALL
OF POLITICS

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, Paul

John, editor of the Sulphur, Okla.,
Times-Democrat, is not only a highly
respected Democratic newspaperman,
but also an astute observer of the politi-
cal scene.

Like many Oklahomans, he supports
President Nixon’s efforts to achieve peace
with honor in South Vietnam. In a recent
newspaper column, he wrote:

No one wants out of Vietnam more than
President Nixon. But he also has a duty and
responsibility to the nation which is above
and beyond the call of politics.

In that same column, Paul Jones of-
fered some advice to members of his own
political party regarding the Vietnam
issue. His wise and thoughtful comments
are worth sharing, because they are per-
tinent to the current debate over the
President’s actions in supporting the
South Vietnamese in their resistance to
the invasion by North Vietnam.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. John’s column be printed
in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
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was ordered to be printed in the RECorp,
as follows:
THE ANVIL CHORUS
(By Paul John)

Democrats will fare a lot better this sum-
mer and fall if they will quit rushing to the
microphone every time President Nixon
makes a new move in his efforts to extricate
us from South Vietnam with honor and
without turning South Vietnam over to the
Communists for a gigantic blood bath.

The recent bombing of Hanol and Haiphong
was long overdue. What we are seeing in
South Vietnam is raw aggression from the
north. North Vietnam has denied for years
that its troops were in South Vietnam.
That hypocrisy has now been dropped and
North Vietnam has committed the best of
its remaining divisions from the home front
in an effort to knock out South Vietnam.

Americans must realize that President
Nixon is getting out of South Vietnam as
fast as possible. We, and the McGoverns and
the Muskies, must also realize that if we
abandon the South Vietnamese to slaughter,
the day will come when our friends in the
world will have departed and people of the
United States will be face to face with the
same problem now facing South Vietnam. In
that day we will not have the choice of
fighting OR dying. We will have only one
choice. Fighting AND dying. We believe that
is why President Nixon will use American air
and sea power to prevent this from happen-
ing in South Vietnam. There is simply no
place in the world where aggression can be
condoned without signing our own death
warrant.

Our presence in South Vietnam was to
prevent a take-over by the North Vietnamese.
The United States has been victorious in
this limited goal. In fact, the war is being
won right now by South Vietnamese troops,
who will stop the offensive from the North.
Sooner or later, the North Vietnamese will
disappear back into the jungles for the long
trek back home.

The bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong serves
two purposes. It destroys North Vietnamese
war materials and it tells Russia and China
that the United States will not permit the
enslavement of the people of the south.

This war would have ended long ago ex-
cept for the aid and comfort given the enemy
by such leaders as Senator Fulbright, and
Democratic hopefuls McGovern, Kennedy and
more recently, Muskie,

The final stages of the war in Vietnam
are nonpolitical. Democrat leaders simply
harm their own cause when they make po-
litical attacks upon the President as a result
of moves in southeast Asia.

No one wants out of Vietnam more than
President Nixon. But he also has a duty and
responsibility to the nation which is above
and beyond the call of politics.

There is only a short time left for Demo-
crat hopefuls to quit asking that victory be
turned into defeat.

CURRENT U.S. POPULATION

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
should like to report that according to
current Census Bureau approximations,
the total population of the United States
as of today is 209,056,511, This represents
an increase of 87,973 since April 1, and an
addition of 1,851,733 since May 1 of last
year, an increase which is about twice
the population of Baltimore, Md.

ISOLATIONISM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this coun-
try emerged from World War II with the
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determination that we would not doom
ourselves to repeat the mistakes of the
past.

But, as Columnist Crosby Noyes point-
ed out in the Sunday Star, with a grow-
ing isolationism in this country, we may
once again find ourselves in a parallel
situation to that which existed immedi-
ately after World War I.

As Mr. Noyes pointed out:

That period started with a strong reasser-
tion of legislative prerogatives by a Repub-
lican-controlled Congress. It was, in effect, &
reaction to the fantastic expansion of presi-
dential power assumed by Woodrow Wilson
in the course of the war. It ushered in an
era of rockbound isolationism in American
foreign policy that was to last until the out-
break of World War II in 1639.

Although we may not be destined to
repeat the tragic history of the past, re-
cent events have given us sufficient rea-
son to doubt that we can stem this tide of
growing isolationism.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that Mr. Noyes column be printed in the
RECORD.

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

DeEMOCRATS FEEL NEW ISoLATIONISM RUNS
DEEP
(By Crosby S. Noyes)

The problem of accurately assessing the
mood of the country and the political results
it is likely to produce is a critical one in this
election year. It is hard to recall an election
in which basic national policy was more at
stake.

I realize that isolationism is a dirty word in
American politics, but it may not be for very
much longer. The mood of the nation today
and the response of the political leadership
to that mood have striking—and chilling—
parallels to the situation that existed im-
mediately after World War I.

That period started with a strong reasser-
tion of legislative prerogatives by a Republi-
can-controlled Congress. It was, in effect, a
reaction to the fantastic expansion of presi-
dential power assumed by Woodrow Wilson
in the course of the war. It ushered in an
era of rockbound isolationism in American
foreign policy that was to last until the out-
break of World War II in 1839,

The period was marked at the outset by
the refusal of the Senate, in 1919 and again
in 1920, to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, es-
tablishing the League of Nations. Having as-
sumed a commanding influence over the next
two decades it reflected faithfully the pre-
vailing isolationist sentiment in the country.

The neutrality acts of 1935 and 1937 which
prohibited the shipment of arms to belliger-
ent nations effectively tied President Roose-
velt's hands during the period of buildup to
World War II. At one point the Congress
even considered limiting its own war-making
powers by a proposed constitutional amend-
ment requiring the submitting of a declara-
tion of war to a popular referendum.

Exactly to what extent this long period of
American isolation helped to promote the
aggressive expansionism of Japan and Ger-
many and the final plunge into world con-
flict may be open to argument. But certainly
there has been a firm consensus since the
war that the United States could never again
afford the luxury of withdrawing from its role
as a major world power.

And yet today in the country and the Con-
gress the symptoms are all too familiar.

In the Senate, the move toward a first-
class constitutional confrontation with the
Executive Branch seems irreversible. In the
name of “no more Vietnams,” proposals for
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drastically limiting the war-making powers
of the President are gathering strong sup-
port.

So are other moves to set a date for a final
withdrawal from Vietnam, to cut off support
for military operations elsewhere, to with-
draw our forces from NATO, to curtail the
President’s authority to make commitments
under executive agreements with foreign
countries.

The Senate is up in arms over what it
deems an abuse of executive privilege by the
Nixon administration. It is venting its anger
by threatening to cripple the overseas opera-
tions of the U.S. Information Service in a
way that would be certain to undermine
American influence throughout the world.

And this may be only the beginning. In
the developing electoral contest, virtually all
of the liberal Democratic candidates are cou-
peting with each other in just how far they
would go. What seems likely to emerge from
the convention in Miami is a platform pledg-
ing drastic cuts in our Armed Forces and a
candidate dedicated to the proposition of
“reordering our priorities” to purely domes-
tic concerns.

It also is entirely possible that such a can-
didate could be elected next November, Pres-
ident Nixon, in making his bid for re-elec-
tion, Is betting on a basic stability in the
American electorate when it comes to na-
tional policy. His assumption is that a drastic
turn toward a new lsolationism will be re-
jected by a majority of voters.

But the congressional leadership and the
liberal Democratic candidates are at least as
sensitive to political trends in the country as
the President is. They are responding to what
they percelve as a profound sea-change of
public sentiment. In exploiting ‘‘the war”
as the central issue of the coming election,
they are appealing directly to a growing
mood of isolationism.

It may be that they are mistaken. It may
be that Nixon is right and that a majority
of Americans understand what it would
mean if one of the two genulne world powers
should abandon its responsibilities and re-
treat into a long period of isolationism. It
may be that they understand how unsettling
this would be to the world balance of power
and how dangerous in terms of the ambi-
tions of our adversaries.

The tragic history of the past, perhaps, is
not destined to repeat itself. But we will not
be certain for some time to come.

OBSERVANCE OF LAW DAY IN
DELAWARE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, as it has
for the past 10 years, Congress has pro-
claimed today, May 1, as Law Day. This
day is set aside as a time for Americans
to appreciate the liberties which our laws
protect and which no other country on
earth claim, and also to rededicate them-
selves to the ideals of law and justice, on
which our society rests.

As a sponsor of the joint resolution
proclaiming Law Day, I am particularly
pleased that special note has been taken
of the debt of gratitude we owe to the
courageous and dedicated law enforce-
ment officials who work tirelessly to
guard our safety and preserve our
liberties.

Mr. President, I have long advocated
a variety of programs benefiting our pub-
lic safety officers, including policemen,
correction officers, and firemen. These
range from Federal assistance for volun-
teer firemen training to a national cor-
rectional personnel training program, to
death benefits for those in these hazard-




May 1, 1972

ous occupations. It is, therefore, a great
satisfaction to me that Law Day 1972 will
lend special recognition to those men
and women in law enforcement profes-
sions.

The Delaware State Bar Association
has planned what I believe is a very
meaningful observance of Law Day in the
State of Delaware. In an effort to bring
Delaware’s legal community closer to the
young people of the State, the State bar
association has, over the past few
months, urged junior and senior high
schools to invite young lawyers to ad-
dress their student bodies on drug laws.
The response has been excellent. In all,
about 50 young attorneys have visited
different schools to speak on this subject.

Tonight, in a culmination of these ses-
sions, a simulated trial will be held at
Brandywine High School near Wilming-
ton, Del. The State bar association is
providing transportation for over a thou-
sand young people who will attend the
session. The trial, which will raise legal
issues surrounding drug abuse, will follow
the format of an actual court proceeding.
The Honorable William T. Quillen, asso-
ciate judge of the Superior Court of Del-
aware, will preside. A jury of 12 students
will render a verdict at the conclusion of
the proceedings. The trial will be followed
by a discussion period.

Mr. President, this promises to be an
unusually informative and stimulating
session for all concerned. I am happy to
note that it will be carried on radio for
those who will be unable to attend.

All of those participating in this fine
program: Students, lawyers, school offi-
cials, police, and broadcasters, are to be
congratulated. The credit for initiating
this imaginative program goes to the
Delaware State Bar Association’s presi-
dent, Edmund N. Carpenter IT, and to the
chairman of its Law Day activities, Ste-
ven J. Rothschild, both attorneys in Wil-
mington.

I commend them on their efforts, which
have made Law Day 1972 a truly mean-
ingful observance in Delaware.

DECLINING VALUE OF THE DOLLAR

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
we consider the vast new sums being re-
quested of the American taxpayer for
national security, let us recognize that a
sound economy is also an indispensable
component of any true security.

In that connection, I ask unanimous
consent that an article this morning in
the Wall Street Journal, “Gold Quote in
Europe Pushed to New High as Specula-
tors Still Doubt Dollar's Worth,” be
printed at this point in the RECoORD.

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

GoLD QUoTE IN EUROPE PUSHED To NEW HIGH
As SPECULATORS STILL DOUBT DOLLAR'S WORTH
(By Ray Vicker)

Lonpon.—European speculators, still un-
certain about the dollar's fate, have pushed
the price of gold to a new high,

Their bidding propelled bullion on the
London market Friday to $49.60 an ounce,
the highest since foreign central bankers
pulled out of the so-called free market in
March 1968. In late unofficial trading after
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the market’s close, the quote soared as high
as $50.05 an ounce.

At the time of last December’s monetary
realignment, by contrast, gold was selling in
London at $42.75 an ounce.

Traders on the principal bullion marts in
London and Zurich attributed much of gold's
brillance in the eyes of speculators to nagging
doubts about the dollar’s worth.

The dollar actually has shown some
strength on international currency marts.
Massive assaults on the greenback have sub-
sided in recent weeks, and foreign central
bankers haven't had to absorb hoards of dol-
lars to prevent the currency from tumbling
below the value set in Washington last Dec.
18.

But speculators note that the dollar still
carries a premium rate on the European loan
market. Last Friday, for instance, borrowers
paid 6%, % interest to obtain dollars for one
year. But borrowers of West German marks
paid only 5%, and the charge for Dutch
guilders was 414 %. For the Swiss franc, in
a class by itself because Switzerland always
has followed a policy of low interest rates,
the fee was only 3 13-167; for a one year loan.

The dollar's higher rate reflects lenders'
expectations that the currency may be worth
less at a repayment in a year,

But if the dollar is suspect, consider the
pound sterling with an even costlier fee. The
one-year borrowing rate for that currency on
the European market is 67 %.

Some traders also see gold's strength as a
move away from the hard currencies that
were speculator favorites In past months.
The international Harry Schultz letter, a
London-based investment advisory closely
followed by gold and currency speculators,
puts the case this way:

“What appears to have been totally over-
looked by everyone is that investors and
speculators in European hard-currency na-
tions have generally been standing on the
gold sidelines for many months. They opted
for hard currencies, feeling they would en-
joy greater appreciation than in gold bullion.
Their calculations proved correct. Now many
European investors feel that, at least tem-
porarily, the hard currency bandwagon joy
ride Is over. They're going back to gold.”

Industry observers don't see any rush out
of marks, Swiss francs or Japanese yen, to
name but a few of the stronger currencies.
But they sald the switching is just enough
to strengthen the gold price. And more
switching is possible as six-month and one-
year mark, franc and other non-resident time
deposits start maturing overseas.

Brokers in the field said it doesn't take
much of a switch to influence gold's price.
Sharps, Pixley & Co., & London bullion
trader, sald recent volume has been ‘rela-
tively light.” But Sharp's account, “It is sim-
ply persistent demand in a market lacking
supplies that is forcing prices up.”

WEST GERMAN TREATIES

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I have
been following with great interest, as I
think all Americans should, the news-
paper accounts of the current political
struggle going on in West Germany over
ratification of the so-called nonaggres-
sion treaties with Poland and the Soviet
Union. I am deeply disturbed that these
accounts state, as if it were fact, that
rejection of these treaties by the West
German Parliament would be a setback
for Germany, the United States and the
cause of world peace. Such statements
could hardly be further from the truth.

In my view, the rejection of these
treaties by the Bundestag would do much
more for European stability and world
peace than any ratification.
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These treaties which Communist Rus-
sia is s0 anxious to see ratified are cleverly
drafted for the benefit of Russia and to
to detriment of West Germany.

Chancellor Brandt's ostpolitic is well
named, if these treaties are an example.
For Brandt’s ostpolitic is indeed favor-
able to the East—that is, Communist
East Germany and the Soviet Union—
and is unfavorable to the West—that is,
West Germany and the United States.

What the American public needs to
understand about these treaties is that
they are completely one sided. For in-
stance, the treaty with the Soviet Union
provides that neither side shall use force
or the settlement of force, using instead
the U.N. Charter as a guide in the peace-
ful settlement of disputes. On the sur-
face that sounds good, but when one
looks at the U.N. Charter there are two
articles—53 and 107—that give the So-
viet Union the right to intervene by
force in West Germany. If the treaty is
to mean anything or if it is not to be one-
sided, it should specifically stipulate that
the Soviet Union gives up its rights un-
der those two articles. But, of course, the
treaty does not do that, meaning that
West Germany surrenders its right to use
force while the Soviets retain theirs.

The treaties have also been painted by
the press and by their supporters as a
detente between East and West and as
an eventual step toward German reuni-
fication. No one is arguing that an easing
of cold war tensions is not desirable or
that German reunification has not been
2 long-held objective of the United
States, Britain, France, and West Ger-
many. What is being asked is how can a
treaty, that provides that the borders of
the “German democratic republic’—the
first time East Germany has ever been
recognized by its unofficial Communist
name in a treaty—be considered invio-
late, help those causes along? All this
provision would do would be to officially
sanction, protect and make permanent a
second German state, one completely
controlled by the Communist bloc.

If history tells us anything, it should
tell us that the Soviet Union will never
permit the reunification of Germany
under anything other than its own terms.
For the Soviet Union reunification must
carry with it the mechanisms of control;
the entire postwar history of Europe
demonstrates that the Soviet Union is
determined to control as much of Europe
as possible. How else does one explain
the violation of the Yalta agreements on
Poland, the takeover of Eastern Europe,
the invasion of Hungary in 1956, the con-
struction of the Berlin wall in 1961, the
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 or the
Soviet refusal to sign a peace treaty with
Germany providing for reunification of
Germany as an independent nation.

One must also consider what West
Germany would get in return for this
giveaway. We are told that it would pave
the way for a European Security Con-
ference and a reduction of East-West
tensions. But how valuable is such a se-
curity conference and how would it re-
duce East-West tensions? The main
value I see in such a security conference
would acerue to the Soviets. To be “suc-
cessful”—meaning to reach any agree-
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ment—such a conference would have to
sanction the status quo—meaning the
maintenance of Communist control over
East Europe and East Germany. It
would also have the effect of weakening
NATO, which is likewise in Russia's in-
terest. If the Russians were really inter-
ested in mutual reduction of tensions
they would agree to negotiate with NATO
for arms reduction—which they have
consistently refused to do—or they would
be more willing to come to an agreement
with the United States in the strategic
arms limitation talks—SALT. Still an-
other gesture the Soviets could make
would be to reduce their massive troop
concentration in Eastern Europe. But,
none of these things are happening, lead-
ing to the inescapable conclusion that the
only terms by which the Soviets will agree
to reduce tensions are those by which
they can increase their sphere of in-
fluence and control in Europe. This
policy of ostpolitik—of indulging in such
wishful thinking about Soviet motives—
is playing right into the hands of the
Russians.

We hear also that economic agree-
ments between the Soviet Union and
West Germany would be threatened by
rejection of these treaties. Maybe so,
but it seems to me that the future of the
West German economy is much more
dependent on the continued strength of
the Western European community, If
the bonds between West Germany and
the rest of Western Europe are weak-
ened by ties to the Soviets, West Ger-
many will be the real loser. The Soviets
would like nothing better.

Also, in this context, it should be
remembered that those who are oppos-
ing this treaty are from the same party
and, in many cases, are the same people
who were responsible for West Ger-
many’s truly remarkable postwar eco-
nomic recovery. If they feel this treaty
is not in the best interest of West Ger-
many, people who use this economic
argument should think twice about its
validity.

Another set of arguments the treaty
proponents have been putting forth with
great regularity is that the United States
favors a decrease in tensions and that
West Germany should make the best deal
possible before the United States pulls
out of Europe. Those who adhere to the
first line of reasoning base their argu-
ment on Secretary of State Rogers’ state-
ment about the Berlin agreements—yet
to be ratified—being the “cornerstone”
of improved relations. However, this
argument conveniently forgets that the
United States signed the four power
Berlin agreements before the Soviets
made ratification of the West German
nonaggression treaties a precondition to
their adherence. Also, conveniently for-
gotten is the fact that the U.S. has
never officially endorsed either the
nonaggression treaties or the policy of
Ostpolitik.

As for the second line of reasoning, the
recent events in Vietnam should con-
vince just about everyone that the United
States is not yet ready to crawl into its
shell and abandon its world responsibili-
ties. Traditionally, Europe has been a
major area of U.S. concern—and there
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is no reason to think we are about to
withdraw now or in the near future.
However, if West Germany ratifies these
treaties it can only strengthen the hand
of the Soviet Union in the upcoming
talks with President Nixon. If they can
point to a break in the anti-Communist
front in Western Europe, the President
will be in a poorer negotiating position.
This can only encourage the Soviets to
try and exact a higher price for any
agreement on arms limitations or for
any agreement on a reduction of support
to North Vietnam.,

Still another argument we hear for the
treaties is that, if they are not ratified,
the Berlin agreements will not be imple-
mented. But since these do not apply to
East Berlin, where the problem really is,
and do not bring down the Berlin wall,
how big a loss are they? In a number of
instances we are dealing for rights al-
ready granted us by agreements in 1945
and 1946 but withheld by the Soviet
regime in accordance with its well-known
practice of violating an agreement when-
ever it is convenient.

In addition, the Soviets would lose any
hope for that European security con-
ference they want so badly. Given the
fact such a conference is all to their ad-
vantage, such a result should cause those
of us in Western Europe and the United
States no sorrow whatsoever.

Finally, treaty proponents base their
optimism concerning the value of the
treaties on the premise that ratification
holds the promise of a reduction in cold
war tensions. But how valuable is that
promise—or any Soviet promise for that
matter? The recent invasion of South
Vietnam by 120,000 North Vietnamese
regulars backed by Russian tanks, guns,
ammunition, petroleum and supplies
should be another grim reminder of the
worthlessness of a Communist promise.
By launching this blatant invasion,
Hanoi, with the full backing of the So-
viet Union, violated both the 1954 Geneva
accords and the 1968 agreements that
led to a halt in the bombing of North
Vietnam. There is no reason to believe
they would live up to their word in Eu-
rope, if their goal of controlling as much
of Europe as possible was in any way
compromised.

No one would like to see an end to cold
war tensions more than this Senator, but
I do not believe one-sided compromises do
anything to reduce tensions. Rather, the
opposite is true. For this reason, this
Senator is most concerned about the wis-
dom of ratifying these treaties in partic-
ular and about the policy of ostpolitik
in general. I cannot help but feel ratify-
ing treaties that ultimately give benefit
only to the Soviet Union are not in the
best interests of either West Germany or
the United States and for that reason
they should be defeated.

Defeat of the treaties would not only
avert the possibility of weakening the
Western Alliance but would also lay the
groundwork for more meaningful and
realistic negotiations in the future. It is
little wonder the Soviets are pushing so
hard for ratification; demonstrating to
them they cannot get concessions of real
substance in exchange for vague prom-
ises will, in the long run, benefit the cause
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of world peace. Because I am so con-
cerned about the threat to the peace
these treaties offer, to say nothing of the
threat to the free European Community
and to the quarter century of close
friendship between the United States and
West Germany, I can only hope that the
West German Budestag, in its wisdom,
will set these treaties aside and challenge
the Soviets to make meaningful conces-
sions—Ilike tearing down the Berlin wall.
Only in this way can a lasting peace be
achieved.

ESCALATION OF THE VIETNAM
WAR—STATEMENT BY NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN

Mr. HART. Mr. President, there has
been made available to me a persuasive
statement on the Vietnam war, issued
April 21, 1972, by the National Council
of Jewish Women. The Council calls upon
the Government of the United States
to withdraw all American troops from
Indochina and to “immediately resume
the negotiations in Paris in the hope that
some agreement can be reached to end
the senseless killing of innocent people.”

I ask unanimous consent that this
statement expressing opposition also to
bombing the environs of Hanoi and Hai-
phong be printed in the REcorb.

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

The Natlonal Council of Jewish Women
on a number of occasions has expressed grave
concern about the continuation of the Indo-
China war which has maimed, crippled and
killed or left homeless millions of people and
produced several hundred thousand Ameri-
can casualties. We have urged our govern-
ment, at various times, to work for an im-
mediate cease fire, to withdraw all our troops
from Vietnam and to bring an end to a
war which is causing so much social unrest
and divislon among our people. It was our
hope that the withdrawal of our troops meant
an end to American involvement in a struggle
which has continued for several decades.

We do not belleve that President Nixon's
decision to bomb the environment of Hanoi
and the Harbor of Halphong and the possi-
bility that our government might mine the
harbor under certain circumstances, demon-
strate his previously stated commitment to
end the war through negotlations. On the
contrary, it is our view that these military
operations imply a military solution to the
war and are conducive to the sparking of a
confrontation with the allies of Hanol and a
possible widening of the war.

We implore the United States Government
to resume the negotiations in Paris imme-
diately in the hope that some agreement can
be reached to end the senseless killing of
innocent people. We further urge the with-
drawal of all American forces,

The commitment of the National Council
of Jewish Women to work untiringly for
world peace impels us to urge upon our gov-
ernment every possible action for the achieve-
ment of this goal. We urge Congress to re-
assert its Constitutional authority and re-
sponsibility in the conduct of United States
foreign policy.

THE QUIET REVOLUTION

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, amid
the more strident proponents for change
in America, there is a quieter but no less
forceful movement taking shape. This
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movement is composed of Americans who
have experienced—and caused—more
change than any one group in the history
of our Nation.

These people are the 20 million Ameri-
cans age 65 and older who have helped
make this Nation what it is today. In
every field, at every level of society, these
men and women have accomplished the
changes which turned this Nation from
an adolescent in the world community to
the most powerful, complex, and indus-
trialized country on the globe.

Today, our senior citizens have accept-
ed & new challenge. They are engaged in
a quiet revolution to change their image
and role in American life. Retired Ameri-
cans are refusing to yield their places in
the mainstream of our society. They are
revolting against the institutions and at-
titudes which deny them opportunities to
use their energies and talents as full par-
ticipants in our national life. Above all,
they are proving by their own actions
that ability, creativity, dedication, and
wisdom cannot be measured in terms of
years.

Next month, Mr. President, is Senior
Citizens’ Month, an appropriate time to
consider what Congress and the Nation
can do to help our older citizens and,
more importantly, to recognize what old-
er Americans are doing to help them-
selves. For in the final analysis, older
Americans want to be first-class citizens,
partners in the progress of this Nation.
They believe that they have earned the
right to choose their own lifestyles, to re-
tain the same options that other citizens
enjoy, to reap the benefits of comfort and
security which they have worked to pro-
vide for others throughout their lives.

Our task, therefore, is to provide the
elderly with more options, with greater
opportunities to enrich their own lives,
with the chance to rekindle the spirit of
purpose, dignity, and independence which
is woefully lacking in the lives of millions
of older Americans today. By doing so,
we will be heeding the warning of our be-
loved and respected former colleague, the
late Senator Winston Prouty of Vermont,
who said:

We are short-changing both the United
States and our older citizens when we refuse
to give older Americans a chance to partici-
pate as fully as they can in our national life.

WHAT CONGRESS MUST DO
INFLATION AND INCOME MAINTENANCE

Mr. President, we are all aware of the
grim statistics: Half of all Americans
over the age of 65 are living in or near
poverty, and one of every two retired
workers living in poverty today is “poor”
for the first time in his life. If these are
what are called “The Golden Years,”
then surely our Nation ought to be
ashamed.

Two factors contribute to this deplor-
able situation: inflation and inadequate
income. We are all affected by inflation,
of course, and are all deeply concerned
about it. Yet it is our older citizens, whose
life savings and financial security are be-
ing eaten away by this cruel economic
disease, that have the most to lose. So I
would venture to say that older Ameri-
cans are unanimous in their support of
efforts by Congress and the administra-
tion to reverse this trend.
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We must develop in this country an
equitable, effective, adequate system of
income maintenance by improving both
our present social security mechanism
and our system of public and private
pensions. Legislation now in the Senate
will hopefully alleviate part of this prob-
lem by increasing minimum benefits,
tying future benefit increases to increases
in the cost of living, and for the first
time, providing a basic income “floor” for
older citizens. I am also hopeful that
President Nixon’s pension reform mes-
sage and the pension hearings in the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee
will stimulate action to reform and im-
prove our system of public and private
retirement plans.

Despite these efforts, however, our
work has only begun. For as long as
older Americans are denied a share in the
fruits of their labors, Congress must con-
tinue to act in their behalf.

HOUSING AND PROPERTY TAX RELIEF

Over 70 percent of Americans over age
65 own their own homes. Yet, few if any
of the myriad of Federal and State hous-
ing programs developed during the last
20 years recognize this fact and directly
benefit elderly homeowners. All the while,
many of our older citizens are in danger
of losing their homes because of ever-
increasing property taxes and mainte-
nance costs,

It is becoming quite clear that we must
have property tax relief for both the
older citizen and the middle-aged home-
owner. While several States and locali-
ties have developed property tax relief
programs for older residents, they can
only be temporary solutions to a serious
and complex dilemma. What is really
needed is a new system which can pro-
vide new sources of revenue to States and
communities for necessary public serv-
ices. There are, to be sure, many ap-
proaches to this end, including a meas-
ure I have sponsored providing a credit
on Federal taxes to all elderly homeown-
ers and renters. Similarly, adoption of
legislation to end the States’ dependence
on the property tax will help provide re-
lief to millions of older Americans who
must bear this intolerable and often in-
equitable financial burden.

For those who do not own their homes,
the situation is equally serious. There is
an acute shortage of low-cost housing
designed for older Americans. In the past,
we have included housing programs for
the elderly in general programs for all
low-income persons, with the result that
the special needs of the elderly often go
unmet. I believe that the Senate acted
to correct this problem when it adopted
recently an amendment by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY) creating the post of Assist-
ant Secretary for Housing for the Elderly
within the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. This action empha-
sizes the need for greater concern and
better coordination within the Depart-
ment on housing programs for older
Americans.

Whatever the type of housing, our
older citizens must retain the right to
choose their own surroundings. The con-
struction of so-called “retirement com-
munities” and “senior citizen housing
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projects” throughout the Nation in re-
cent years by both the Government and
the private sector has resulted, in part,
from the desire of many older Americans
to live with persons of similar age and
with similar interests. But we should not
make what is desirable for some manda-
tory for all. The continued construction
and planning of segregated housing for
the elderly—housing which is often noth-
ing more than a geriatric ghetto—leaves
them with fewer and fewer alternatives.
I believe that the Federal Government
has a responsibility to insure old Ameri-
cans freedom of choice in housing.
HEALTH CARE

Mr. President, many older Americans
are now living in fear—fear of catastro-
phie illness, fear of medical neglect, fear
of their inability to afford adequate
health care. This fear is more easily
understood when the findings of the
Special Committee on Aging are con-
sidered:

America’s medical bill in 1970 amounted
to $70 billion, 11 percent more than in 1969
and approaching three times the amount ten
years ago.

Of the growth in medical expenditures in
the last decade, fully 60 percent can be
attributed to inflation—not additional or
better health services.

Since 1960, medical costs have gone up
twice as fast as the cost of living; hospital
costs five times as fast.

In the two-year period ending June 30,
1969, health expenditures for the aged rose to
422 percent, twice as fast as expenditures
for younger people.

Thus, it is our older citizens, who most
need medical care, that are often the
least able to obtain it because of its
high cost or inaccessibility.

Several programs have been proposed
to alleviate many of the problems in our
present health care system, including
one which I have cosponsored and
which has received the endorsement of
the American Medical Association. In
my opinion, any plan for national health
insurance adopted by the Congress must
include two primary considerations:

1. It must guarantee the availability of
comprehensive, quality health care to all
Americans, regardless of age or the ability
to pay. Comprehensive care should include
preventive, curative, therapeutic, rehabili-
tative and long-term care; and

2. It must recognize the fact that simply
providing a system of benefits is not the
answer by taking into account the relation-
ship of cost effectiveness, manpower, dis-
tribution of services, organization and re-
search, as well as price, in the total health
care plcture.

Finally, we must reaffirm for all our
citizens the fact that good health is a
right, not a privilege based upon youth
or wealth.

Mr. President, passage by Congress of
the Conquest of Cancer Act, as well as
Senate approval of the National Heart,
Blood Vessel, Lung, and Blood Act
underscore the need for medical re-
search, yet another concern of millions
of our older citizens. While we continue
our efforts to cure' or control cancer,
heart disease, and other terminal ill-
nesses, we must also expand our efforts
to find cures for debilitating illnesses,
such as arthritis, which cause great
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pain and limit the ability and mobility
of many older Americans.

No account of health care for the
elderly would be complete, unfortu-
nately, without mention of nursing home
care in America. While many of these
homes continue to provide excellent
care, some, as President Nixon so force-
fully emphasized last year, are little
more than “dumping grounds for the
dying” and “warenouses for the un-
wanted.” I am heartened by the deter-
mination of the President and Congress
to improve the standards of nursing
home care throughout the Nation, and I
trust that the Congress will support
steps to eliminate the substandard
nursing home.

RETIREMENT AND EMPLOYMENT

Mr. President, an obvious example of
this Nation’s attempt to force the
elderly out of the mainstream of life can
be found in our employment and retire-
ment policies. The mistaken tendency
to equate youth with productivity, com-
bined with a “recession psychology’ —
the belief that older people must retire
to make room for young workers in a
limited job market—has created the
shortsighted and discriminatory concept
of compulsory retirement. This policy
causes unnecessary financial hardship
and contributes to mental and emotional
deterioration among the elderly. Fur-
thermore, it deprives our Nation of the
services of millions of knowledgeable, ex-
perienced and dedicated men and
women—a truly valuable resource.

In 1967 the Congress passed the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act—a
declaration that discrimination based
upon age is just as evii and just as dam-
aging to this society as racial or reli-
gious discrimination. However, the lack
of proper enforcement of the provisions
of this Act is a matter of increasing con-
cern to Congress. It seems to me that age
discrimination in firing is just as wrong
and should be just as illegal as age dis-
crimination in hiring, and I would hope
that action will be taken to provide ef-
fective enforcement of this important
act.

It may seem presumptuous to talk
about more jobs for older Americans at
a time when the general unemployment
rate is high, but let me stress that I am
not merely talking about paid positions.
As the noted gerontologist, Dr. Nathan
W. Shock, remarked recently:

We've not really accepted the importance
of voluntary work. With the male, we’'ve still
got a culture that says, basically, unless you
get a paycheck, what you're doing isn't worth
doing.

In the next few years, I hope to see
far greater emphasis placed on the con-
cept of voluntary service—service which
is ideal for many older persons who do
not need or want salaried positions but
still wish to remain active and involved.
Older Americans have proved again and
again that they can perform valuable
service to society. We must strive to make
this type of opportunity the rule rather
than the exception.

In the final analysis, Mr. President, we
must establish a national policy through
which an individuals’ opportunity for
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employment—whether it be gainful or

voluntary—is limited only by his ability

or desire, not by his age.
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. President, when we hear tragic
stores about older men and women who
are spending years isolated in their
rooms, we should remember that many
such tragedies occur not because there
people have no place to go, but rather be-
cause they have no way to get there.

The problem is one of total “mobility,”
since many older Americans have as
much difficulty negotiating a flight of
stairs or going through a revolving door
as they have traveling across town or
across the Nation. Wider doorways and
ramps for wheelchairs, elevators and
escalators instead of stairs, automatic
doors, safety railings—all of these may
seem insignificant to those who can move
about without pain, but they are of vital
concern to thousands of persons who
cannot. In all new construction—homes,
offices, stores and other structures—these
problems must be recognized. In the con-
struction of public facilities, the inclu-
sion of safety and comfort features
should be mandatory.

Our present system of mass transpor-
tation is designed for those who can walk
through huge airports, endure crowded
trains, and stand for long periods at
bus stops and carry their own luggage.
It seems quite clear that our transporta-
tion planners are going to have to rede-
sign this system so that the elderly and
others can have better access to it. Ideas
such as a bill I have offered providing
reduced air, rail, and bus fares, as well
as other ideas such as mini-bus service,
more convenient bus routes, reasonably
priced taxi service, and other innovations
must be included in this planning.
Finally, we must attempt to expand pro-
grams such as meals-on-wheels so that
the elderly will have access to necessary
services even if they do not have access
to transportation.

Thus, when considering transporta-
tion for the elderly, we are really con-
cerned with barriers to mobility. And as
long as these barriers exist, we can never
create a truly comprehensive system of
transportation which will serve all
Americans.

WHAT OLDER AMERICANS ARE DOING

Mr. President, I have painted a grim
picture of aging in America, and with
good reason. Yet, there is another side—
a brighter side—to this story. Millions
of older Americans—the quiet revolu-
tionaries—are refusing to accept the con-
strains imposed upon them because of
their age. Instead, they have found that
retirement can be a golden opportunity
to contribute something of value to our
society, to help themselves by helping
others, to undertake new adventures in
living.

To find examples of this new attitude
among older Americans, one need look
no further than the many organized and
national senior citizens groups. Among
these are the American Association of
Retired Persons and National Retired
Teachers Association—the largest com-
bined organization of older Americans
in the country. These two associations
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represent over 3.7 million retired citi-
zens—nearly one-fifth of all Americans
over age 65. And they are growing at the
rate of more than 2,000 members per
day.
Behind the many commendable ac-
complishments recorded by these and
other groups is a new concept of aging,
a new approach to growing old in Amer-
ica. Members of these associations are
proving that old age is a privilege, not a
punishment, an opportunity, not a
limitation.

These, Mr. President, are the “quiet
revolutionaries”. Theirs is a revolution
of promise, of progress, of equality and
compassion. With our help, they can
succeed in contributing further to the
accomplishments of this Nation, making
a better place not for them alone, but for
all of us as well.

LAW DAY, 1972

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today,
on May 1, we once again celebrate Law
Day. It is odd, I think, that our country,
which has so carefully based itself on a
government of laws, did not create this
day until recently.

Law is the essential prerequisite to our
freedom. For our system to be effective,
our citizens must have enough confidence
in the law to obey it voluntarily. This has
always been an essential point, but at a
time in our history when many of our
traditional institutions are crumbling,
when counter-cultures are thriving and
when old values are being rejected, con-
fidence in the justice of our laws is espe-
cially vital.

People must believe that laws will be
applied fairly to all and that every in-
dividual who comes before a court—from
a corporation president to a ghetto teen-
ager—will be subject to the same stand-
ard of justice.

Recent newspapers have been full of
stories about the alienation and distrust
of the American voter. If the voter and
citizen come to feel that the law will not
judge them fairly, then this distrust and
alienation will be complete. Laws will not
be respected and the fabric of our so-
ciety will fall apart.

We must be concerned about both the
content and the administration of our
laws. As chairman of the Subcommittees
on Judicial Machinery and National
Penitentiaries, this has been a central
concern of mine. In some cases, the ad-
ministration of justice becomes the con-
tent of the law. Maladministration of the
law effects people just as much as if a
bad law were passed in the first place. If
criminal punishments are to be effective,
then the convicted offender must receive
a just punishment. If civil cases are to
be adjudicated fairly, it cannot take 5
yvears for an injured party to receive his
just compensation. Justice delayed is
justice denied, and our courts must be
forums for fair and efficient justice—not
endurance contests.

On this Law Day, I hope our citizens
will stop to think about how important
our laws and those who administer and
enforce them are. In order for our sys-
tem to succeed, we must have efficiency
and justice from the top, where laws are
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are made, to the bottom where the fines
and punishments are handed out. It is
our judicial system that sets us apart
from many other nations in the world.
Let us then resolve on this Law Day to
preserve and strengthen that system of
Jjustice.

THE 10TH OF MAY: RUMANIA'S
INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the 10th of
May is the national holiday of the Ru-
manian people, celebrating three great
events of its history.

On May 10, 1866, Charles, Prince of
Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, a scion of the
southern and catholic branch of the
Prussian royal family, was proclaimed in
Bucharest Prince of Rumania, and thus
founded the Rumanian dynasty. It was
the successful outcome of the nation’s
long struggle to acquire the right of
electing as its sovereign a member of one
of the Western non-neighboring reign-
ing families in order to put an end to the
strifes and rivalries among native candi-
dates to the throne. This ardent wish,
though officially expressed as far back as
1857 by the Moldevian and Wallachian
Assemblies—the “Ad-hoc Divans''—con-
vened as a result of the Paris Treaty of
1856, was nevertheless opposed by the
Russian and Austrian empires, equally
disquieted by the growth in power and
prestige of the young bordering nation
they both secretly hoped to absorb some
day. It was due to unrelenting efforts
made and wise steps taken by Rumanian
patriots, and also to the constant diplo-
matic assistance of Napoleon III, Em-
peror of the French—to whom Prince
Charles was related through the Beau-
harnais and Murat families—that all
political obstacles were gradually re-
moved and what was to be the prosperous
and glorious reign of Charles I could be
inaugurated on May 10, 1866.

Eleven years later, on May 10, 1877,
during the turmoil of the Russo-Turkish
War, the Principality of Rumania, until
then nominally a vassal of the sultan,
proclaimed her independence by severing
the old and outdated bonds that linked
her with the Ottoman Empire. This inde-
pendence had to be fought out on the
battlefields south of the Danube, where
the young Rumanian Army, as an ally of
Russia, played a noteworthy part in the
defeat of the Turkish forces. The Con-
gress of Berlin of 1878 confirmed Ru-
mania’s independence and conferred
Europe’s official recognition, a bright
page in the country’s dreary history
though marred unfortunately by the loss
of Bessarabia, cynically wrenched by
Czar Alexander II and his government
from she ally who helped them obtain
victory over the Turks.

Another 4 years elapsed after the
Rumanian people had proclaimed their
independence and a further step was
taken as they decided to raise their
country to the rank of a kingdom. On
May 10, 1881, Charles I was crowned, by
the will of his people, King of Rumania.
A prosperous era, which lasted over six
decades, opened on that day for the
nation. Its apex was attained when na-
tional unity within the historic boun-
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daries was reached after World War I.
The socially progressive country had
now become a factor of peace and equi-
librium in the southeast of Europe.

During all those years and up to the
present time, Rumanians have cherished
and revered the 10th of May as their
national holiday, the anniversary of
happy and glorious events in their his-
tory, in which achievements of Mon-
archy and people were interwoven. It
remains the symbol of their permanency
and perseverence through woes and
hardships to reach the ultimate end of
freedom and well being.

The ruthless foreign rule which now
oppresses the Rumanian nation has not
been able to uproot the people’s attach-
ment to the traditional celebration of
the 10th of May. In order to try and
alter at least its significance, official
celebrations were shifted from the 10th
to the 9th of May, anniversary of the
Soviet victory. But, though flags are now
hoisted on May 9. Rumanians in their
captive homeland celebrate in their
hearts the following day, awaiting with
faith and courage the dawn of new
times, when freedom shall be restored
to them.

WASTING TAXPAYERS' MONEY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Racine, Wis., Journal-Times editorial-
ized on April 10 about waste in Pentagon
procurement.

The editorial ends with this para-
graph:

People in government need to be sensi-
tive to the wants of the people back home
who foot the bills. They should sense that
people now are more than just tired of
hearing the same old promises, promises,
promises of candidates. They are angry. They
want actlion. What needs to be done is for
government to take a hard look at its sys-
tem and devise means to be responsive to the
people.

I agree. This Government must become
more responsive. It must remember it
is here because of the people. We take
their money in taxes. We have an obli-
gation to see that it is spent wisely.

Wasting money is not wise spending.
The purpose, in this case national de-
fense, is absolutely necessary. About
that there can be no doubt. But wasting
money in the process cannot be de-
fended—it cannot be defended as good
business, as good government, or as good
national defense.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Journal-Times editorial be
printed in the REcORD.

WasTING TAXPAYERS' MoONEY

Taxpayers who are justly critical of the
waste of money by government should be
wrathful over the recent revelations at a
Washington hearing on naval procurement
of how their dollars are spent.

Two major areas were covered at a hear-
ing of the Joint Economic Committee’s Sub-
committee on Priorities and Economy in
Government, with Sen, William Proxmire as
chairman.

One concerned a message from the chlef
of naval operations on how best to spend

$400 million by June 30, the end of the gov-
ernment's filscal year, with the implication

that if the money is not spent, next year's
funds might be cut.
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The other tied in, concerned the haziness
with which the Navy settled millions of
dollars of claims by civilian ship building
contracting firms without any real proof
that the government was responsible for de-
lays and added costs.

Senator Proxmire lit the fuse to the first
problem—how to spend $400 million quick-
ly—by reading a document from Adm. Elmo
R. Zumwalt, chief of Naval operations, in
which 1t was suggested consideration be
given to such measures as expediting the
provisional payment of contractor claims
and using unlimited overtime on certain
ship overhauling and transport projects.

Dated Feb. 9, the memo noted that the
Secretary of the Navy had just promulgated
the fiscal year “outlay targets” more than
$400 million above those in the earlier 1972
budget.

The admiral's message pointed out the
difficulty of achieving the spending in the
short. time remaining before the fiscal year
eiids June 30 and the importance of avoid-
ing shortfall to avold cuts in the 1973 fiscal
year funds.

We do not know how valid the Navy's
bidget needs for procurement might be.
Apart from that, however, out of fairness to
thie Navy it must be said that although there
is no justification for rush spending to sup-
purt next year's budget requests, part of the
fault also lies in the system by which funds
are budgeted. Such funds expire at the end
of a fiscal year and yet were not available
until the current fiscal year was half over.

Senator Proxmire long has been a foe of
waste in the military, and there are those
who criticize him as using it as a political
weapon to further Proxmire.

Those prepared to scoff for that reason,
might be interested in the opinions of Sen.
Charles Percy, Illinoils Republican, and
former Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard, one of the most esteemed civilians
to serve this country.

Percy, commenting on when he was a
naval procurement officer 20 years ago dur-
ing World War II in Washington, said the
feeling then was one was being commended
for spending more money faster than any
other department. As a senator, he said, he
has seen no change.

Percy sald, “I never wasted more monev
faster in my life than I did then and I have
been working hard ever since to make it up
to the U.8. Government. But I did it under
orders.

“Now the Congress must share some re-
sponsibility in this respect and it is the sys-
tem and the procedure. You would think in
29 years we would be able to improve it, and
I am somewhat shocked to find that the same
incentive system has gone on, probably the
same commendation letters will go out when
the money is expended.”

Packard on one occasion said, “Defense
procurement is a mess.” Upon recelving the
Forrestal Award recently, he made a speech
in which he spoke about the tendency of
contractors to buy into contracts and the
way they are bailed out after getting into
difficulties.

“We are going to have to stop this prob-
lem of people playing games with each other.
Games that will destroy us if we do not
bring them to a halt.”

Packard has said that contractors should
be held to the line: “Although some com-
panies may be forced to suffer financially be-
cause of this concept it will not be a major
disaster to the country if we cannot get the
military-industrial complex to play the game
straight. Until and unless we can stop this
attitude we are going to continue to waste
the taxpayers dollars, get less defense for
the dollars we spend.”

Naval spokesmen at the hearing included
several who said some civilian claims were
almost fraudulent.

The aim of the hearings is to devise some
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methods for combatng waste and ineffi-
cilency that is going on at the federal level.

People in government need to be sensitive
to the wants of the people back home who
foot the bills. They should sense that people
now are more than just tired of hearing the
same old promises, promises, promises of can-
didates, They are angry. They want action.
What needs to be done is for government to
take a hard loock at its system and devise
means to be responsive to the people.

SOIL CONSERVATION

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the
Soil Conservation Service and the Ore-
gon Game Commission have worked to-
gether for the past several years in an
effort to turn southwestern Oregon's
badly depleted meadows into green, fer-
tile ranges. It is an experimental pro-
gram, used to select the best species of
grasses and legumes for a variety of soils
and purposes. The information provided
by these tests will help to refurnish
rangelands throughout the State of Ore-
gon.

Mr. President, the details of this excel-
lent project are outlined in an article
written by O. Eugene Hickman. I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the REcorb.

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

A Pror TobAY, A RANGE TOMORROW
(By Eugene Hickman)

For several years the Oregon Game Com-
mission and the Soil Conservation Service
have been cooperating in testing dryland
grasses and legumes in southwestern Oregon.

The primary purpose of the experimental
plots is to determine the adaptability of
various grasses and legumes of various grasses
and legumes to the climate and soils in that
part of the state.

The Game Commission uses the data to
select the best adapted species for local areas
where wildlife forage plantings are needed.
These areas include badly depleted meadows
and grassland in high-elevation deer summer
range and the low-elevation ocak-grassland
that is important as winter range for deer.

The data also provide guidelines for estab-
lishing perennial grass seedings on the Ken-
neth Denman Management Area, a large tract
of land managed by the Oregon Game Com-
mission for wildlife. There, both cover and
food are needed for pheasants and other up-
land game birds.

SCS uses the data from the experimental
plots to help farmers, ranchers, and other
landusers within the local conservation dis-
tricts select the best specles for various types
of soils and for various uses, such as live-
stock forage, stabilization of critical and
eroded areas, road cutbanks, and fills,

Southwestern Oregon is somewhat un-
usual in that it is in a transitional zone
amid the dry continental climate of eastern
Oregon, the Mediterranean-type climate of
California, and the mild, moist climate of
the Willamette Valley. Native plants from
all three areas often intermingle in this re-
glon forming a delicate ecological balance
that is easily disturbed by man’s activities.
Where man has disrupted this balance and
left the grasslands in poor condition, nat-
ural recovery is extremely slow. Some areas
have been nearly denuded, and others have
been dominated by weeds for many years.

Common specles and seeding techniques
for eastern Oregon, California, and the Wil-
lamette Valley have needed considerable
testing in this region. Range seedings, for
the most part, have not been successful. But
now, as more and more species prove suc-
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cessful in the experimental plots, more and
more rangeland will be revegetated and im-
proved.

Since the first test plot was established
by the two agencies in 1965, SCS has estab-
lished more than 20 additional plots, eight
in cooperation with the Game Commission.

Nearly all seedings must be made during
October, just before fall rains begin. Each
plot is seeded to various grasses and legumes
that have value for livestock forage, wild-
life habitat, or conservation plantings. Test
specles are selected from those that show
promise in regions surrounding southwestern
Oregon, Fertilizers are applied on some plots,
and broadcast seeding is compared with drill-
type seeding on other plots.

Because there are several critical stages
in the development of a seedling, informa-
tion is collected periodically so that the
progress of each species can be documented
and evaluated. Data collection usually begins
on new plots in December, to determine if
germination has occurred. Plant height and
stand density are estimated at this time.

Early the following spring the new plot
is checked to determine how each specles
survived the winter. A third evaluation is
made at the beginning of summer to record
plant height, stand density, and the severity
of competition from annuals. During the
second growing season another evaluation is
made to determine the degree of survival
through the hot, dry summer. Yearly ob-
servations are made thereafter to evaluate
further progress,

If a species fails, it is hoped that sufficient
data will have been collected to determine
why 1t falled. When a species succeeds, SC8
and the Oregon Game Commission have
another tool to use in their efforts to aid
range, wildlife, the soil, and the environ-
ment.

JOINT TAX COMMITTEE CHIEF OF
STAFF HONORED

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is with
pleasure that I report to the Senate that
Dr. Laurence N. Woodworth, Chief of
Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation, has been given the
Career Service Award for Sustained Ex-
cellence by the National Civil Service
League at ceremonies held last week.

As chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, and in alternate years of the Joint
Committee, which Dr. Woodworth di-
rectly serves, I have had an unusual op-
portunity to observe his performance at
close range.

It is well known on both sides of the
Capitol that Larry’s abilities in coordi-
nating the manifold economic, statistical,
drafting—and sometimes diplomatic—
tasks which underlie the development of
the Nation’s tax legislation have been
extraordinary in every respect.

As an individual, Larry’s modesty is
extraordinary. You will not find his bi-
ography in the Congressional Staff Di-
rectory. He has prepared a biographical
sketeh which, however, he will release
only with reluctance. As a result, Larry
and his signal contributions to the field
of tax legislation are less well known
than they should be.

I should like to partially repair this
omission by asking unanimous consent
that Larry’s short-form biography be
printed in the Recorp at the the con-
clusion of my remarks. There are, of
course, many other entries that could
be made, including the honor bestowed
on him by the National Civil Service
League.
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It is not often that we are given the
satisfaction of publicly recognizing such
extraordinary achievement. After 28
years on the staff, I think Dr. Wood-
worth can stand a little recognition, and
I offer my hardiest congratulations for
the true and sustained excellence of his
work as Chief of Staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation.

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

BIoGRAPHICAL DATA oN LAURENCE N.
WOODWORTH

Born In Loudenville, Ohio, March 22, 1918.
Son of Rev. Alfred R. and Nora 8. Woodworth.
Attended schools in Perry, Cleveland, and
Galion, Ohio. Graduated first in class from
Fredericktown High School in 1036.

Attended Ohio Northern University 1036-
40. Sigma Phi Epsilon, 4 years Varsity De-
bate, Varsity “N" Association, President
YMCA, Editor Northern Review, Alpha Phi
Gamma, Who's Who in American Colleges.
Graduated second in class with high distine-
tion, Recelved honors and award for excel-
lence in scholarship, campus activities and
personal qualities.

One of 10 selected on a nationwide basis to
receive the Alfred P. Sloan Fellowship to the
University of Denver, 1940. Received Master
of Science in Government Management 1942,
University of Denver.

Received Doctor of Philosophy in Public
Administration from New York University in
1960. Received honorary Doctor of Laws from
Juniata College in 1965 and honorary Doctor
of Public Administration from Ohio Northern
University in 1966.

Has been on the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation since
July 1, 1944. Became Chief of Staff on Au-
gust 1, 1964. While on the staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
has participated in the development of most
tax legislation since 1944, including the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, the Revenue
Acts of 1962 and 1964, and the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

Previously employed by the Civic Research
Institute, Kansas City, Mo, (1942-43) and by
Tax Foundation, New York City (1043—44).

Married Margaret Bretz (Ohioc Northern
University, B.S. 1940); four children, ages 13
to 15. Served six years as Mayor of Cheverly,
Maryland. Formerly member of Town Council
for nine years. Former State President, Mary-
land Municipal League. Member Maryland
Commission on State and County Finance
196264 and Member Maryland Governor's
Fiscal Commission 1969-70. Formerly, Sunday
School Superintendent and Chairman of Ad-
ministrative Board, Cheverly Community
Church. Currently Teacher, Young Adult
Class,

ED CLIFF, FOREST CHIEF, RETIRES

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, over the
weekend one of the Nation’s most dedi-
cated public servants retired. He is Ed-
ward P. Cliff, who served as Chief of the
Forest Service for 10 years and who, I am
proud to say, is a native of Utah.

Ed was born in Heber City, Utah, and
is a graduate of Utah State University in
Logan, Utah. His work as a Government
forester spans four decades and began in
the State of Washington. Between that
assignment and the one as head of the
U.S. Forest Service, Ed served for a time
in Ogden, Utah, as assistant regional for-
ester in charge of the Division of Range
Management, He became the ninth For-
est Service chief on March 18, 1962.

Ed has directed the Forest Service
through a decade of immense growth and




May 1, 1972

redirection. It has also been a stormy
period for all agencies dealing with con-
servation of the Nation’s natural re-
sources. While many self-styled ecolo-
gists have pushed their pet programs for
salvaging the country’s environment, Ed
has led his Agency quietly and efficiently
in its own great efforts to wisely manage
our resources and clean up the environ-
ment.

During his tenure, Congress created a
National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem, made up in part from National For-
est lands; forest and land management
research was expanded, and the multiple
use concept of forestry developed. Under
this concept. equal emphasis is placed on
noncommodity values of the forest, such
as recreation, water management, and
wildlife, along with the commodity as-
pects, including timber, forage, and min-
erals.

Mr, President, I am sure I speak for all
Members of the Senate in publicly
thanking Ed CIiff for his excellent lead-
ership of the Forest Service during the
past decade.

DEVELOPMENT OF MINERAL RE-
SOURCES OF THE OUTER CON-
TINENTAL SHELF

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I come
before the Senate today to speak on a
subject of great importance to the State
I represent and to the Nation as a whole.

As I did in testimony on April 5 be-
fore the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, I am today restating
and reaffirming my strong views as to at
least one positive step by which this
country can better satisfy its energy de-
mands. I am here to urge a more produc-
tive development of the mineral resources
of the Outer Continental Shelf.

As you might imagine, this matter is
of extreme importance to my State of
Louisiana and to my constituents. This
is so because the single, most productive
segment of the OCS is that which is ad-
jacent to the State of Louisiana. I need
not explain what impact the disruption
of orderly OCS development in the last
2 or 3 years has had on the lives of my
people and on the economy of my State.

A NATIONAL PROELEM

But it is not my intention today to
dwell on the peculiar and particular ways
in which this matter affects my people.
I have addressed the Senate and its com-
mittees on this point on many other oc-
casions. I want, instead, to point out in
the strongest possible terms the effect
that inefficient and disorderly OCS de-
velopment has on the people of all our
States. I want to explain to those col-
leagues who might not realize it just
what bearing it has on the entire Ameri-
can economic posture, both nationally
and internationally.

I want to point out to Senators from
the Midwest and the East that their
constituents, too, are hurt by the failure
to develop OCS energy sources in the
Gulf of Mexico and elsewhere. This is
not a Louisiana problem or a coastal
States problem. It is national—even in-
ternational—in scope.

I have been impressed in recent days
by the testimony of many experts who
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have appeared before the Senate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
Many of them offered irrefutable sta-
tistics describing the severe and worsen-
ing nature of our energy crisis. They have
stressed the OCS role in recent years in
assuming an increasingly important role
in providing the oil and gas this Nation
needs.

They have pointed out that in 1965
OCS production was only 5 percent of
the national total but that in 1970 it was
10 percent. In 1980 it is estimated that
25 percent of oil and 20 percent of gas
production will come from the OCS—
providing, of course, that orderly devel-
opment of our resources there is allowed
to continue and to expand.

RENEWAL OF OFFSHORE LEASING

I have also been impressed in recent
weeks by the determined efforts of Sec-
retary Rogers Morton and other officials
of the Department of the Interior to
break the log-jam on continued OCS
mineral development. They feel, as I do,
that there is a particularly critical need
for new discoveries of natural gas, which
now supplies one-third of our total ener-
gy requirement but which we are con-
suming at a much faster rate than we
are discovering new reserves,

Assistant Secretary Hollis Dole of the
Department of the Interior summarized
the trends in consumption and discov-
ery of natural gas. He said in part:

In 1970, gas demand was 22 trillion cubiec
feet and reserves were estimated at 2656 tril-
lion cubic feet. The reserve-to-production
ratio is currently 11.7 to 1, compared with
20 to 1 in 1960. By 1980, gaseous fuel con-
sumption would reach 33 trillion cubic feet—
if the gas were available. Between 1971 and
1980, cumulative gas demand would amount
to 275 trillion cubic feet, an average of 27.5
trillion cubic feet per year, However, annual
additions to proved gas reserves have aver-
aged only 15.2 trillion cubie feet in the past
five years, The best five-year annual rate of
additions to new reserves ever attained was
about 22 trillion cubic feet.

It is obvious, Mr. President, that our
reserve-to-production ratio will con-
tinue to decline until we reach the point
at which neither homeowners nor indus-
trial users will be able to count on sup-
plies of natural gas beyond a year-to-
year basis. That trend cannot be allowed
to continue.

I am highly pleased that almost a
month ago, on March 31, Secretary Mor-
ton moved in a positive way to resched-
ule a major lease sale offshore Louisiana.
He did so by filing the Interior Depart-
ment’s preliminary environmental im-
pact statement, which began the run-
ning of a mandatory 90-day waiting pe-
riod which must precede a call for bids
on the OCS tracts in question.

A simple bit of arithmetic indicates
that these bids might be called for as
early as July 1, although the complex
nature of the matter might cause it to
be delayed for a few days beyond the
minimum legal waiting period.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
Interior Department’s press release of
March 31, describing the action then be-
ing taken.

There being no objection, the release
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was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbp,

as follows:

InTERIOR CoONSIDERING Two O AND Gas
LEASE SALES FOR OUTER SHELF OFF LOUISI-
ANA DURING CALENDAR 1972

The Department of the Interior announced
today that consideration is being given to
two oil and gas lease sales on the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf in the Gulf of Mexico, off-
shore Louisiana, during calendar year 1872.

A new draft environmental statement on
the first of the sales—offshore Eastern
Louisiana, tentatively slated for this sum-
mer—will be filed Friday, March 31, with
the Council on Environmental Quality. It in-
volves T8 tracts totaling 366,440 acres esti-
mated to be capable of producing from 75,000
to 150,000 barrels of oil per day, plus be-
tween 200 and 400 million cubic feet of nat-
ural gas daily by the sixth year after leasing.

A second sale also offshore Louislana is
contemplated by Interior’s Bureau of Land
Management for late autumn this year, and
a draft environmental statement on that po-
tential sale 1s scheduled to be issued within a
few months, to be followed by public hear-
ings, officials sald, This sale originally had
been planned tentatively for May 1972. Num-
ber and location of tracts will be announced
in the near future.

The draft environmental statement for the
potential summer sale covers the tracts in-
volved in a lease sale originally scheduled for
December 21, 1971. Public hearings had beey
held September 8 and 9 in New Orleans, but
court action in mid-December caused Inte-
rior to retain the envelopes containing the
bids unopened and sealed in a bank vault for
nearly 80 days. The envelopes never were
opened. They were returned to the bidders.

Public comments on the draft environ-
mental statement for the potential summes
sale are invited for 45 days beginning April
1, 1972. They should be addressed to the Di-
rector, Bureau of Land Management (310),
Department of the Interior, Washington,
D.C. 20240.

The document has been released by the
Bureau for review by Secretarial officials,
other Federal agencies, and State and local
agencies. Members of the public may obtain
coples at $2.00 each from the Director of BLM
at the address above.

Specific descriptions of the tracts may be
obtained from the New Orleans office of BLM
or from the Metairie, La., office of the U.S.
Geological Survey.

The document is considerably more detail-
ed than the previous environmental state-
ments issued last year. In line with an
opinion issued in January 1972 by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit, it also contains discussions of the
impact of various possible alternatives to a
sale of oil and gas leases.

LOUISIANA: A SPECIFIC CASE

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sup-
pose we could talk in generalities for a
week or a month and review again all the
statistics which seem so strongly to call
for expanded OCS development. But at
this point, I would like to get down to
one particular case whose close exam-
ination might help us better understand
the overall folly and illogic unduly im-
peding the orderly search for and pro-
duction of oil and gas on our Outer Con-
tinental Shelf.

The case in point is the proposed
Louisiana sale on which the preliminary
environmental impact statement is now
pending and on which the final state-
ment should be filed 30 to 45 days from
now if all goes well.

Mr. President, as you might suspect, I
was greatly distressed early this year
when Federal District Judge Charles




15076

Richey enjoined the Department of the
Interior from proceeding with this pro-
posed Louisiana—OCS—Ilease sale. He
did so on the grounds that the Depart-
ment’s environmental impact statement
was inadequate. No doubt the judge acted
conscientiously and sincerely, but let me
point out the truly fantastic list of con-
sequences and overtones, both immediate
and long-range, of the good judge’s deci-
sion. Among these.. .

First, the irony that in exchange for
avoiding the possibility of water pollu-
tion by an oil spill there is now the cer-
tainty of air pollution from the burn-
ing of coal and fuel oil that will be used
in place of the clean-burning natural
gas, which was in particularly high pros-
pect of being produced from the OCS
tracts in question;

Second, the certainty that several
thousand of my constituents will be
either unemployed or underemployed be-
tween now and the time at which this
troublesome matter is resolved;

Third, the certainty that many res-
idential consumers not only in my State
but in many Midwestern and Eastern
States will be forced to turn for lack of
natural gas—to more expensive, less de-
sirable and dirtier sources for heating
and cooking in their homes;

Fourth, the certainty that industrial
consumers of natural gas in all these
States will be more and more subject to
rationing of gas and to shutdowns during
periods of high residential demand;

Fifth, the certainty of injuring and
restraining the growth of many indus-
trial users whose plans for plant expan-
sion and for additional hiring of labor
depends directly on the guaranteed avail-
ability of natural gas:

Sixth, the certainty that both indus-
tries and municipalities in these many
States will be increasingly at the mercy
of the fines and penalties imposed on
them under FPC rules for using more
than their monthly, daily, or—in some
cases—their hourly ration of our shrink-
ing reserves of natural gas;

Seventh, the certainty that our already
disastrous balance of payments position
will deteriorate even more as we are
formed to import the petroleum and the
gas that might have been produced from
the tracts in question:

Eighth, the certainty that we will be-
come additionally dependent on poten-
tially unreliable foreign sources for what-
ever amounts of oil and gas might have
come from these tracts;

Ninth, the certainty that the Federal
Treasury has been deprived of the sey-
eral hundred million dollars of lease,
bonus, and royalty moneys and corporate
taxes that would have resulted from the
sales and from the production which
would have occurred;

Tenth, the certainty that the Govern-
ment will either have to cut back pro-
grams or go out and borrow 6 percent
money—or a combination of both—to
make up for the substantial amount of
income not realized from the lease and
the production that would have ensued;

Eleventh, the certainty that our own
oil companies and drilling companies will
be further convinced that they should
get out of American waters and spend
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their capital, do their hiring, produce
their oil, and sell it to American con-
sumers from the more stable and pre-
dictable business situation in foreign
lands—thereby compounding even far-
ther our balance of trade, dependency,
fiscal, and unemployment problems in
years to come.

Mr. President, I have cited 11 certain
and serious consequences that are now
happening as a result of the way our
laws work in seeking to prevent the pos-
sibility of offshore oil spills. It is indeed
appropriate that the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs should be re-
viewing the subject. It would be well if
other committees which have jurisdic-
tion would reexamine the laws that are
now on the books to see if they are not
being over applied in cases such as this,
to the great detriment of the country.

FIND THE SCIENTIFIC FACTS

Now let me be the first to say that if
the facts demanded it, then we should
buckle down and prepare to suffer to an
injurious consequence of our failure to
proceed with the lease sale. If it were
really necessary, we should make do
without OCS o0il and gas production of
any kind.

My question of the Senate, however,
is whether such an extreme result is
necessary at all and whether the law and
various environmental protection agen-
cies of the Government are doing a re-
sponsible job of determining exactly
what are the scientific facts of the mat-
ter. In particular, I have recommended
that the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs inquire into the following:

First. What specific steps have the In-
terior Department and the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency taken to define in
acceptable legal terms the well-recog-
nized ecological benefit to marine life
that results from placing drilling plat-
forms and production platforms off-
shore? It is an uncontested fact that the
best fishing in the Gulf of Mexico is at
the base of our offshore platforms. I have
even heard it said that new varieties of
fish have been attracted to the gulf as an
indirect result of these platforms.

If there are specific ecological benefits
derived from OCS drilling operations,
there shoul 1 be a well-defined system for
crediting these against the alleged eco-
logical damage that might result from
various types of oil spills that might come
from these same operations.

Second. What specific steps have the
Coast Guard, the Department of the In-
terior, and the Environmental Protection
Agency taken to work out technically
sound and legally acceptable forecast
charts on how much of the typical off-
shore oil spill can be recovered at sea be-
fore it can cause any ecological damage
atall?

We have spent several million dollars
to date on developing sophisticated oil-
recovery devices. It seems to me that all
of this investment can and should be
translated into some predictable capacity
for accomplishing the appointed task.

If, for instance, we could predict that
equipment now being developed could
pick up 50 percent of the typical indi-
vidual spill or 50 percent of the combined
spills that might be expected to oceur
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during a certain period, then the esti-
mated ecological damage of such poten-
tial spills should also be cut in half in
calculating the advisability of proceeding
with OCS development.

Another area where forecast charts
might be easily devised is the one in-
volving application of certain types of
microbes and enzymes to oil spills with
the result of changing the chemistry of
the oil and making it either harmless or
actually breaking it down into elements
that can be absorbed into the marine
food chain.

Third. What specific steps have been
taken by the EPA, the National Bureau
of Standards, the Department of the In-
terior, the National Marine Fisheries
Service and other Federal agencies to
define exactly what is the chemistry and
the detailed ecological effects of an off-
shore oil spill?

ECOLOGICAL BENEFIT?

It has even been suggested that under
some conditions and on total balance an
offshore oil spill is an ecological benefit
to more forms of marine life than those
to which it is a detriment. This might
sound like a farfetched notion.

However, when we realize that mi-
crobes and enzymes have been used ex-
perimentally to transform crude oil into
cattle feed, is it also possible that marine
enzymes, microbes and even tiny shell-
fish and plantlife at sea might attack
the oil and begin rendering it ecological-
ly harmless. These processes might even
add the oil to the food chain of the sea,
as described in the previous argument.

On this point, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp two
newspaper articles describing scientific
inquiries whose results seem to down-
play the harmful effects of oil spills as
well as of certain other types of chemical
pollutants,

One article is from the National Ob-
server. It is entitled “That Big Oil Spill
Off Santa Barbara Caused Little Dam-
age to Marine Life.” Without going into
great detail on the subject, it tells how a
team of about 40 researchers from a
number of Caifornia universities did an
in-depth study of the after effects of the
gigantic oil spill there and found that
“harm to plants and animals in the
channel had been much less than pre-
dicted and that the area was recovering
well,”

The article states further that:

The report concluded that only marine
birds and a small species of barnacle were
harmed severely by the oil.

It also says that:

In the several months since the study
was published, however, no serious scientific
challenge to the honesty of its conclusions
has emerged. Indeed, though the study con-
tinued to have its critics, it is gaining new
acceptance among some sclentists who
didn’t take part in the research.

The other article, entitled “Pollution,
Good For Fish,” is from the Houston Post
of November 13, 1971. In this article, Dr.
Carl Oppenheimer, director of the Ma-
rine Science Institute of the University
of Texas, suggests that many pollutants
in proper quantities are “not the pure
poison they are cracked up to be, but are
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instead a nourishing feast for fish and
shellfish."”

While I do not endorse or vouch for
the scientific conclusions which these
articles seem to suggest, I do urge the
Senate to note the possibility that off-
shore oil spills might not be as ecologi-
cally damaging as some have advertised
them to be.

The possibility that such might be the
case should be the subject of intense in-
quiry because of the obvious effect such
a conclusion could have in simplifying
and promoting the Nation’s entire pro-
gram for developing the resources of the
Quter Continental Shelf.

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

[From National Observer, July 26, 1871}
REPORT OF A SCIENTIFIC STuDnY: THAT Bic OI1L

SPILL OFF SANTA BarRBARA CAUSED LITTLE

DAMAGE TO MARINE LIFE

(By Roy H. Copperud)

When an offshore Union Qil Co. well blew
out on Jan. 28, 1969, spewing hundreds of
thousands of gallons of oil into the Santa
Barbara Channel, it was widely predicted
that the waterway no longer would support
marine life.

The immediate effects of the spill were de-
pressing enough. A thick, gooey layer of oil
coated the water and sloshed up on the
beaches. An estimated 3,500 to 4,000 sea birds
out of a population of 12,000 died after be-
coming coated with oil. Most commercial fish-
ermen thought it useless to put out in their
boats.

And so, deep skepticism greeted a scientific
report last February. The report concluded
that harm to plants and animals in the chan-
nel had been much less than predicted and
that the area was recovering well, The skep-

ticism was especially intense because the.

$240,000 to finance the study has been put
up by the Western Oil and Gas Assoclation,
made up of oil companies. Criticism that the
study was a whitewash was widespread.

Confidence in the findings, perhaps, was
affected also because Dr. Dale Straughan, who
directed the research, is not only a woman,
but 31 years old, attractive, and given to
wearing miniskirts.

In the several months since the study was
published, however, no serfous scientific chal-
lenge to the honesty of its conclusions has
emerged. Indeed, though the study continued
to have its critics, it is gaining new accept-
ance among some sclentists who didn't take
part in the research.

The grant for the study was offered to the
Allen Hancock Foundation at the University
of Southern California. Dr. Straughan, who
was at the university on a post-doctoral fel-
lowship, was already regarded as an expert
on marine pollution in her native Australia.
The grant was accepted by the university on
the condition that the oil industry would
have no influence on the study and that the
findings would be published regardless of
what they disclosed.

Dr. Straughan recruited experts from
Southern Cal, the University of California
campuses at Santa Barbara and Santa Crugz,
and the Johns Hopkins University. About 40
researchers worked on the project.

SOME EKEY FINDINGS

Whales and seals were among the animals
reported as having suffered from the oil, but
the 18-month-long study found the mortal-
ity of neither had risen., The California De-
partment of Fish and Game said it had found
no decrease in the fish catch in the channel
for the months following the spill, com-
pared with the like period in 1968, nor was
there any evidence of a decline in the fish
population. Though Santa Barbara fishermen
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generally avoided the oily waters, fishermen
from elsewhere continued to work in the
channel.

Dr. Straughan's report concluded that only
marine birds and a small species of barnacle
were harmed severely by the oll. The Under-
sez Gardens, a Santa Barbara Harbor Aquar-
ium that circulates surrounding sea water
in its tanks, reported no abnormal loss of life
among its specimens even when the surface
of the harbor had a six-inch layer of oil. Ma-
rine divers in the area reported no evidence
of underwater contamination.

Criticism of the report as rigged almost
died out in the light of public approval from
some distinguished scientists who did not
take part in the study. One of them s Dr.
Wheeler North, professor of environmental
science at the Callfornia Institute of Tech-
nology.

NOT COMPREHENSIVE?

A leading dissenter in the scientific com-
munity is Dr. Max Blumer, a senior scientist
at the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
in Massachusetts. He says that the study was
not comprehensive enough.

The study found that for hundreds of years
there has been, and continues to be, nat-
ural seepage of oil into the channel from
fissures in the sea bottom. The result of this
may be that oil-sensitive creatures long since
departed from the area, or that some of them
may have developed a tolerance for oil.

Another point brought out was that just
before the spill, unusually heavy winter rains
had occurred, causing a tremendous runoff of
fresh water, some of it contalning pesticides
from orchards. This in itself would have had
an adverse effect on marine life in the chan-
nel. Much of the oil adhered to particles of
the 80,000,000 tons of sediment swept into
the channel by the floods, and settled to the
bottom by & depth of 1,800 feet, reported Dr.
Ronald L. Kolpack of the University of
Southern California.

Marine life is known to have been declin-
ing steadily in the channel over the past 30
years for reasons not yet known. Dr. Strau-
ghan says she does not pretend that the study
is the last word on the subject. One of her
principal conclusions was that it is often
difficult to isolate the effect of oil pollu-
tion from other causes.

[From the Houston Post, Nov. 13, 1971]
PorLuTioN Goobp Foob For FisH?
(By Harold Scarlett)

Pollution may actually be increasing the
seafood yield of Galveston Bay, a University
of Texas marine scientist said Tuesday.

Dr. Carl H. Oppenheimer said a lot of pol-
lutants, in proper quantities, are not the pure
poison they are cracked up to be, but are
rather a nourishing feast for the bay's fish
and shellfish.

Oppenheimer pointed to federal fishery re-
ports which he said show a steady upsurge in
seafood landings from Galveston Bay in re-
cent years—from 6.9 million pounds in 1967
to 12.4 million pounds in 1970.

“Galveston Bay’s fish catch has doubled
over the past four years, which I think is
probably due to an increase in productivity
from the waste materials or pollution, if you
want to call it that,” Oppenhelmer sald.

Oppenheimer is director of the Marine Sci-
ence Institute, a research branch of the Uni-
versity of Texas, at Port Aransas.

He disclosed his views in a letter to Hugh
C. Yantis, Jr., executive director of the Texas
Water Quality Board. His letter was trig-
gered by last week's federal pollution con-
ference, which was based on a federal con-
tentlon that pollution is damaging shell-fish
production in Galveston Bay.

Oppenheimer urged a thorough statistical
analysis of bay fish catches to determine
whether changes in water quality “might in
reality in some cases be beneficlal with re-
spect to fist productivity.”
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Elaborating on his letter in a telephone
interview, Oppenheimer said:

“I'm not advocating that position is what
we need to do, but that sensible management
could come in and separate positive pollut-
ants from negative pollutants.”

The sclentist sald a lot of pollutants are
nutrients.

“Properly distributed sewage treatment
material could be beneficial if correctly man-
aged,” Oppenheimer said. ‘Many byproducts
from industrial firms are nonharmful nu-
trients.

“On the other hand, many materials highly
toxic in concentrated form could become nu-
trient when diluted. Most anti-biotics can
become nutrients at a very low level. Many
heavy metals will stimulate population at
very low levels.”

Joe Teller, deputy director of the water
board, said that technically speaking there
is nothing fishy about Oppenheimer’'s views.

“I concur to a certain extent with what he
says,” Teller said. “We do have too much pol-
lution going into the bay system right now.
But I don't think we ought to go to zero
pollution.”

The water board has cited figures to show
that it has curbed pollution going into the
Houston Ship Channei and thence into Gal-
veston Bay during the same years that fish
landings have risen. Asked about this appar-
ent contradiction in Oppenheimer’s position,
Teller said:

“We did have too much pollution in the
past. But I think now we've got it headed
toward balance, and so seafood production is
inecreasing.”

Teller recalled that as a boy growing up in
East Texas, he used to bait fishing holes with
cottonseed cakes. “With those cottonseed
cakes, we would catch fish when nobody else
gould,” he sald, “but isn't cottonseed cake
pollution if you put in too much of 1t?"

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there
is no question that the chemistry and

ecological impact of an oil spill in salt
water at sea is radically different from
one in a fresh water lake or stream. So
is there a difference between the final
chemical results of a spill far at sea and
one so near to shore that the oil is soon
on a beach or in an estuary or a marsh.

But just what are the specific dif-
ferences in each case? What are the facts
as they affect each of many different and
competing forms of marine life? Is the
typical spill more messy and ugly than
it is dangerous?

Is it possible that we are unnecessarily
punishing ourselves and even undermin-
ing the national economy through ex-
treme measures to avoid any spills what-
ever from OCS drilling operations while
the deliberate spillage and dumping
from the world’s shipping fleets each day
equal twice the entire volume of the
Santa Barbara spill in 19697

URGENT NEED FOR ACTION

Mr, President, it seems to me that we
cannot sit idly by while all of these ques-
tions are being looked into. We must find
some means in the interim to proceed
with the much needed development of
our natural resources. We have a par-
ticular need to find more natural gas for
use as the least environmentally harmful
of our major energy sources.

In his testimony to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs late last
month, Assistant Interior Secretary
Hollis Dole described the significant
technological advances that have been
made and are in process of being imple-
mented to reduce the incidence of spills
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from OCS drilling operations. He pointed
out that there has been a great reduction
in incidents of noncompliance with reg-
ulations and that small leaks and spills
have been cut in half. New safety sys-
tems, he said, have already prevented
several platform fires from becoming
major disasters.

In conclusion, therefore, I wish to urge
that the administration propose and the
Congress adopt a plan for OCS develop-
ment which will avoid areawide
“freezes” and injunctions against orderly
offshore exploration, drilling, and pro-
duction. I think, too, that we need to
safeguard against application of our en-
vironmental protection laws in ways that
have insufficient relationship to the sci-
entific facts and to the many complex
and urgent needs of our national
economy.

In effect, we should not only allow
OCS development to continue, we should
strongly encourage and promote it as a
matter of national policy. If more safety
precautions are needed as a means of
avoiding oil spills, then those efforts
should be directed toward those func-
tions on each individual drilling plat-
form which have actual bearing on the
potential of a spill.

If a platform’s operations and safety
standards do not meet the criteria which
has been found essential to protect
against the danger of pollution, I would
be the first to encourage you to shut that
operation down until necessary correc-
tive measures are taken. Our shrimpers
and oystermen, our sportsmen, our

beaches, and the wildlife and marine life

of Louisiana and the Nation all deserve
and must have reasonable protection
from such damage.

However, such protection need not be
at the expense of the economy of the
State and at the costs of thousands of
jobs held by hard-working citizens of
Louisiana. Nor should it be at the ex-
pense of the Federal Government, which
stands to lose vast sums in lease, bonus,
and royalty payments at a time when
there is an urgent need to balance the
national budget. Nor should it be at the
expense of residential and industrial
consumers of natural gas across the en-
tire country, who for lack of natural gas
would have to turn to fuels that are more
expensive and that are much worse pol-
luters of the environment than is natural
gas.

Our efforts should be directed, instead,
toward a more individualized watch—
well-by-well, platform-by-platform—
over the operating procedures and safety
measures employed by the industry.

OIL IMPORT REFORM NEEDED
NOW

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I have
spoken often of the need to reform our
present oil import quota system. Presi-
dent Nixon’s own Cabinet Task Force
on Oil Import Control after 11 months
of careful study concluded that the oil
import quota program was not adequate
and events have proven the task force
correct.

Unfortunately, politics have prevented
the needed reform. Fortunately, we have
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an alternative: the courts. Under our
system of government we have recourse
to the courts when our Government is
not obeying the law. I think it is quite
clear that the present oil import quota
does not meet the legal requirements
established by Congress when we passed
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and I
am pleased that the New England Gov-
ernors, Consumers Union and Public
Citizen, Inc., have taken this issue to
court,

I ask unanimous consent that their
complaint be printed in the REcorp so
that we may all examine the issues the
suit raises.

There being no objection, the com-
plaint was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT IN-
JUNCTION, AND RELIEF IN NATURE oF MaN-
DAMUS

INTRODUCTION

1. This suit challenges the program which
restricts the importation of crude oil and
its derlvatives into the United States. The
program is based on authority delegated to
the President in 1958 and 1962 trade legis-
lation to limit imports which threaten to
impair national security. The program was
established by a 1959 Presidential proclama-
tion, which, as amended, sets levels of per-
missible imports of crude oil and oil products
into the United States and sets specific im-
port levels for oll from Canada and Mexico.
Separate rules are established for determin-
ing the levels of oil imported into the western
United States and into the rest of the coun-
try. The program further allocates rights to
import oil among refiners and others. The
oll import program requires consumers to
purchase mainly derived from domestic crude
oil which sells for approximately $3.40/bar-
rel, rather than foreign produced crude oil
which sells at a world price of between $1.80
and $2.40/barrel. As a result, consumers pay
approximately five billion dollars more for oil
per year. Plaintiffs contend that this program
is unconstitutional and is not authorized by
the statute, and that the program’s admin-
istration is inconsistent with the Presidential
proclamation,

JURISDICTION

2. The jurisdiction of this court is based on
5 U.B.C. 702, 703, which provide judiclal re-
view of the acts of agencies of the United
States; 28 U.S.C. 1361, which authorizes the
district courts to entertain an action in the
nature of mandamus compelling an officer of
the United States to perform a duty owing to
plaintiffs; 28 U.S.C. 1331, which gives district
courts jurisdiction over cases involving fed-
eral questions in which the amount in con-
troversy is over $10,000; and 28 U.S.C. 1337,
which gives district courts jurisdiction over
any action arising under federal stautes reg-
ulating commerce. The amount in contro-
versy exceeds $10,000 without interest or
costs.

PARTIES
Plaintiffs

3. The New England Governors' Confer-
ence is an organization of the six governors of
the New England States—Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, and Vermont. It is sulng in-
dividually and on behalf of its members—
Eenneth M. Curtis, governor of the State of
Maine; Deane C. Davis, governor of the State
of Vermont; Frank Licht, governor of the
State of Rhode Island; Thomas J. Meskill,
governor of the State of Connecticut; Walter
R. Peterson, governor of the State of New
Hampshire; and Francis W. Sargent, governor
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts., All
of the members of the New England Gover-
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nors’ Conference are purchasers of oil prod-
ucts, including fuel oll and gasoline,

4. The agencies of the State of Connecti-
cut purchase approximately 5,700,000 gallons
of No. 2 fuel oil and 8,800,000 gallons of gaso-
line per year. The agencies of the State of
Maine purchase approximately 3,900,000 gal-
lons of No. 2 fuel oil and 4,100,000 gallons
of gasoline per year. The agencies of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts purchase ap-
proximately 5,100,000 gallons of No. 2 fuel
oil and 6,500,000 gallons of gasoline per year.
The agencies of the State of New Hampshire
purchase approximately 1,300,000 gallons of
No. 2 fuel oil and 1,300,000 gallons of gaso-
line per year. The agencles of the State of
Rhode Island purchase approximately 2,400,-
000 gallons of No. 2 fuel oil and 1,600,000 gal-
lons of gasoline per year. The agencles of
the State of Vermont purchase approximately
2,400,000 gallons of No. 2 fuel oil and 3,000,000
gallons of gasoline per year,

5. Consumers Union of U.8., Inc., is a non-
profit membership organization, with approx-
imately 350,000 members, chartered in 1936
under the laws of the State of New York to
provide information and counsel to consum-
ers about their purchases and to represent
consumer interests. Consumers Union en-
gages In extensive testing of products and
publishes test results and general informa-
tion for consumers. It takes public positions
on many significant issues of importance to
consumers and advances those positions in
administrative agency proceedings and before
the courts. Consumers Union publishes Con-
sumers Reports, 2 monthly magazine which is
purchased by over two million persons. Con-
sumers Unlon purchases No, 2 fuel oil to heat
its administrative offices and testing facility
in Mount Vernon, New York, and gasoline
for automotive travel by its employees con-
nected with their work and for the testing
of automobiles and other products.

6. Consumers Union is suing on its own
behalf and on behalf of its members. These
members are purchasers of fuel oil, gasoline,

‘and other ofl products.

7. Public Citizen, Inc., a consumer of
petroleum products, is a non-profit corpora-
tion organized under the laws of the District
of Columbia with purposes, among others,
of increasing governmental accountability
to the public through various means, in-
cluding litigation. Over fifty thousand citi-
zens who consume petroleum products sup-
port Public Citlzen and its aims and activ-
ities and have made monetary contribu-
tions to its work.

8. Consumers throughout the United
States pald approximately five billion dollars
more for petroleum products in 1969 as a
result of the oil import program. If the pro-
gram continues, the annual additional cost
to consumers will be approximately 8.4 bil-
lion dollars per year by 1980. The increased
consumer costs are generally highest in New
England. It was estimated in 1969 that the
average Increased cost to every resident as
a result of the oil import program was $29
in Connecticut, $41 in Maine, $35 in Mas-
sachusetts, $39 in New Hampshire, $32 in
Rhode Island, and $45 in Vermont.

Defendants

9. Rogers C. B. Morton is the Secretary
of Interior of the United States. He has been
delegated the responsibility by the President
to administer the oil import quota program.
Presidential Proclamation 3278, as amended,
24 Fed. Reg. 1781.

10. Gene P. Morrell is the Director of the
Office of Oil and Gas of the Department of
Interior. The Director has been delegated by
the Secretary of Interior the authority con-
ferred upon the Secretary by the President
under Presidential Proclamation 3279, as
amended. Oll Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec.
2, 36 Fed. Reg. 21284,

11. George A. Lincoln is the Director of the
Office of Emergency Preparedness of the
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United States. The Director has the respon-
sibility under the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, 19 U.S.C. 1862(b), to Investigate the
effects on national security of imports of an
article, to determine such effects, and then
to advise the President if imports of the
article ‘“‘threaten to impair the national
security,” so that the President can review
the determination and, if he concurs, can
act to adjust imports to protect against this
threat. The Director also has the responsi-
bility te maintain a constant surveillance
and to determine whether any increase of
prices of crude oil or its products or deriva-
tives after the date of the 1959 proclama-
tion is necessary to accomplish the national
security objectives of the oil import quota
program. Presidential Proclamation 3279, as
amended, Sec. 6(a).

FACTS
Background

12. Until the late 1920's, large amounts of
foreign crude oil were imported into the
United States—24 percent of total demand
in 1921—without objection from the
domestic oil industry. Technological im-
provements and extensive exploration in the
1920's resulted in the discovery of vast re-
serves and increased domestic production.
Domestic oil companies first proposed im-
port controls at that time, and organized the
Independent Petroleum  Association of
America for the avowed purpose of reducing
imports.

13. Modest import duties were imposed on
oil in 1932. Revenue Act of 1932, Sec. 601
(e) (1), (4) 47 State, 259, 260, later em-
bodied in Int. Rev. Code of 1954, Sec. 45621.
In 1933, pursuant to the Petroleum Code
adopted under the National Industrial Re-
covery Act (Art. III, Sec. 1, 48 Stat, 195),
the Secretary of the Interior imposed a vol-
untary import quota of approximately 4.5
percent of domestic production. The import
quota terminated in 1935 when the NIRA
was found unconstitutional. Imports, how-
ever, remained stabilized at about the level
permitted under the Code, “as a result of
voluntary action on the part of a few com-
panies which controlled the production of
crude in Venezuela and other Latin Amer-
ican countries.” Oil Import Digest of the
National Petroleum Refiners Assoclation, A-
13 (8-T-T0).

14. During World War II, with demand for
petroleum products far above domestic
capacity, foreign sources of supply were con-
sidered and pressures to impose import con-
trols subsided. By the late 1940's, the post-
war production boom began to catch up
with demand and anti-import sentiment in
the industry again rose. The issue was de-
bated between the international companies
and independent domestic producers within
the National Petroleum Council, an indus-
try advisory group established by the Ex-
ecutive in 1946. In 1949 an amendment to
the Reciprocal Trade Act to limit oil imports
to 5 percent of demand was defeated by only
one vote in the Senate,

15. In February 1955, an Advisory Com-
mittee on Energy Supplies and Resources
Policy, appointed by President Eisenhower,
reported that, if the imports of crude and
residual oil should “exceed significantly” the
respective proportions that these imports
bore to the production of domestic crude in
1954, “the domestic fuel situation could be
80 impaired as to endanger orderly industrial
growth which assures military and civilian
supplies necessary to the national defense.”
The thrust of the Committee’s findings was
that the petroleum supply situation was ade-
quate and that oll imports at 1954 levels
had no 111 effects upon domestic production
capacity and exploration incentives. The
Committee did not undertake a comprehen-
sive study of the relationship of oil to na-
tional security, and did not study the degree,
if any, imports in excess of 1954 levels would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

impair the national security. Such a study
was thought too complex and time consum-
ing, and necessary data was not available,

16. The 1955 Trade Agreements Extension
Act contained the precursor of the authority
on which the present oil import program is
based. Section 7 authorized the President to
restrict imports upon a finding of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Defense Mobilization
(later the Office of Civil and Defense Mobili-
zation, the Office of Emergency Planning,
and now the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness) that imports of the product “threat-
ened to impair national security.” 69 Stat.
162.

17. In 1857, the President appointed an-
other committee to consider the oil import
issue. That committee, referring to the 19565
report, concluded that 1957 imports would
exceed the 1954 level and that this would
result in decreased domestic exploration and
production which, in the event of a serlous
emergency, would prevent the country from
meeting “national security needs.” The
Committee did not make a national security
study; an interdepartmental committee was
established to undertake such a study, but
the study was never completed.

18. On July 29, 1957, the President pro-
mulgated a Voluntary Oil Import Program
which was not successful.

Present oil import program

19. The Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1958, 72 Stat. 673, provided the underlying
authority for the 1959 Presidential proclama=
tion establishing the present program. Sec=
tion 8 of the Act provided that the Director
of Defense Mobilization should investigate an
article subject to inquiry, determine whether
the quantities of or circumstances surround-
ing the import of the article threatened to
impair the national security, and, if so, in-
form the President so that the President
could make a determination and act, if neces-
sary, to adjust imports. Considerations to be
taken into account in making the finding of
national security were generally described.

20. The text of the relevant subsections are
as follows:

*{b) Upon request of the head of any de-
partment or agency, upon application of an
interested party, or upon his own motion, the
Director of the Office of Emergency Planning
(hereinafter in this section referred to as the
‘Director’) shall immediately make an appro-
priate investigation, in the course of which
he shall seek information and advice from
other appropriate departments and agencies,
to determine the effects on the national se-
curity of imports on the article which is the
subject of such request, application, or mo-
tion. If, as a result of such investigation, the
Director is of the opinion that said article is
being imported into the United States in such
quantities or under such circumstances as to
threaten to impair the national security, he
shall promptly so advise the President, and,
unless the President determines that the ar-
ticle is not being imported into the United
States in such quantities or under such cir-
cumstances as to threaten to impair the na-
tional security as set forth in this section, he
shall take such action, and for such time as
he deems necessary to adjust the imports of
such article and its derivatives so that such
imports will not so threaten to impair the
national security.

“*(e) For the purposes of this section, the
Director and the President shall, in the light
of the requirements of national security and
without excluding other relevant factors,
give consideration to domestic production
needed for projected national defense re-
quirements, the capacity of domestic indus-
tries to meet such requirements, existing and
anticipated availlabilities of the human re-
sources, products, raw materials, and other
supplies and services essential to the national
defense, the requirements of growth of such
industries and such supplies and service in-
cluding the investment, exploration, and de-
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velopment necessary to assure such growth,
and the importation of goods in terms of
their quantities, availabilities, character, and
use as those affect such industries and the
capacity of the United States to meet na-
tional security requirements. In the admin-
istration of this section, the Director and the
President shall further recognize the close
relation of these economic welfare of the Na-
tion to our national security, and shall take
into consideration the impact of foreign com-
petition on the economic welfare of individ-
ual domestic industries; and any substan-
tial unemployment, decrease in revenues of
government, loss of skills or investment, or
other serious effects resulting from the dis-
placement of any domestic products by ex-
cesslve imports shall be considered, without
excluding other factors, in determining
whether such weakening of our internal
economy may impair the national security.”

These provisions were reenacted without
change as Section 232 of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962, 76 Stat. 877, 19 U.S.C. 1862.

21. On February 27, 1959, the Director of
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization,
referring to the 1957 report, found that
“crude oil and the principal crude oil deriva-
tives and products are being imported in such
quantities and under such circumstances as
to threaten to impair the national secu-
rity.” On March 6, 1959, the President’s Spe-
cial Committee to Investigate Crude Oil Im-~
ports made a report to the President describ-
ing the outline of a mandatory oil import
program. On the basis of this finding and
this report, the resident, on March 10, 1959,
issued Presidential Proclamation No. 3279 es-
tablishing the Mandatory Oil Import Pro-
gram, which, as changed in subsequent years,
is the subject of this litigation.

22. No quota has ever been imposed on
any commodity other than ofl and oil prod-
ucts under the “national security” provi-
sions of the 1955, 1958, or 1962 laws.

23. On March 25, 1969, the President cre-
ated a Cabinet Task Force, consisting of
the Secretary of Labor (chairman), Secre-
retary of State, Secretary of the Treasury,
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Inter-
ior, Secretary of Commerce, and Director of
the Office of Emergency Preparedness, to un-
dertake the first comprehensive review of the
program by a Cabinet-level committee,

24. The present program divides the Unit-
ed States into five administrative districts
and establishes the overall levels of oil im-
port restriction. For the West Coast states
and Hawall (District V), the overall limit
is set at the difference between domestic sup-
ply and demand. For the rest of the coun-
try (Districts I-IV), the level was set at
12.29% of estimated production within those
districts. It is now set at a specified number
of barrels per day determined on the basis
of the 12.2% figure with adjustment adding
approximately another 2%. Numerous sub-
categories are established within the overall
limit. Although once exempt from the limit,
Canadian oll, except on the west coast, and
Mexican oil are now subject to special quotas
which are subtracted from the overall limits.
Special rules apply to Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands. The program allocates per-
mitted imports among domestic refiners and
others through the grant of licenses called
“quota tickets,” distributed mainly on the
basis of refinery “inputs,” the amounts of
oil used in their refineries. Domestic oil is
considerably more expensive than foreign oil;
licensees, therefore, realize a benefit from
their quota tickets of about the difference
in the delivered price of domestic and for-
eign oil, The ultimate result of the import
program is that consumers are forced to pur-
chase products derived from high priced do-
mestic oll or allocated imported oil rather
than products derived from foreign oil that
could be imported at substantially lower
prices. Since the program, which is imple-
mented through Oil Import Regulation 1
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(Revision 5) promulated by the Secretary
of Interior, is highly complex, this complaint
will describe in more detail below only those
portions of the program which are relevant
to this litigation.

National Security

25. Before imports can be restricted under
Section 232, the Director of what is now the
Office of Emergency Preparedness must con-
duct an investigation and must find that
imports of the product in question would
“threaten to impair the national security”
and so advise the President. On the basis
of such advice, the President must adjust
imports unless he finds that imports do not
threaten to impair the national security.

26. In connection with the *“national se-
curity” determination, the Cabinet Task
Force found, on the basis of an analysis of
legislative history, that (paragraph 110 of
the Cabinet Task Force report, later referred
to by paragraph citation only) :

“The purpose of Section 232 is quite clear-
1y not to glve protection per se to domestic
industry. Section 232(c) makes the impact
of imports on individual industries relevant,
but only to the ultimate determination of
‘whether such weakening of an internal econ-
omy may impair the mnational security,’
* * * No determination under Bection 232
or its predecessors has ever been made on
the ground of economic impact alone, and
in a generally healthy economy it cannot be
presumed that unrestricted trade in any one
sector would itself impair the national
security."”

The Task Force further found that (para-
graph 401) :

“[T)he governing statute authorizes gov-
ernment intervention in support of domestic
price and preduction only for the extraordi-
nary and compelling purpose of protecting
national security—either in order to prevent
a weakening of the internal economy which
would be so serious as to impair the national
security or to safeguard military and essen-
tial civilian consumption against reasonably
possible foreign supply interruptions that
cannot be overcome by feasible replacement
steps in an emergency.”

27. The Cabinet Task Force found that the
1959 findings of the Director of the Office of
Civil and Defense Mobilization and the 1959
report of the President’'s Special Committee
to Investigate Crude Oil Imports—the two
documents on which the mandatory oil im-
port program is based (see Complaint para-
graph 21 above)—as well as previous govern-
mental reports on this subject, “did not ar-
ticulate with any precision the objective
standards used in appraising the threat to
national security.” It pointed out that no
specific findings had been made explaining
how the national security would be damaged
by higher imports (paragraph 108).

28. Section 232 creates a limited exception
to the general purpose of the Trade Expan-
sion Act which is to promote freer trade.
The basic purpose of the Act was:

“Through trade agreements affording mu-
tual trade benefits—

“(1) to stimulate the economic growth of
the United States and maintain and enlarge
foreign markets for the products of the Unit-
ed States agriculture, industry, mining, and
commerce;

*(2) to strengthen economic relations with
foreign countries through the development
of open and non-discriminatory trading in
the free world; and

“(3) to prevent
penetration.”

29. The Cabinet Task Force concluded that
“it is evident that national security [under
Section 232] requires a balanced appralsal
of possible detriments as well as benefits
arising from import restrictions—in terms of
foreign relations and foreign trade policy in
general” (paragraph 109). These factors were
analyzed neither in the 1959 Presidential
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proclamation, the findings of the Director of
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization,
nor the report of the President's Special
Committee to Investigate Crude Oil Im-
ports.

30. The present oil import program is pur-
portedly related to national security on the
following grounds. In the absence of import
restrictions, the present domestic wellhead
price of oil would decline to the world mar-
ket price; high-cost wells would shut down;
spare capacity in more efficient wells now be-
ing conserved would be soon drawn into pro-
duction; and new domestic development and
exploration would decline, with the result
that imports would supply a larger share of
petroleum needs. At some future time, a
substantial volume of such foreign oil might
be cut off to our military, political or eco-
nomic detriment. The reasoning continues
that, although oil import restrictions guard-
ing against these contingencies induce inef-
ficlent use of our resources and impose a
higher price on consumers, these costs must
be borne because of the possible national
security effects of the potential cutoff and the
political leverage foreign governments would
possess because of dependency on their oil.

31, Neither this nor any other explana-
tion of the oil import program has ever ra-
tionally related it to protecting the national
security. Allegedly, the principal purpose of
the oil import program is to ensure that ade-
quate oil supplies are available in case of war
or other national emergency.

In fact, the oil import program has en-
couraged the depletion of domestic oil sources
and will leave the United States dependent
on foreign sources. If the oil import program
is maintained and present trends continue, it
is predicted that the United States domestic
supply, including Alaskan resources, will be
exhausted in less than thirty years. In sum,
the program has created the dependency and
the risk to security that it was allegedly in-
tended to avoid.

32. If the oil import program were logical-
ly related to securing adequate oll supplies
for American use in times of national emer-
gency, the program should, as the Cabinet
Task Force found (paragraphs 405b and
427b), treat imports from friendly sources
the same as domestic products if those im-
ports can reach the United States by means
of transportation which cannot readily be
disrupted. In fact, the program has not done
80.

(a) These principles were originally recog-
nized in the oil import program which al-
lowed unlimited oil imports overland from
Canada and Mexico outside the general
quota. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 1 (a) (4), as
amended, by Pres. Proc. No. 3290, 24 Fed, Reg.
3527. In 1962 however, this provision was
changed, even though a national security
determination was not made that the change
was needed and imports from Canada and
Mexico were deducted from the overall over-
seas import quota. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, as
amended by Pres. Proc. No. 3509, 27 Fed. Reg.
11985. If Canadian oil and Mexican oil are
virtually indistinguishable from domestic
production for the purposes of national se-
curity, there is, of course, no legitimate rea-
son to reduce overseas imports because of
Imports from these secure sources. The
Cabinet Task Force found restrictions on
overland imports from Canada were ‘“non-
security limitations” and therefore recom-
mended ending these limitations and the
policy of subtracting these imports from the
general quota (paragraph 303; see paragraph
427b).

(b) More recently, quotas have been es-
tablished directly limiting imports of Cana-
dian oil to all but the western United States
and limiting imports of all Mexican oil. The
first quota on Canadian oll was established
in March, 1970 (Pres. Proc. No. 3279, as
amended by Pres. Proc. No. 3969, 35 Fed. Reg.
4321), and the quota for 1972 is 540,000 bar-
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rels per day (Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 1A(a)
(2), as amended by Pres. Proc. No. 4099, 36
Fed. Reg. 24203; Oil imports Reg. 1 (Rev. 5),
Sec. 20(c) ). The Mexican quota for 1972 is
30,000 barrels per day. Pres. Proc. No. 3279,
Sec. 1A(h), as amended by Pres. Proc. No.
4025, 35 Fed. Reg. 19391, There is no national
security justification for limiting imports
from secure foreign sources.

(c) Refineries have generally not been
allowed to use the oil imported from Ca-
nada or Mexico as the basis for obtaining
allocations of overseas imports. Allocations
to refineries for overseas imports are cal-
culated on the basis of “inputs"” used by
these refineries. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 3
(b)(1); Oil Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec. 22
(k) (2). These inputs consist of domestic
production, to stimulate use of domestic
oil, and have excluded foreign production.
The Cabinet Task Force found that there
was no national security reason to discrimi-
nate against secure Canadian and Mexican
oil or to discourage such imports (para-
graph 314e). Subsequent to the Cabinet
Task Force report, Presidential Proclama-
tion No. 3279 was changed to consider Ca-
nadian oil admitted under the quota as re-
finery input, although Canadian non-quota
oil is not considered refinery input. Pres.
Proc. No. 3279, as amended by Pres. Proc.
No. 4025, 35 Fed. Reg. 19391. This change
is directly inconsistent with national se-
curity considerations. Canadian oil im-
ported subject to a quota is presumably not
the equivalent of domestic oil for national
security purposes. On the other hand, Ca-
nadian oil not subject to a quota is pre-
sumably the equivalent of domestic oil
Consequently, national security would re-
quire non-gquota Canadian imports be con-
sidered as inputs, rather than vice versa.

(d) The oil import program has recently
been modified to allow Canadian imports to
enter by inland waterway as well as over-
land, and to eliminate any requirement that
Mexican oil enter the United States over-
land. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 1A(d), as
amended by Pres. Proc. No 4018, 35 Fed. Reg.
16357, and Sec. 1A(h), as amended by Pres.
Proc. No. 4025, 35 Fed. Reg. 19391. Previous-
ly, as noted above, Mexican oil could enter
the United States outside the quota only if
it entered overland. Since no pipeline ex-
isted from Mexican wells to the United
States, oil was shipped from Mexico by
ocean to Brownsville, Texas. It was there
transferred to trucks which crossed back
over the Mexican border, then turned
around, and reentered the United States.
The oll was then shipped by ocean to the
east coast of the United States. This oil was
deemed until 1970 to have entered the
United States “overland” and was there-
fore not subject to a quota. Yet, at the
same time, the quota was applied to oil
entering the United States by boat from
Canada across the Great Lakes or by rail
from Canada to southern Alaska since a
short inland waterway was crossed by rail
ferry. This compelled Alaskan dependence,
at that time, on such products shipped via
the same waterways from the State of
Washington. These policies demonstrate the
lack of relevancy of the oll import pro-
gram, as it has been administered, to na-
tional security.

33. One of the principal purposes of the oil
import program is allegedly to encourage de-
velopment of domestic reserves so that do-
mestic capacity would be available, if needed,
in emergency situations. However, the pro-
gram makes no effort to allocate oil imports
in such a way as to encourage development
of reserves.

(a) Imports are allocated to refineries
(Press. Proc. No. 3270, Sec. 3, as amended by
Pres. Proc. No. 24 Fed. Reg. 1781) rather than
to companies which explcre for or produce
oil. Domestic exploration for oil has declined
substantially since the start of the oil import
program.
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(b) An allocation formula has been devel-
oped to promote small business rather than
encourage exploration or production of do-
mestic oil. Small refining companies receive a
higher percentage of imports per unit of
refinery input than large refineries. For ex-
ample, in Districts I-IV, the percentage of
imports granted relative to domestic input
is 21.7 percent for the first 10,000 barrels per
day and 3.8 percent over 100,000 barrels. In
Distriet V, the percentage of imports granted
for the first 10,000 barrels is 67.5 percent and
only 5.6 percent over 100,000 barrels. Oil Im-
port Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec. 10(b), 11(b).

34, Residual fuel oll, which is used largely
for heating purposes by large institutions and
for power generation by utilities, is no longer
subject to quota restrictions in District I (the
east coast). Oil Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec.
12. As a result, imports of residual fuel oil
have steadily risen in District I. As of 1970,
residual fuel oil constituted 40 percent of the
heating fuel market in that District. This
dependence on foreign oil has been per-
mitted because domestic refineries have
steadily reduced their output of residual fuel
oll in order to produce gasoline, jet fuel, and
other oil products of higher value and with
a higher profit margin. The Cabinet Task
Force said, "|o]ne may wonder whether the
security test should be different when imports
do not threaten the profits of the domestic
industry than when they do" (paragraph
310).

35. The Cabinet Task Force analyzed the
almost entirely different import programs
which have been established in District V
(the west coast) and Districts I-IV (the rest
of the country) (see Complaint paragraphs
42-49 below). It found that (paragraphs 305
(b), 306¢c) :

“Separate treatment for District V is in-
consistent with the Districts I-IV principle
that import restrictions insure against the
risks of interruption of foreign supplies. By
discouraging the development of interdistrict
oll flows, the program has tended to per-
petuate greater District V dependence on for-
eign oll.

L . - - -

“The eonclusion indicated by our analysis
is that continued separate treatments cannot
be justified on grounds either of security or of
equitable geographic distribution of the cost
of the program.”

See also paragraph 307c.

36. The Cabinet Task Force concluded its
study with the following national security
findings (paragraph 421) :

“The fixed quota limitations that have
been in effect for the past ten years, and
the system of implementation that has
grown up around them, bears no reasonable
relation to current requirements for protec-
tion either of the national economy or of
essential oil consumption. The level of re-
striction is arbitrary and the treatment of
secure foreign sources internally inconsist-
ent. The present system has spawned a host
of special arrangements and exceptions for
purposes essentially unrelated to the na-
tional security ..."”

Continued validity of 1959 determination

37. Even though Section 232(b) of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 authorizes the
President only “to take such action, and for
such time, as he deems necessary,” the Pres-
ident did not establish any time limit in the
1959 Presidential proclamation. Since 1959,
there has been neither a finding by the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness that the national security presently re-
quires the oil import program generally or
oil restraints at any particular level, nor such
a determination by the President on the
basis of the Director’s findings. Various
changes in the proclamation have formally
and perfunctorily referred to national secu-
rity, but no meaningful or reasonably thor-
ough analyses or findings were ever made or
referred to in connection with these changes.
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The Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness concurred in the Cabinet Task
Force repcrt, which found that the present
program bears no reasonable relationship to
protecting national security.

38. The oil import program was based on
the assumption that domestic production
could supply essentially the same share of
demand as it did in 1954. In 1859, the Special
Committee to Investigate Crude Oll Imports
and the Director of the Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilizatlon concluded that the na-
tional security would be endangered if im-
ports rose proportionately faster than domes-
tic production and, on this basis, recom-
mended voluntary and then mandatory re-
straints. The Cabinet Task Force has con-
cluded, however, that “the growth of domes-
tic energy demand is such that imports will
have to supply an increasing share of our
market” and that imports will rise from 19
percent in 1968 to 27 percent in 1980, even if
the present import program continues (para-
graph 233 and Table C). Consequently, the
basic assumption on which the oll import pro-
gram was based is invalid today.

39. The distinction between the methods
for establishing quotas in District V and
Districts I-IV was based on the fact that, at
the time the program began in 1959, domes-
tic production in Distriet V could not meet
demand. However, since 1958, Districts I-IV
have developed as large a percentage deficit
between demand and production as District
V, and District I alone has a much larger
percentage deficit. Nevertheless, the decision
to create two different oil markets within
mainland United States has not been
changed.

40. Numerous important changes have
been made in the proclamation since 1959.
Perhaps most important were the determina-
tions, first, to deduct Canadian overland im-
ports from the general quota (Pres. Proc.
No, 3279, Sec. 2(a) (1), as amended by Pres.
Proc. No. 3693, 30 Fed. Reg. 15459), and, sec-
ond, to place a gquota on Canadian imports
into Districts I-IV (Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec.
1A(a)(2), as amended by Pres. Proc. No, 3968,
35 Fed. Reg. 4321). Neither an appropriate
investigation nor a determination has been
made that the import of Canadian oil threat-
ened to impair national security nor has such
an investigation or determination been made
as to any other changes in the oil import
program.

41. The Cabinet Task Force concluded with
regard to the national security requirement
under Section 232(b) of the Trade Expansion
Act, that, “after ten years it is obvious that
a contemporary judgment is required” and
that the 1959 judgment of the Director of the
Office of Civil and the Defense Mobilization
cannot now be controlling (paragraph 101).
The Cabinet Task Force further found that
“present quota levels do not reflect current
judgments about the relationship between
the national security and domestic produc-
tion on imports” and that an annual report
and perlodic adjustments are needed (para-
graph 302; see also paragraph 345.)

Geographic Diserimination

42. The oil import program divides the
country into five districts plus Puerto Rico.
District I consists of Maine, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia,
Virginia, North Carolina, Georgia, Florida,
South Carolina, and the District of Colum-
bia. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 9(b), as
amended by Pres. Proc. No. 3389, 26 Fed. Reg.
507, 811. District V consists of Arizona,
Nevada, California, Oregon, Washington,
Alaska, and Hawail. Id., Sec. 9(e). Districts
II-1V consist of all the other states not in
District I or District V. Id., Seec. 9(c).

43. There are in reality two distinct oll
import programs—one for District V and one
for the rest of the United States, The quota
for District V is based on the estimated dif-
ference between oil production and demand
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in the district. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 2(b),
as amended by Pres. Proc. No. 3328, 24 Fed.
Reg. 10133. The quota for Districts I-IV has
been 12.2 percent of estimated production in
the districts, although it is now stated as a
specified number of barrels per day based on
the 12.2% figure with adjustment. The lat-
ter method has the effect of allowing the
state authorities in Louisiana and Texas who
prorate oil production in their states to
control in large measure both production
levels and import levels in Districts I-IV and
thereby to effect significantly price levels.

44, The distinct nature of the oil import
programs in Districts I-IV and District V is
made clear by other provisions of the oil
import program. For example, while a re-
finery or petrochemical plant may exchange
its imported crude oil for domestic oil, the
imported oil must be processed in the same
distriect for which the allocation was madse.
Oil Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec. 17(b)(4).
Refineries in Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands are allowed to export refined prod-
ucts only to Districts I-IV with the excep-
tion of Sun Oil which, for some unknown
reason, can also export to District V.

45. These restrictions have helped produce
independent markets in Districts V and I-
IV. The Cabinet Task Force found that,
while the Rocky Mountains obstruct flows
between the two areas, these flows do exist
in some volume and would increase if the
oil import program was not administered to
encourage isolation of these two markets
{paragraph 305). As a result of this isolation,
a pipeline between the two areas only han-
dles approximately half of its capacity, and
no new pipelines have been constructed.

46, The different methods of establishing
quotas have allowed District V to import a
far higher proportion of the oil it uses than
Districts I-IV. For example, in 1968 District
V imported 18.5 percent of its demand, and
Districts I-IV were allowed to import only
9.9 percent. As a result of the lower prices
for imported oil and of the separation of the
markets in District V and Districts I-IV,
prices on the west coast have generally been
below those in Districts I-IV. This means
that consumers in Districts I-IV are paying
higher prices for oil and oil products than
they would if the geographical discrimina-
tion did not exist. The Cabinet Task Force
noted that if import restrictions into Dis-
tricts I-IV were reduced, a unitary, national
level of prices could be established, decreas-
ing prices in Districts I-IV (paragraph 305d).

47. Presidential Proclamation No. 3279
stated that the reason for the original differ-
ence in treatment between District V and
Districts I-IV was that District V was an
area where domestic production could not
cover demands while Districts I-IV had ex-
cessive production which had to be limited
by state regulatory bodies. However, today,
Districts I-IV have a deficit comparable to
District V and District I, considered by it-
self, has a far larger deficit than District V.
The Cabinet Task Force found that there is
no more reason for District V to be treated
separately than for District I (paragraph
306f) .

48. The oil import program makes numer-
ous other distinctions between Districts I-IV
and District V.

(a) Canadian oil imported overland or by
inland waterway into Distriets I-IV is lim-
ited by quotas to 540,000 barrels a day in
1972, but there is no restriction on such
imports into District V. Pres. Proc. No. 3279,
Sec. 1(a)(4), 1A(a) (2), as amended by Pres.
Proc. No. 4099, 36 Fed. Reg. 24203. This
means that lower-priced Canadian oil is pre-
vented from entering Districts I-IV as freely
as District V.

(b) Importers with a license to import
crude oil can use only 15 percent of their
allocations for unfinished oils in Districts
I-IV as opposed to 25 percent in District V.
Oil Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec. 10(c), 11(c).
Unfinished oils are products which have been
refined beyond crude oil but which will be
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refined even further. FPres. Proc. No. 3279,
Sec. 9(h), as amended by Pres. Proc. No.
3389, 26 Fed. Reg. 507, 811.

(c) Allocations among refineries are dif-
ferent for Districts I-IV and District V. For
Distriets I-IV, the allocation is made on the
basis of 21.7 percent of input for below 10,-
000 barrels per day of input; 13 percent of
input for 10,000 to 30,000 barrels per day of
input; 7.6 percent for 30,000 to 100,000 bar-
rels per day of input; and 3.8 percent for
input above 100,000 barrels per day. Oil Im-
port Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec. 10(b). For District
V, the allocation is made on the basis of
67.5 percent of input for input of 0 to 10,000
barrels per day; 16.9 percent of input for
inputs of 10,000 to 30,000 barrels per day,
and 5.6 percent for inputs above 30,000 bar-
rels per day. Id., Sec. 11(b).

(d) Refineries In District V are entitled to
additional allocations of one barrel of im-
ported crude oil for every barrel they manu-
facture of low-sulphur residual fuel oil of
less than .5 percent sulphur content in order
to meet local air pollution requirements.
Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec. 3(b) (5), as amended
by Pres. Proc. No. 3794, 32 Fed. Reg. 10547:
Oil Import Reg. (Rev. 5), Sec. 11A(b). This
allocation is added to the overall quota from
District V. In contrast, a regulation was
adopted in 1968 for Districts I-IV to allow
the allocation of an additional barrel of
Imported crude oll for every barrel of Western
Hemisphere residual fuel oil with at least
2 percent sulphur content and which was
desulphurized to not over 1 percent sulphur
content in order to comply with government
requirements, Oil Import. Reg. 1 (Rev. 5),
Sec. 26 (a)(1). (c)(1). This allocation was
to be in addition to the general quota for
Districts I-IV. Id., Sec. 26(b). The provision,
however, was suspended in 1969 and is still
not operative. 34 Fed. Reg. 7535. As a result
the oll import program does not provide as-
sistance for air pollution control in Districts
I-IV which is given in District V and pro-
vides additional ofl imports into District V
which are less expensive than domestic oil.
The distinction cannot be justified either
on the basis of national security or more
severe air pollution problems in District V.

(e) Refineries of oll in District V are en-
titled to allocations for “low sulphur residual
fuel oll” which is either produced in a for-
eign country and has no more than .5 percent
sulphur content or is manufactured In a
foreign trade zone and meets local govern-
ment requirements. Pres. Proc. No. 3279, Sec.
(8)(b)(5), as amended by Pres. Proc. No.
3794, 32 Fed. Reg. 10547; Oil Import Reg. 1
(Rev. 5), Sec. 28(a). No similar provision has
been adopted for Districts II-IV. Consequent-
ly, the oil import program has failed to give
the assistance to controlling alir pollution in
Districts II-IV which has been given in
District V. This distinction cannot be jus-
tified either on grounds of national security
or of a more severe air pollution problem in
District V.

(f) Allocations are provided to import feed-
stocks for refineries or petrochemical plants
in foreign trade zones In District V if this is
“consonant with the objectives of Proclama-
tion 3279." Oll Import Reg. 1 (Rev. 5), Sec.
27(a). No such provision has been adopted
for Districts I-IV,

49. The Cabinet Task Force found that the
separate treatment of Districts I-IV and Dis-
trict V has tended to perpetuate greater de-
pendence by District V on foreign oil “and
cannot be justified either on grounds of
national security or equitable geographical
distribution of the cost of the program”
(paragraphs 305b and 305c¢; see paragraphs
307c and 429).

Justification of price increases

50, Section 6(a) of Presidential Proclama-
tion 3279, provides that the Director of the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization
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“shall maintain a constant surveillance
of imports of petroleum and its primary
derivatives in respect of the national secu-
rity.” It further states that:

“In the event prices of crude oil or its
products or derivatives should be increased
after the effective date of this proclamation,
such surveillance shall include a determina-
tion as to whether such increase or increases
are necessary to accomplish the national
security objectives of the act of July 1, 1954,
as amended, and of this proclamation.”

51, In 1959, the price of domestic crude
oil was approximately $2.80/barrel, and the
world market price was between $1.25 and
$1.90/barrel. Prices of crude oil and its deriva-
tives have been increased many times since
1959. The domestic wellhead price is presently
approximately $3.40/barrel, and the world
market price is between $1.80 and $2.40/bar-
rel. The wholesome tank car price of No. 2
home heating oil in New England has in-
creased from 9.4 cents per gallon in 1964 to
over 12 cents per gallon in 1971; the retail
price has increased in that period from 15.37
cents per gallon to 19.84 cents per gallon.
Recently, prices of some oil products were
increased in August 1971, one week before
price controls were publicly announced, and
in April 1972,

52. Neither the Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness nor any of his pred-
ecessors has ever made a determination that
any of these price Increases is necessary to
accomplish the national security objectives
of the statute or proclamation. His only study
relating to prices was a Report on Crude
0Ofl and Gasoline Price Increases of Novem-
ber 1970, completed by the Director of Em-
ergency Preparedness in April 1971. The Di-
rector recognized the obligation to make a
determination pursuant to Ssction 6(a). He
concluded “that the November price increases
were not required to meet any national sec-
urity objectives” related to short term con-

siderations but he made no conclusions
concerning long term national security con-
siderations,

CAUSES OF ACTION

1. Section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act,
19 U.S.C. 1862, which provides the statutory
authority for the mandatory oil import pro-
gram, establishes extremely general and un-
specific criteria purportedly relating to na-
tional security for the exercise of this au-
thority. If the authority of the executive
branch under Section 232 is not strictly con-
fined to protecting the national security, a
serious issue would be raised under Article
I, Section I of the Constitution concerning
whether Section 232 constitutes an uncon-
stitutional delegation of power.

The oil import program is not authorized
by Section 232 because:

(a) As described in Complaint paragraphs
25-31 above, neither the 1959 findings of
the Director of Civll and Defense Mobiliza-
tion nor Presidential Proclamation No. 3279
nor any other studies relied on in 1959 ana-
lyzed the threat to national security as
required by the statute before a quota can
be imposed;

(b) As described in Complaint paragraphs
32-36, above the oll import program neither
was designed nor 1s presently operated to
protect national security. Instead, it was
designed and now operates primarily to pro-
tect the American oil industry from
competition from imports at substantial-
ly lower prices. As a result, many of
the principal provisions of the oil import
program are either irrelevant to, or actually
damage, national security, including (1) the
depletion of American oil reserves; (2) the
restrictions on imports from Canada, and
(3) the divislon of the country into two
separate oll markets and the discrimination
against Districts I-IV.

(¢) As described in Complaint paragraphs
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3741, no finding has been made since 1959
that ofl imports continue to threaten to
impair the national security even though
significant changes have occurred concern-
ing factors considered by the President in
1969 which would be relevant to any current
finding and even though major changes have
been made in the oil import program.

(d) As described in Complaint paragraph
40, no finding was made that oil Imports
from Canada threatened to impair the na-
tional security when a quota was imposed on
overland imports from Canade for the first
time in 1970.

2. Presidential Proclamation No. 3270 and
Oil Import Regulation 1 (Rev. 5) violate
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article J b
Section 9, Clause 6, of the Constitution since,
as described in Complaint pargraphs 42-49,
they impose import restrictions which are
not uniform throughout the United States
and glve a preference to ports in District V
over those of Districts I-IV,

3. Presidential Proclamation No. 3279 and
Oil Import Regulation 1 (Rev. 5) violate the
due process clause of the Fifth Amendment
by discriminating arbitrarily and without
rational basis, as described in Complaint
paragraphs 42-49, against Districts I-IV.

4. Presidential Proclamation No. 3279 and
Oil Import Regulation 1 (Rev. 5) violate Sec-
tion 232 of the Trade Expansion Act since
the Act does not authorize different import
restrictions, as described in Complaint para-
graphs 42-49 above, for different areas of the
United States.

5. The oil import program, as implemented,
violates Section 6(a) of Presidential Proc-
lamation No. 232, because, as complaint para-
graphs 50-52 above describe, the Director
of Emergency Preparedness has failed to de-
termine whether price increases are neces-
sary to aceomplish the national security ob-
jectives of the statute.

RELIEF

Wherefore plaintiffs respectfully request
that this Court:

1. Declare that the oil import program or
its implementation violates Article I, Section
8, Clause 1, Article I, Section 9, Clause 6, and
the due process clause of the Fifth Amend-
ment of the United States Constitution, Sec-
tion 232 of the Trade Expansion Act, and
Presidential Proclamation No. 3279, as alleged
in the five causes of action.

2. Enjoin the defendants from continuing
to Impose quotas on oil imports into the
United States under Section 232 of the Trade
Expansion Act, Presidential Proclamation No.
3279, or Oil Import Regulation No. 1 (Rev. 5)
unless and until a program is adopted which
is fully consistent with the Constitution, Sec-
tion 232, and Presidential Proclamation No.
3279.

3. Enjoin the defendants from operating or
enforcing oil import quotas unless and until:

(a) The Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness has made current findings,
based on thorough investigation and analy-
sis of all factors relevant to protecting the
national security, which show that oil im-
ports are threatening to impair the national
security and that import quotas at a speci-
fied level are necessary to protect the na-
tional security;

(b) The President has issued a proclama-
tion based on the findings of the Director
of the Office of Emergency Preparedness
which establishes an oil import program rea-
sonably designed to protect the national se-
curity; and

(¢) The Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness has made a determination as
to whether each oil price increase since 1959
was necessary to accomplish the national se-
curity objectives of Section 232,

4. Even if the present oll import program
is found in other respects to be valld, enjoin
the defendants from:
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(a) Operating or enforcing a different
quota system for different areas of the coun-
try; or

(b) Imposing a quota on oil imports from
Canada without a finding that such imports
threaten to impair national security.

5. Order defendant Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness to make current
findings based on analysis of all factors rele-
vant to protecting the national security, as
to whether:

(a) Oll import quotas are needed to pro-
teet the national security and whether the
present program in fact protects the national
security;

{b) Oil import quotas on Canadian oil are
needed to protect the national security and
whether the present program restricting
Canadian oil in fact reasonably protects the
national security.

6. Order defendant Director of the Office
of Emergency Preparedness to determine
whether past oil-price increases were neces-
sary to accomplish the national security ob~-
jectives of Section 232 and to make similar
determinations as to all future oil-price in-
creases.

7. Order defendants to pay the costs of
this suit.

8. Provide such other relief to the plain-
tiffs as the Court may consider just and
proper.

RicHARD A. FRANK.

JosepH ONEE.

BRUCE J. TERRIS.

Attorneys jor Plaintiffs.

James S. Erwin, Attorney General, State
of Maine; Richard J. Israel, Attorney
General, State of Rhode Island; James
M. Jeffords, Attorney General, State of
Vermont; Robert K. Killilan, Attorney
General, State of Connecticut; Robert
H. Quinn, Attorney General, State of
Massachusetts; Warren B. Rudman,
Attorney General, State of New Hamp-
shire; Alan Morrison, Attorneys for
Public Citizens, Inc.
April 27, 1972,

VISIT TO SOVIET UNION BY
SECRETARY BUTZ

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, Secre-
tary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz, as we
all know, has recently returned from an
historic visit with leaders of the Soviet
Union. The possibility of large sales of
grain to the Soviet Union and the result-
ing potential stimulus to American agri-
culture is exciting. I applaud the Secre-
tary’s initiatives. So that Senators can
more fully acauaint themselves with the
Secretary’s activities on this mission to
the Soviet Union, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an address by the Secretary to
the Fort Wayne Press Club at Fort
Wayne, Ind., on April 21, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Earn L. Burz

I would like to report to you on our recent
mission to the Soviet Union. This mission
was vitally important for the United States
as a nation, and for farmers in particular.

I was invited to Russia by Soviet Minister
of Agriculture Matskevich, who has twice
visited the United States. He first came in
1955 leading a dozen Russian farmers for the
first visit of such a Russian group to the
United States. That was during the Eisen-
hower Administration while I was Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture. In my official capac-
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ity, I went to the airport at New York City to
welcome the Russians. I was the first Ameri-
can that Minister Matskevich shook hands
with when he touched American soil 17 years
ago. .

Last December he returned to the United
States and we were together for two long con-
versations and a couple of luncheons in
Washington, at the start of his American
tour and again at the close of his American
tour. At that time, Minister Matskevich
issued an official invitation to me. As Presi-
dent Nixon’s plans for his May 22 trip to
Russian developed, and as the possibilities
for further trade in grains with Russia began
to unfold, the plans were set.

Our mission had two main purposes:
(1) to improve United States relations with
Russia; and (2) to explore the possibili-
ties of United States grain trade with Russia.

Did we achieve our goals? I think we did.

The entire trip produced an open atmos-
phere for further discourse between Russia
and the United States.

The highlight of our journey, which oc-
curred the evening before our return from
Russia, was spending nearly an hour and a
half with Soviet General Secretary Leonid
Brezhnev, U.S. Ambassador Beam and I were
the only Americans in the room. Minister of
Agriculture Matskevich was there and the
interpreter. We had a very frank and open
discussion. Our exchange covered the prob-
lems involved in expanding trade between
our two nations and the desirability of ex-
panding trade and furthering exchanges of
various kinds between our nations.

This meeting was historic. This was the
first time that General Secretary Brezhnev
had met in private discussion with an Ameri-
can representative since he took office in
1964. The meeting was carried on the front
page of Pravda—the Soviet Party Official
Newspaper—and was reported as having tak-
en place in an “unforced” atmosphere, which
officially tags it as a friendly visit.

Our unprecedented meeting with General
Secretary Brezhnev as well as the cordial
treatment accorded us by Minister Matske-
vich and the Russian people helped open the
way for more friendly relations between us
and the Soviets. I mingled with the Russian
people, made speeches where curious Rus-
slans gathered and spoke to them about food,
trade, peace, and prosperity—and I was
heartened by thelr warm and spontaneous
applause.

And—we were able to carefully plant the
seed for potential sales of U.S. grain to
Russia.

Most of our journey focused on Russian
agriculture and trade in grains. Minister of
Agriculture Matskevich was a most cordial
host. He met us at the Airport and then
escorted our party on a number of farm
visits. We visited a cooperative farm, a state
farm which included some processing
facilities, and a cultural center on one of
the farms. We saw the 150-year-old Russian
Botanical Garden; a state farm just outside
Moscow where they have more than 120
acres under glass in a very efficlent, attrac-
tive and obviously well-managed vegetable
production plant; and a horse breeding
farm near Moscow.

We had a favorable impression of the
Russian people we saw. The farm people were
genuinely friendly. The pecple on the streets
were colorfully dreszed and appear healthy.
One should not discount the fact that the
Russian people have made progress in the
last 25 years, and this is the main standard
that the Russian people have to judge—they
compare what they now have with what they
had before. To them that is progress.

There is evidence that the Russians are
allowing more incentives to enter their sys-
tem. Maybe they don't get paid off in more
money for dolng a good job, but they do
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get some amenities that are an incentive.
The Russian people can also put extra money
in a state bank and draw interest. They
can buy a cooperative apartment if they
don't want to wait until they get better
quarters furnished by the state.

We saw incentives on farms, too, In the
villages where the farmers live, they have
individual plots of ground where they have
fruit trees and a vegetable garden. They
also have some individually owned live-
stock—and these do betfer than the state-
owned livestock—as one would expect. The
individual owner can sell some of his live-
stock products—again, a recogniticn of
more incentive creeping into the system. A
considerable part of Russian agricultural
production comes from private plots and
privately-owned livestock.

Russian productivity is increasing. Sooner
or later this type of rising productivity re-
flects itcelf in a rising standard of living—
now reflected in Russian housing, dress and
diets. It's an old cycle. After you get enough
to eat, you then try to make the diet more
exciting,. You no longer eat to live; you
live for more excitement.

The Russian government has given the
people reason for their rising expectations by
publicizing the goal in the current five-year
plan of increasing the proteln component in
the Russian diet by 25%. In other words,
the Russians are looking forward to more
meat, meat that comes from grain-fed live-
stock.

Although we could see only a small frac-
tion of Soviet agriculture—and even though
that which we saw was carefully selected
for us—the grain situation was fairly clear.
Russia has had a hard, cold winter with
little snow cover. Even Moscow has had
little snow. There has been considerable
winterkill of wheat, and there is a definite
lack of moilsture. Both General Secretary
Brezhnev and Minister Matskevich readily
admitted this situation in our discussions.

Russia now needs added grain because her
people are moving in the direction of a rising
level of living and a rising level of expecta-
tions regarding animal protein in their
diet. Now that the Russian government has
acknowledged this as a goal, it makes it dif-
ficult if they do not follow through. That's
why Russia will be in the market for grain,
and that's where we come in.

Russia can buy some wheat from Canada,
Australia, and France—but there is little
corn avallable anywhere in the world ex-
cept in the United States; and we are, of
course, about the only country with soybeans
available in any quantity. They want what
we've got—and we've got what they want!
So, we talked about trade.

A special grain trading team accompanied
me to Moscow. I made the opening state-
ment on the part of the United States in
the formal discussions between our trading
team and the team of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Trade. Then our trading team,
headed by Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
Clarence Palmby, remained in Russia for
further negotiation.

The real thrust of these negotiations was
to explore the respective trade positions of
the two governments. These were the first
formal talks over such matters. The negotia-
tions were used by both sides to establish
their formal, opening positions. These dis-
cussions will continue as a part of other
negotiations between the countries.

I discussed the possibilities of grain trade
in great detail with Minister Matskevich and
with General Secretary Brezhnev. These
discussions and the work of the negotiating
team have led to better understanding of
Russia’s food needs, of our ability to supply
coarse grains and soybeans, and the issues
which must be resolved to arrive at meaning-
ful and substantial trade in the years ahead.




15084

So—in terms of the goals of the mission—
it was very successful.

But, like everything else that we put in
the ground—no matter how carefully we
ready the soill and plant the seed, lots of
things can happen and lots of other work
has to be done before the harvest. There
are several important items that have to be
worked out.

The greatest issue appears to be terms of
credit.

Our export sales of grain are made by
commercial trading firms, and it is not easy
to substitute government credit for a com-
mercial sale on our side to a state trading
monopoly on the other side. But these dif-
ficulties aren’t necessarily insurmountable.

We are currently offering Russia the op-
portunity to buy grains in the United States
on ldentically the same terms we offer any
other nation in the world. We have certain
limitations imposed by the Congress on the
rate of credit we can extend, and the length
of credit terms. Our maximum term as set
by the Congress is three years, and the al-
lowable interest rate is the going rate, now
61; percent. It's not easy for the Soviet
leaders to understand the difficulties of re-
vising a law in the United States. For ex-
ample, one of the Russian negotiators who
wanted lower interest rates turned to me and
said—"Well, you're the Minister of Agricul-
ture, why don’t you change the law?" It was
obvious that they never saw a Secretary of
Agriculture before a Senatorial Committee
in Washington!

The volume of any grain sale is still a major
item in the mnegotiations.

It might well be that we will be negotiat-
ing for annual sales of something in excess
of $200 million worth of coarse grains and
soybeans. This is based upon our best cal-
culations—and frank discussions with Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev and Minister Mats-
kevich—of the amount of grain Russia will
need to boost her meat supply enough to
keep the commitment made to the Russian
people.

Part of the consideration will be what the
United States might buy in return.

It would be unrealistic to think that it
would be possible for Russians to make a pur-
chase from the United States in the magni-
tude of $200 million without selling some-
thing in return. I pointed out that we fully
understand that, to develop that kind of
trade on a long-term basis, we have to develop
a two-way trade. The only way that the Rus-
sians can pay for $200 million worth of grain
each year is with exports. In that connection,
we discussed the current explorations taking
place on development of the natural gas and
petroleum reserves in northern Russia which
are very substantial, and which represent
items we're going to need in 10 years. The
Continental United States is now virtually
doubling its energy requirements every 10
years, and by the latter half of the 1970's
we’ll be desperately in need of energy.

General Secretary Brezhnev indlicated that
he would also like to develop a list of con-
sumer commodities for which we might con-
sider trading, and Ambassador Beam said
that he would be happy to receive such a
list through the Office of Foreign Trade. I
anticipate that such a list will be developed.

There is also a question about the length
of any agreement.

I have assured the Russians that they are
absolutely safe in bullding up their live-
stock population based on a continuing sup-
ply of coarse grains and soybeans from the
United States, because it will always be
there. We have 70 million acres in reserve
now that has been taken out of production
that we can put back in as needed. We pro-
duce corn and soybeans efficiently; we are
truly the world's breadbasket in the Corn
Belt and Great Plains areas. We have the
world’s largest contiguous area of fertile
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soll, adequate rainfall, good growing season,
well-capitalized farms, and well managed
farms. We have the capacity to meet our end
of a long-term grain trade agreement with
the Russians.

Our negotiations are just beginning, and
there are many things to be worked out, but
I am confident.

The Russians are tough—but they are also
smart. I made one critical point with Gen-
eral Secretary Breshnev that struck home. I
pointed out that, in “he last 20 years in the
United States, we have tripled our per capita
consumption of poultry meat, and we have
doubled our per capita consumption of beef,
primarily because we have learned how to
balance our rations. We have learned how
to put high quality soybean meal, a protein
supplement, with corn, which is one of the
most efficient energy sources we have, to in-
crease the efficiency of meat production. The
General Secretary ls vitally interested in ef-
ficlency. He quickly grasped this concept—
that with a limited amount of energy grain
available, if you supplement it well, you
increase your efficiency. That point, I be-
lieve, helped to convince him that 7J.S. coarse
grains and soybeans together—are needed
to enable Russia to meet its commitment of
supplying more meat to her people.

I'm confident. It all boils down to this. The
expectations of the Russian people are rising.
They're doing better and they want to live
better. Part of that is eating better—which
means they want meat. It takes grain to
produce meat. Russia has a shortage of grain
and protein. We have the coarse grains. They
know we have them. We have ithe soybeans,
They know we have them. So, I am confident
that, sometime, we're going to be trading on a
substantial basis,

IN THE NAME OF ECONOMY

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, since
World War II, the United States has
spent $1.1 trillion on arms and war—
much of it needlessly, much of it waste-
fully.

Now, in an attempt to cut back Gov-
ernment expenditures, there is a danger
that unwise reductions will be made in
our space budget. There can be wise re-
ductions in our space program. There
also can be very unwise reductions.

A fine and timely article written by a
Los Angeles Times columnist who is
attracting a rapidly rising mnational
readership and respect—D. J. R. Bruck-
ner—expresses my own views on the
value of the knowledge to be gained from
carrying on, in a prudent way, our space
program.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article entitled
“In the Name of Economy, All Systems
Stop,” written by D. J. R. Bruckner, and
published in the Los Angeles Times of
April 17, 1972.

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

In THE NAME oF EcoNoMY, ALL SYSTEMS STOP

(By D. J. R. Bruckner)

NeEw YorK.—Going to the moon may seem
old hat to many people. The news media
have had a hand in creating this illusion.
We did not intend it that way, but the man
who is on the street and not in the rocket
has seen enough space travel on television
and read enough about it, that he may have
the notion he has participated in it and no
longer finds it exciting. That is a pity, too,
because lack of popular excitement makes it
easler for the budget-cutters to rip up the
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space program, a program which, ironically,
begins to pay its biggest dividends in knowl-
edge precisely when its probes into space be-
come regular, unexciting, wvaluable work
projects rather than thrilling joy rides.

One of the most striking features of the
history of technology in this country has been
our repeated fallure to develop many of our
own best inventions until some other country
did it first. A leap of imagination has been
followed by a period of uncertainty in many
fields of sclence and technology where Amer-
icans have pioneered. The current depression
in the space program may be only the down-
beat in that historical rhythm.

There will be only one more Apollo moon
flight after Apollo 16. In the last three years,
since that day when Neil Armstrong first
stepped on the moon, the space budget has
been reduced steadily, the number of Apollo
flights cut back, the proposed grand tour of
all the planets in the Solar System by an
unmanned vehicle canceled. Even the econ-
omizers in Congress must sometimes wonder
what has been achieved by these cutbacks;
for almost 200,000 jobs in aerospace have been
lost.

The Apollo program cost the nation about
$25 billion in a decade. The argument one
hears in Congress is that spending at this
level is too high, that the money should be
applied to necessary soclal programs on earth.
It is true that, when your resources are
limited, you have to choose which things you
want to do. But it is not unreasonable to
reckon that, by the time we get out of Viet-
nam, we will have spent 10 times the Apollo
budget on that venture.

Last year Congress, at the urging of the
White House, gave business a series of tax
breaks that will cost the Treasury nearly
twice as much in the next decade as the
Apollo program cost in the last. During the
Apollo decade we spent at least five times as
much on highways as on space. The total De-
fense Department budget for that decade was
a. least 24 times as great as the Apollo budg-
et. We spend more every year to pay farm-
ers for not growing food than we ever spent
in one year in the effort to go to the moon.

We do all kinds of costly things we need
not do. Space exploration budgets suffer, as
indeed do all scientific research budgets, if
all we get from them is knowledge. One of
the strongest arguments now being made
for building the proposed space shuttle is
that it will be of great military usefulness.
The argument may persuade Congress to
fund the vehicle, but do we really need an-
other weapon? The great use of the shuttle,
in fact, will be as a tool supporting re-
search, including the construction and main-
tenance one day, one hopes, of a research
station on the moon’s surface. But, of course,
that is not reason enough when one is argu-
ing with Congress about money and na-
tlonal priorities; if we cannot convinee our-
selves that it will help destroy something,
we won't put up the money for it.

And the Apollo program destroyed noth-
ing. It only added a cubit to the stature of
every Americaa in the eyes of mankind. It
only benefited the understanding, the imag-
ination and the spirit of humanity. It has
only opened up enormously fruitful areas of
knowledge about how the world we live in
was formed, and how it works.

The space exploration program, like the
high energy physics research programs
(which delve into the tiny insides of matter,
while the rockets reach out into its huge ex-
tensions) represent the place where tech-
nology becomes the living tool of the intel-
lect, allowing the human mind to under-
stand a little of the astonishing poetry of
creation.

Every one of us shares in such knowledge
and through it we share a little in the lives
of the great discoverers of nature, "“whose
lives,"” Sir Thomas Browne once said truly,
“are pure flames, and they live by invisible
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suns within them.” But for three years now,
when budget-trimming time has come in
Washington, we have irimmed away the
funds for scientific research, for high energy
physics, for space research. We will stunt our
understanding and iop off pieces of our
minds to save money. This is the economiz-
ing of brutes and barbarians.

The Apollo program has been a work of
merit, even if glory, in a dark time of our
history. If any achievement of mankind is
remembered, this one will be. To ask
whether it was worth it is to ask whether
anything is worth what it costs. I, for one,
would rather be counted a citizen of that
nation which cpened up to heavens and sent
men to the moon than one of a nation
which built more highways than any in
history, or was richer than any in history,
or as a cltizen of that nation which, at un-
speakable cost, went to Vietnam.

ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT
TO MAINE REPUBLICAN CONVEN-
TION

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, the Vice
President came to Maine this past Friday
and said some things that needed to be
said. He said them with clarity. What
he said should be repeated many times
with the dignity in which he said it.

I ask unanimous consent that his ad-
dress to the Maine State Republican
Convention be printed in the REcorb.

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

Several months ago, in his State of the
Union message, President Nixon used the
word “good” to describe the United States.
“America is great,” said the President, “not
because it is strong, not because it is rich,

but because it is good.”

Now there was a time when a statement
like that might have been regarded as bland,
even obvious. It was the kind of remark you
heard at Fourth of July ceremonies. The
speaker would say what a fine country the
United States was, and everybody would nod
absently and wonder when the fireworks
began.

Today the climate is different. Today the
modest statement that America is a good
country comes under the heading of hot con-
troversy. And anyone who has the temerity to
utter it does so with the knowledge that
many will disagree—and that those who do
disagree will be treated with respect, even
big media.

For we live in a curious era when the
national spotlight is forever focused on
the paranoid and the masochist and the
smear-America cheap shot artist. We live in
an era that panders to those darlings of the
left who delight in denouncing this coun-
try, its history, its traditions, its principles,
its achlevements, its dreams and its people.

America, shout the cicerones of self-hate,
is nmot a good country. America is an evil
country. To become a good country, they
tell us, we must forsake our heritage. We
must overthrow our institutions. We must
abandon our beliefs and our methods and
our goals. And if we suffer grievously in the
process, so much the better. After all, they
tell us, we have many sins for which to atone.

And it isn't just the hard-core left that
shrills the refrain. You find condemnation
of America on the editorial pages of some
of our most influential newspapers and mag-
azines, You hear diatribes against America
on nationally-broadcast TV and radio pro-
grams. You encounter anti-American philip-
pics in our classrooms and our churches and
corporate board rooms—even in the Halls of
Congress.

I should point out that I am not referring
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here to criticisms of specific flaws and in-
justices, for llke all societies we have our
flaws and our injustices and they should be
exposed. And they must be corrected.

What I am talking about are blanket in-
dictments of the Nation as a whole—of Amer-
icans as a people—of 200 years of the toil and
the sacrifice and the inspiration that ham-
mered a wilderness into the envy of the world.

What I am talking about is the tendency of
some of our most esteemed citizens to de-
scribe America as bad beyond redemption.
Beyond redemption, that is, under our pres-
ent system of Government.

The extent to which this nihilist mood has
engulfed us can be seen in much of the cur-
rent, Presidential-year oratory. Vicious at-
tacks on America have become standard
items in the campaign kits of men who as-
pire—or have aspired—to our Nation's high-
est office.

Of New York Mayor John Lindsay, for ex-
ample. Shortly before announcing his can-
didacy for President, he devoted an entire
speech to a condemnation of the United
States. It was during this talk that he called
America “the most violent Nation on earth.”
But I shouldn't be too critical of Mayor Lind-
say. He did make one major contribution to
the national welfare. He saw the handwriting
on the wall and stopped running for the
Presidency.

And Senator Muskie has also exhibited a
singular lack of enthusiasm for his native
land. At the time of the Attica prison upris-
ing, the Senator sympathized openly with
the inmates who, in his words, “would rather
die than live another day in America.” Not
in prison, you will note. “In America.” It's
easy to see how Senator Muskie feels about
this country. In fact, during the Presiden-
tial primary campaigns in New Hampshire
and in Florida, Senator Muskie asked his au-
dience this question, “Wouldn't it be nice if
we had a country we can love, believe in,
work for and die for?"” Well, I have news for
the Senator. We have such a country. It's
called the United States of America.

And then there is Senator McGovern, who
recently called America “sin-sick,” and Sen-
ator Kennedy, who has stated that “our na-
tional spirit is in eclipse.”

Perhaps nothing reflects this mood of self-
abasement so clearly as the reaction by cer-
tain members of Congress to the news just
about a month ago that North Vietnam, in
violation of specific agreements and the basic
principles of international law, had invaded
its neighbor to the south and that America
had responded by bombing the assault col-
umns along with military installations in
North Vietnam.

The response by Senate Democrats was im-
mediate and vigorous.

Senator Muskie of this State denounced
the “shocking development” and warned of
the possibility of “irreparable harm” and
a “serious international incident.”

Senator McGovern termed the events
“sickening'” and “immoral” and “reckless.”
“It was all,” said the Senator, “‘a desperate
gamble.”

Senator Humphrey was somewhat more
restrained. He used the phrase “most un-
fortunate.”

Senator Kennedy spoke of a “senseless,
reckless policy,” “a bloodbath™ and “a dan-
gerous and extravagant exercise in brink-
manship.”

Senator Fulbright referred to the situa-
tion as “drastic,” “barbarous,” “inhumane”
and “obscene.”

Senator Tunney called it a “horrible and
tragic mistake.”

Senator Hartke was appalled by the “mas-
sive savagery” and ‘“terror”; Senator Mon-
dale was sickened by the “slaughter and folly
and deception” and Senator Pell was “sad-
dened and sick at heart.”

Now what was it that was so “shocking"”
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and “sickening” and “immoral” and ‘“reck-
less” and “senseless” and “barbarous” and
“inhumane” and “obscene” in the eyes of
these aroused Democratic Senators? Was it
the unprovoked, vicious invasion of South
Vietnam by the tanks and infantry of North
Vietnam? Was it the systematic destruction
of South Vietnamese villages by North Viet-
namese artillery? Was it the hurling of
rocket and mortar rounds into the cities?
Was it Hanoi's flagrant disregard of inter-
national agreements?

Of course it wasn't. Those Democratic Sen-
ators have difficulty thinking of anything
derogatory to say about this ruthless nation
that has already invaded three of its neigh-
bors—Laos, Cambodla and South Vietnam.
They have no words of disapproval for the
Hanol regime that seems intent on swallow-
ing up Southeast Asia in precisely the same
way that Adolf Hitler swallowed up half of
Europe.

No, ladies and gentlemen, the words I
mentioned a while back—the harsh, bitter,
vituperative words—were used by Senators
Muskie and McGovern and Humphrey and
Kennedy and Fulbright and Tunney and
Hartke and Mondale and Pell to describe,
not the actions of the North Vietnam in-
vaders, but those of the United States of
America. Their country, as well as ours.

And what did the United States do to
warrant this invective? What was our terrible
crime? Well, in the eyes of the Democratic
high command we committed the unpardon-
able sin of responding to the invasion. We
deployed our air power to help South Viet-
nam defend its villages and its people against
the onslaught from the north ., . . and to
protect the lives of American soldiers still on
duty there . .. soldiers, I might mention,
who were sent over to Vietnam by the two
previous Democratic Administrations and are
now being brought back by President Nixon.

To the Democrats, this was a serlous esca-
lation of the war and, in their Alice in
Wonderland world, it was not the attackers
who escalated the war, but the defenders. It
was not the invaders, but those who tried to
stop the invasion. It was not the armored
columns from North Vietnam rolling into
South Vietnam, but the American airplanes
sent out to halt these columns.

And on April 20th, the Democrats in the
House of Representatives made their views
official by adopting an astounding resolution
that criticized the President of the United
States for his “dangerous escaliation” of the
war. This is the President who has brought
back from Vietnam almost a half million
American soldiers sent over by his Demo-
cratic predecessors. This is the President who
offered Hanol the most generous peace terms
ever offered an enemy of the United States.
And this is the President they accuse of esca-
lating the war.

Then came the incredible letter from
Madame Binh, head of the Vietcong dele-
gation to the Paris peace talks. She wrote to
the members of the United States Congress,
urging them to repudiate their President, to
condemn America's actions in Vietnam and
to support the efforts of the Hanol regime.

Obviously encouraged by America’s pro-
Vietcong activists, Madame Binh was, in
effect, asking the Congress of the United
States to collaborate with the enemy.

Did those Democratic Congressmen who
were so quick to denounce President Nixon
at least reproach Madame Binh for her un-
believable impertinence? Of course not.
There has been no afirmative answer to tele-
grams from Bob Dole asking Senators Me-
Govern, Humphrey, Muskie and KEennedy to
reject the Binh letter and to declare their
opposition to Hanol’s policy of aggression.

Nor did the Democrat-controlled Senate
reply affirmatively to Senator Goldwater’s re-
quest for a vote on what he described as “a
simple resolution condemning aggression
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and supporting the government which we all
serve.”

He made the request in a memcrable speech
on the Senate floor—a speech that was
shamefully, but predictably, ignored by the
major news media. In it, he referred to the
Vietnam-related activities of the Senate
Democrats as “the most selfish brand of
politics I have ever seen indulged in, in this
country.”

He sald President Nixon had done more
than anyone else in the world to end the war
in Vietnam, and he added that “never has an
American President had so little help . . .
from the opposition party” in trying to
achieve peace.

Senator Goldwater recalled the well-pub-
licized incident on the morning of April 19th
when 20 Amerlcan radicals showed up at the
Soviet Embassy and made a formal request
for more Russian military aid to North Viet-
nam. These members of the People’s Commit-
tee for an N.F.L, victory, as they called them-
selves, carried signs saying ‘“Avenge Hanoi
and Halphong" and “Send More Missiles to
Shoot Down More U.S. Planes.”

“1 wonder,” sald Senator Goldwater, “if
Senator McGovern feels ‘a sense of h_crror'
when he reads about Americans agitating in
the streets for more equipment to kill Ameri-
can fighting men.”

In repeating his call for a vote on the res-
olution supporting the U.S. Government,
Senator Goldwater made this statement:

“If we don't take some action of this kind
very soon the Senate of the United States
will look for all the world as though it was
taking orders directly from Mrs. ... Binh. ...
Her letter received worldwide publicity. It
should be formally rebuffed by Senate action
on my resolution.”

But as you know, Madame Binh's letter
was not rebuffed. It was not rebuffed because
some Americans seem to have become SO
blinded by their opposition to this war and
by their hostility to this Administration that
they have apparently forgotien whose side we
are on. So let me remind them. United States
airmen and sailors are fighting gallantly to-
day on the side of the victims of naked Com-
munist aggression. We are not on the side of
the Hanol aggressors.

vet some United States Senators continue
to act as though we were, They are outraged
by our bombardment of the North Vietnamese
invaders, but strangely silent about the in-
discriminate enemy shelling of South Viet-
namese civillans.

They are fearful that our actions against
the invaders might antagonize the Soviet Un-
ion, but they fail to ask whether Soviet sup-
port for the invasion should antagonize the
United States.

They vilify and badger and harass the lead-
ers of the United States, but they can find
nothing wrong with the leadership of this
country's enemies,

They have taken the old Stephen Decatur
line and twisted it into a grotesque parody
of itself. No longer is it “our country, right
or wrong.” To them, it is “our country, always
wrong.”

To me, ladies and gentlemen, an essential
difference between President Nixon and his
Democrat critics is that he belleves this isa
good country and they do not. What other
reason could they have for belittling and be-
smirching and berating America, as they do?
Why else would they continually find fault
with this country’s principles and institu-
tions? What other explanation could account
for the fact that, whenever America is criti-
cized by another nation, they always seem
to be standing four-square behind the other
nation?

Tt is more than anger at those who malign
our country that prompts me to speak up
today. I do so because I am convinced that,
by creating an atmosphere of doubt and de-
spair, the defamers of America are inhibiting
the efforts of dedicated Americans who want
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to make this good Nation of ours an even
batter one. To work effectively for improve-
ment, you have to believe in the essential
wholesomeness of what you are improving.
Some of our more cutspoken critics obviously
do not believe in the essential soundness of
America, and they are doing their best—or
perhaps I should say worst—to infect others
with their own destructive melancholla,

I sometimes think we Americans are too
close to America to appreciate it . . . to realize
what a truly wonderful country this is. We do
not love America enough because we take it
for granted, because we have basked for so
long in the freedom and the luxury and the
security of our great country.

Perhaps you have to live in another land
to grasp completely the glory of America. And
foreigners do seem to grasp it. Millions of
them exhibit their knowledge In the most
meaningful way possible—by doing every-
thing in their power to come to the United
States. There can be no doubt that if all the
immigration and emigration barriers around
the world were suddenly lifted, the biggest
human caravan of all would head our way.

While many other nations post guards
along thelr borders to keep their citizens in,
America must patrol its borders to keep il-
legal aliens out. Last year, the Immigration
Service turned back 340,000 illegal im-
migrants along just one boundary of the
United States, and it is known that many
illegal aliens managed to slip through, de-
spite our efforts. Some of them pay as much
as $250 to smugglers to cross the border, and
all of them run the risk of imprisonment or
injury or both.

Can you, in your wildest imagination, con-
celve of hundreds of thousands of people
trying to get themselves smuggled into Cuba?
Or North Vietnam? Or some of the other
pleasure spots idealized by the New Left?

I think a most moving expression of a non-
American’s attitude toward this Nation can
be found in Mary Antin's The Promised Land.
In it, she recalls her emotions when, as a
teenager growing up in Europe, she heard she
was moving to the United States.

“At last I was going to America,” she wrote.
“Really, really going, at last! The boundarles
burst. The arch of heaven soared. A million
suns shone out for every star. The winds
rushed in from outer space, roaring in my
ears, ‘America, Americal' "

Mary Antin put into words what so many
of us feel and cannot say. But feel it we do.
That is why the enemies of America, both at
home and abroad, will never succeed. That is
why the Amerlcan ethic—those qualities of
decency and honor and self-reliance and, yes,
patriotism, upon which this Nation was
founded and through which it has flour-
ished—that is why these fundamentals of
Americanism will always prevail. For, con-
trary to the irresponsible and shameful
rhetoric of some of our Democrat opponents,
America is a8 good country. And with all our
strength—with all our dedication, we are
going to keep It that way.

CRITIQUE OF THE FINANCE COM-
MITTEE WELFARE PROPOSAL

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
welfare program tentatively approved by
the Committee on Finance represents a
long step backward on the road to wel-
fare reform.

The Finance Committee proposal
leaves intact the existing, widely dis-
credited welfare system, although at
lower payment levels, and adds on top of
it an overlapping jumble of wage sub-
sidies, social security tax rebates, chil-
drens’ allowances, work disincentives,
and subpoverty wage programs.

Rather than coordinate and improve
the operation of our welfare program,

the committee proposal compounds the
lack of coordination by scattering new
programs throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment. The new “workfare’” programs
would be administered by the Depart-
ments of Labor, HEW, Treasury, and a
new Federal Employee Corporation in
addition to 1,152 administrative units
at the State and local level which al-
ready handle the AFDC program.

The committee’'s proposals supposedly
increase work incentives, but the com-
bined effect of the disparate array of
income supplements, tax rates, and job
programs is to discourage people from
working. Welfare recipients will be in a
continuing state of confusion about how
to relate to all the offices and programs
involved.

Even more importantly, however, the
vast majority of welfare recipients who
are unable to work would be frozen at a
payment level of $2,400 for a family of
four or more payable by the Federal
Government. No incentives or require-
ments for the States to make supple-
mentary payments are included in the
committee’s plan. As a result, most wel-
fare recipients would suffer massive pay-
ment cutbacks.

The costs of the committee proposal
would exceed those of H.R. 1 by over $10
billion and would cover some 30 mil-
lion people. Yet much of the money for
the program would not be concentrated
on the poorest of the poor. Instead, large
amounts would go to those earning rela-
tively more money. Administrative costs
would also be increased since records
would have to be maintained and trans-
ferred between many different Federal,
State, and local agencies.

A more detailed analysis of the com-
mittee proposal illustrates the confu-
sion and inequities inherent in the plan,
I. WELFARE FOR UNEMPLOYABLE FAMILIES WITH

DEPENDENT CHILDREN

The committee proposal would retain
the present AFDC Federal-State program
for families without an employable adult
at a payment level of $2,400 for a family
of four or more—$1,500 less than the
poverty level. The Federal Government
would pay 100 percent of this cost rather
than matching State costs at formulas
now varying between 50 and 83 percent.

But the Federal Government would
provide absolutely no financing of pay-
ment levels above the $2,400 level, leav-
ing the States free to pay nothing in ad-
dition. My proposal would require the
States to supplement above a $3,000 basic
payment up to a January 1971 level and
even H.R. 1 would provide incentives in
the form of Federal assumption of ad-
ministrative costs for those States which
chose to make supplemental payments.

The effect of the committee’s proposal
is that recipients in over 30 States whose
payment levels now exceed $2,400 for a
family of four would be threatened
with cutbacks in payments. My proposal
would assure that no one receives less
under welfare reform than he or she re-
ceives under AFDC. -

The committee proposal would also
establish residency requirements for
welfare—requirements which repeatedly
have been held unconstitutional as a
violation of the equal protection clause
of the 14th amendment.
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The problems of the AFDC program lie
beyond abuses and loopholes which can
be plugged. They lie in the very structure
of the program. Lines of responsibility
are split up between the Federal Gov-
ernment, 54 State level jurisdictions and
1,152 local administrative units of vary-
ing degrees of inefficiency. Payment lev-
els are inadequate. And the present pro-
gram is structured to encourage family
disintegration, discourage work, demean
the recipients, and assure inefficiency
and inadequacy.

What is needed is an entirely new pro-
gram—the family assistance plan—
where lines of responsibility are clearly
drawn—at the Federal level.

The new program which I have pro-
posed does just that. Administrative re-
sponsibility would rest at the Federal
level in a coordinated partnership be-
tween the Departments of HEW and La-
bor. Experience in the Social Security
Administration has shown that the Fed-
eral Government is best equipped to
handle the payment functions of income
maintenance. Most service functions
would be left at the local level where peo-
ple knowledgeable about specific local
conditions can tailor programs to meet
the needs of people.

II. WELFARE PROGRAMS FOR EMPLOYAELE

ADULTS

The committee proposal for employ-
able adults is a complicated and tangled
weh of programs, subsidies, rebates, al-
lowances, and makework programs al-
most defying description and certainly
defying understanding by participants
in the program.

Included in the “Workfare” program
is a wage subsidy administered by the
Employment Services of the Department
of Labor, a payment to individuals by the
Internal Revenue Service equaling 10
percent of wages covered by social se-
curity, and a children’s allowance ad-
ministered by a newly created Federal
Employment Corporation, to which all
employable welfare recipients would be
referred. The inequities of these sub-
sidies are obvious.

A. WAGE SUBSIDY

A wage subsidy would be paid by the
Employment Service equaling three-
fourths of the difference between a low
wage in private or certain public jobs
and the minimum wage. Such a subsidy
would encourage employers to pay low
wages since they could expect the Fed-
eral Government to pick up the costs of
higher wages. In addition to this wage
depressant effect, workers would be bet-
ter off only if they worked longer hours.
Nothing would be done to upgrade hourly
wages.

This Nation should avoid a policy of
encouraging workers to work more than
40 hours a week for subpoverty wages.
Raising wage levels would be wiser. Fur-
thermore, recipients would not be auto-
matically eligible for the wage subsidy.
They would have fo apply to the local
employment service—agencies which
have consistently fallen down on the job
of providing jobs and services to the
poor.

The wage subsidy would only apply
to jobs paying between $1.20 and $1.60
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per hour. Thus, the most impoverished
workers—those in jobs which pay less
than $1.20—would not be aided. This
group, comprising well over half a mil-
lion individuals, is in dire need of assist-
ance.

The wage subsidy has the effect—
desired by the committee—of increas-
ing the payment as hours of work in-
crease, but it adds a 75 percent tax rate
for earnings above $4,000—certainly no
incentive to make more money. In fact,
such a tax rate is more confiscatory
than either present law, HR. 1 or the
Ribicoff proposal.

B. 10-FERCENT PAYMENT

Participants referred to private sector
jobs would receive an additional subsidy
of 10 percent of wages covered by social
security. This payment, made by the In-
ternal Revenue Service, would only apply
to the base hourly wage, not to the wage
subsidy portion of hourly income. This
payment would be phased out as income
rises above the poverty line at a 75-per-
cent rate, thus ending any incentives to
move above the poverty line.

Such a proposal rewards those with
high hourly wages more than workers
with lower hourly wages since the 10-
percent subsidy is based on hourly wages.
It provides no incentive for a worker to
improve his lot, only to work longer
hours.

Administratively this proposal would
involve the keeping of a huge volume of
records and the maintenance and trans-
fer of records between IRS, the Federal
Employment Corporation, and perhaps
other agencies. Millions of tax records
would become a part of the welfare maze,

While I share the view of the commit-
tee that it is desirable to relieve the poor
of the burden of paying social security
taxes—I have publicly supported a social
security rebate to impoverished working
Americans—I cannot accept the commit-
tee proposal since it is part and parcel of
an unworkable and inequitable overall
plan.

The legislation I have developed—
amendment 559—would provide relief
from both social security and income
taxes through the earnings disregard fea-
ture. This is, in determining what is in-
come for the purposes of computing the
welfare payment, my proposal disregards
the first $720 of income, 40 percent of ad-
ditional income, and amounts paid for
social security and income taxes.

C. CHILDREN'S ALLOWANCE

A children’s allowance would be pay-
able by the newly created Federal Em-
ployment Corporation at a rate of $25
monthly for the fifth family member, $15
for the sixth family member, and $10 for
each additional member. Allowances
would be payable only for family mem-
bers born before June 30, 1973, and would
be scaled down when family income
reached $300 a month. Above this amount
the allowances would be payable to fam-
ilies only if the employable adult worked
at least 100 hours a month. Those work-
ing between 50 and 100 hours a month
would receive only half the allowance and
those working below 50 hours would re-
ceive nothing.

The result of this proposal is that chil-
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dren would be rewarded or penalized ac-
cording to the hourly work effort of their
parents. Need would not be considered
and the only incentive to work would be
to put in longer hours, not to upgrade
skills or move up the job ladder.

No attempt should be made o equate
the committee’s restrictive children’s al-
lowance with allowances in other coun-
tries. In Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Great Britain, Ireland, and
Sweden children’s allowances are paid to
almost all children without regard to
need. In Sweden, for example, all resi-
dents with one or more children receive
an allowance at a rate of $16 per month
per child. There is neither a needs test
as in the committee’s proposal nor is
there a birth cut-off date for eligibility.
In none of the countries does the chil-
dren’s allowance embody a philosophy
that payments for the needs of infants
and youngsters should be based on the
hourly work effort of the breadwinner.
The committee proposal is a children’s
allowance, then, only by a long stretch of
the imagination.

D. FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT CORPORATION

While the vast majority of welfare
recipients are unemployable, the Finance
Committee proposal concentrates heavily
on the small minority who are employ-
able. The main structure of the program
for families with an employable individ-
ual is the Federal Employment Corpora-
tion.

The FEC would attempt to provide job
placement, job development, employ-
ability plans and manpower training. All
employable adults registering for welfare
would be required to become employees
of the Federal Employment Corporation
as a condition of receiving assistance.
The FEC would attempt to place regis-
trants in private jobs at the minimum
wage or “subsidized” public or private
jobs at less than the minimum wage. The
10-percent supplement would be pro-
vided for those taking private jobs and
for the nonsubsidy portion of subsidized
public or private jobs.

Those not so placed in “regular” jobs
would become direct employees of the
corporation at $1.20 per hour, far less
than either the poverty line or the Fed-
eral minimum wage. These employees
would receive no wage subsidy or 10-
percent supplement. In fact, the FEC
employees would be in limbo between
Federal and private employment—in-
eligible for social security, unemploy-
ment compensation or workmen’s com-
pensation.

These direct corporation employees
would be required to perform ‘‘useful
work which can contribute to the better-
ment of the community.” For mothers
with younger children, training to im-
prove the quality of life—improve home-
making, beautifying apartments, acquir-
ing consumer skills—would be provided.
The corporation would also provide tem-
porary employment on a “Kelly girl”
basis with reimbursement to the corpo-
ration. In effect, the Federal Govern-
ment would be maintaining a subpoverty
wage manpower pool at the disposal of
the business community.

The concepts embodied in the Federal
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Employment Corporation are confused
and often erroneous. While the basic idea
of making the Federal Government the
employer of last resort is a sound one,
the downgrading of public service jobs
relative to private sector employment is
unfortunate. The emphasis on providing
“incentives” for workers to move into
“regular” private employment by paying
corporation employees only $1.20 per
hour is absurd at best.

A major problem with the committee’s
proposal is that the private sector does
not have sufficient jobs. In fact, over 5
million Americans are employed. Thus,
even with extraordinary motivation, a
corporation employee cannot escape his
$1.20 per hour job if there are not other
jobs. He is doomed to remain at a menial
$1.20 per hour salary—$1,500 below a
poverty level wage on an annual basis.
And the corporation, by paying only $1
an hour for those in manpower training,
is discouraging rather than encouraging
participants to upgrade their skills and
increase their income.

Rather than discouraging public serv-
ice employment we should be fostering it.
It has been estimated that State and
local government could utilize as many
as 4 million people in public service ac-
tivities of all kinds—conservation, educa-
tion, health, recreation, sanitation, crim-
inal justice, child care, consumer protec-
tion. It should be obvious to all that our
inner-cities are decaying, our air and
water getting dirtier and our public serv-
ices becoming increasingly unable to
meet the challenge of providing us with
the manner of existence we as Ameri-

cans desire. Public service jobs should
provide workers with at least a poverty-
level wage. In this way we can both fight
poverty and improve our communities.

NOMINATION OF RICHARD G.
KLEINDIENST

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, on April
27, the Committee on the Judiciary
voted 11 to 4 to reaffirm its earlier rec-
ommendation of February 29, 1972, that
Richard G. Kleindienst be confirmed as
Attorney General of the United States. I
would remind Senators that this vote
came after the longest hearings on any
confirmation in the history of the U.S.
Senate. They began on February 22, 1972,
and continued through April 27, 1972,
with 24 days of testimony, over 3,000
typewritten pages of transcript, and a
mountain of documents submitted to the
committee.

I observed a good bit of these hear-
ings and have gone over the record. Most
of that record has nothing—absolutely
nothing—to do with Richard Klein-
dienst. That part of the hearings which
did deal with Mr. Kleindienst produced
nothing that indicates he is unworthy of
confirmation, From the more than 3,000
pages of transcript, his opponents
have laboriously constructed arguments
against confirmation that are based on
statements taken out of context and
strained beyond their meaning. There is
nowhere any proof of improper conduct
or of any character defect on the part of
Mr. Kleindienst that would justify with-
holding consent to his nomination.
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Yet for weeks now, a handful of op-
ponents on the Judiciary Committee have
been able to tie up this nomination. Time
after time, extensions were granted to
allow the opponents to hear more and
more witnesses who had less and less to
say about Mr. Kleindienst. When it be-
came apparent for all to see that these
opponents were stalling, they continued
to delay the confirmation for political
reasons. The opponents put the same
questions to the same witness over and
over again, and they ranged far beyond
relevant issues. They were allowed to
broaden the scope of the hearings. They
were permitted to extend the hearings to
April 20. They were permitted to extend
them again to April 27. Mr. Kleindienst's
opponents have had every opportunity to
develop the record on all relevant issues.

But I have heard that the stalling is
not yet over—that efforts will be made
to delay the nomination from coming be-
fore the full Senate. In fairness to Mr.
Kleindienst and to all concerned, this
nomination should be presented to the
U.S. Senate without further delay so that
the Members of the Senate may decide
whether the nominee should be con-
firmed. Simple justice demands that, af-
ter such a trying, time-consuming and
unproductive period during which ITT's
internal workings were more important
than Mr. Kleindienst’s qualifications, his
nomination be acted upon promptly.

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, on
March 22, the Senate passed, by an over-
whelming margin, landmark legislation
assuring equal rights for men and
women. The equal rights amendment, in
my opinion, was long overdue, and I am
personally aware of the great deal of
time and effort which was involved in
the committee and floor debate on this
bill.

Constantly at the forefront in the ef-
fort to achieve passage of the equal rights
amendment was my friend, the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky, Mr.
MarLow Cook. During our Judiciary
Committee meetings and Senate debate,
Senator Coox played a major role in
organizing and leading the cause of equal
rights supporters. Time and again, in
his familiar straightforward manner, he
spoke on the background and need for
this legislation, and his own convictions
about its urgency. I commend Senator
Cook on a job well done, and I am
pleased to have worked with him on the
joint resolution.

Mr. President, in view of his knowledge
and interest in this subject, I was most
impressed by a recent address to the
Louisville Ad Club, in which Senator
Cook comments on the practical effects
the equal rights amendment will have. I
think some people are still unclear as to
the meaning of this legislation, and, as
usual, MArLow Coox tells it like it is.

I ask unanimous consent that his
speech be printed in the RECORD.

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

SPEECH BY SENATOR Marrow CooOK

I chose the equal rights amendment as my
topic for discussion with you today since I
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believe it will have beneficial effects for every
man and every woman in this room. Its main
thrust is to abolish the discriminations
against women that are imbedded in our
laws, since so many of them are founded on
the old English common law principles where
women had the status of chattels—of prop-
erty. But the equal rights amendment will
also end legal discriminations against men.

It seems ridiculous to me that the laws of
this country should discriminate so arbi-
trarily. I think it is intolerable that the
freest form of government in the world, a
government dedicated to the proposition that
all persons are equal in the eyes of the law,
should draw lines of sex discrimination so
unreasonably and wunjustly. This is why I
have worked so hard to gain passage of the
equal rights amendment to the constitution.
The discriminations against men and women
are so pervasive in our laws, that a consti-
tutional remedy is necessary.

After 49 years, the U.S. Congress finally
agreed to the amendment—the House of
Representatives by a vote of 354 to 23, and
the Senate by a vote of 84 to 8. Eleven States
have already ratified the measure and I hope
Kentucky will follow their example as soon
as Its next legislative session begins. Two
years after 38 States ratify the amendment,
it will become effective. Thus, legislatures
will have at least two years to change their
laws which discriminate on the basis of sex.

But already I am reading in newspapers,
and hearing from some who oppose the
amendment, of the most terrible predictions
as to what will happen when the amendment
becomes effective. Well, the laws will have to
treat all citizens equal regardless of their
sex. To me this is a matter of simple justice
and common sense.

There s already a trend in court decisions
to equalize our laws, caused by legislation
such as the 1964 civil rights act. But even
that measure affects women only in the em-
ployment area, since sex discrimination was
not included in the areas of equal oppor-
tunity in housing and education.

In addition, a change in women's legal
status by way of judicial interpretation of
the 14th amendment is not presently feas-
ible. The Supreme Court has upheld the
position, even as recently as this year, that
differences in legal treatment, on account of
sex, do not violate the equal protection
clause of the 14th amendment so long as
the law-making body has reasonable grounds
for making such a classification.

The Supreme Court can overrule or ignore
its own decislons as its membership changes.
But I do not foresee the kind of decision
forthcoming that is absolutely necessary to
assure all our citizens equal protection and
due process of law.

Constitutional amendments do not change.
Only the 18th amendment was repealed. And
just as the 19th amendment was necessary
to assure our women citizens the right to
vote in 1920, the 27th amendment is neces-
sary now to assure them their other consti-
tutional rights. The amendment, then, s
necessary. But what will be its effects?

Opponents say, for example, that the
amendment will mean that women will have
to be drafted and sent to combat. Opponents
cannot fathom this possibility and even tried,
unsuccessfully, on the floor of the Senate, to
strip Congress of its power to draft women
even in the direst national emergency, and
to exempt women from combat areas.

Thank goodness these opponents were not
around in the past to tell women to stay in
their place when it came time to defend their
country. Thank goodness Joan of Arc did not
know that she could be exempt from military
service when she led the French to victory
over the English in the 100 Years’ War. Her
country could not worry if there would be
some Iinconvenience in the battlefield be-
cause men and women would be together.
They had to win the war.

Thank goodness Molly Pitcher wasn't de-
nied the opportunity to fight in our Revolu-
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tionary War. General Washington so appre-
ciated her valor and prowess that he gave
her a lieutenant’s commission and placed
her name on the roll of honor. She was in
the battlefield with her husband, and when
he was killed, she took up his gun, with
great skill and accuracy, She was recognized
as greatly contributing to the winning of the
battle, and is credited with saving the can-
non from capture by the British.

Thank goodness that Barbara Fritchie did
not know that she did not have to enter com-
bat when she said, “Shoot if you must this
old gray head” to Stonewall Jackson when
he and his Confederate army invaded Fred-
erick, Maryland in our Civil War. She did
not mind that she was going to be shot. She
just did not want anyone to desecrate the
American flag.

And thank goodness Clara Barton wasn't
denied the opportunity to car> for the
wounded on the actual battlefields of the
Spanish-American and civil wars because she
was female. After her experiences in seeing
such misery and the worst possible medical
care for the wounded, she founded the Ameri-
can Red Cross to improve such conditions.

I could go on and on recalling the valiant
women in this country’s history. But I can
also say that today, I thank goodness that
our servicewomen serving their country in
Southeast Asia were not told: “Sorry, because
you are a woman, you may not serve your
country in a combat area.” Some 720 Ameri-
can servicewomen now are in Southeast Asia,
and some have died there.

The point is this: Women are willing and
capable of defending and serving our coun-
try, even in combat if necessary. Our laws
not only deny women an equal opportunity
of entering military service, since there are
limitations on the number of women person-
nel in some services, but these same laws
also deny equal protection of law to men,
since only men are drafted.

Under the equal rights amendment, if we
have an all-volunteer army, as I hope we
will by the time the amendment goes into
effect, women could volunteer for service on
an equal baslis with men, If we still have the
draft, women could be drafted, once they
pass the tests and meet the standards set,
and would be assigned jobs in the military
according to the needs of the service. Thus,
opponents are incorrect when they say
women would be assigned to combat units
under present conditions, but in emergencies
such as an invasion, they might be so called
upon.

I have supported an all-volunteer army
for some time. I do not particularly want
my four daughters to be drafted any more
than I want my son to be. But I would hate
to ever tell my daughters and granddaughters
not to worry about ever defending their coun-
try, that they can depend on their brothers
and hushands to do it, even if the country’s
female population increased from its present
53% to, say 60 or 659, and even if they, as
women, were better able to serve than their
brothers. No. As a matter of simple justice,
the responsibilities of citizenship should be
shared by all. When women serve their coun-
try equally with men, they will not only
share in the benefits of service—such as job
training and experience, and veterans' bene-
fits such as preference over non-veterans in
employment and educational, housing, in-
surance and health benefits—but their status
as citizens will rise, since they perform all
the duties of citizenship equally with men.

Another dire prediction that opponents
raise concerns privacy. They state that all
prisons, all accommodations in military bases
and all rest rooms will have to be open to
both sexes when the equal rights amendment
becomes law, They're wrong. They are en-
tirely incorrect. The legislative history of the
amendment is what governs its interpreta-
tion, and from that it is very clear that the
amendment would not force violations of a
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person’s right to privacy. This constitutional
right would still permit the state to segre-
gate the sexes in such places as public rest-
rooms, as well as sleeping quarters of public
institutions as coeducational colleges, prison
dormitories, and military barracks. The
traditional power of the State to regulate
cohabitation and sexual activity by unmar-
ried persons reinforces the state’s power to
exercise separation of the sexes in such areas.
This argument against the equal amendment
was clearly answered in the Senate Judiclary
Committee report and I suppose that those
persons who continue to repeat it have
chosen to disregard the clear intent of the
amendment and ignore what courts will look
to—the legislative history.

Opponents sometimes express the opinion
that the equal rights amendment might ad-
versely affect family life as we know it in
America. The amendment only states that
our laws shall treat citizens equally, without
regard to their sex. It will not affect social
customs or amenities. Equalizing family law
is the only effect the amendment will have
on families, and family law is another area
where laws discriminate against both women
and men. The equal rights amendment will
force courts to judge each case on its merits.
Too often now the granting of child custody,
child support and alimony is based solely on
the prejudices and generalizations that leg-
islatures and courts have made that one
party, solely because of their sex, should
win. A better way to make a decision is on
the facts of the case, Under the 27th amend-
ment, the court would consider the needs
of the parties and the ability of each to
pay support or to care for children. Thus,
the best interests of children would mean
more than the sex of one of the parties.

I am sure that the men here can appreci-
ate the justice of no longer forcing a man
to pay alimony to his independently wealthy
former wife. I am just as sure that the
women here can appreciate the justice of
making money awards according to the
needs of the parties involved. If a woman
is a homemaker, her financial status and
not her sex would determine her needs in
the awarding of support payments for her-
self and for any of her dependent children.
The point of the amendment is to assure
that justice is done to all parties, and only
the facts of each situation should determine
the outcome—not presumptions made be-
cause of ancient conceptions of marriage
roles.

The equal rights amendment would also
abolish the legal restrictions placed on mar-
ried women, such as upon their property
rights, their ability to engage in an inde-
pendent business and their right to estab-
lish a legal domicile. I believe women are
homemakers because they want to be home-
makers and not because of the laws that
restrict their activities outside the home.
When we equalize family laws, I believe fam-
ily life in this country will continue as it
always has, or be strengthened.

Opponents of the equal rights amendment
never seem to notice those criminal laws
which impose longer prison sentences upon
offenders because of their sex. Some laws dis-
criminate against male offenders while oth-
ers discriminate against female offenders.
Such laws clearly deny equal protection of
the law, yet have been upheld as recently as
1970 and 1971. The 27th amendment would
equalize such criminal laws—as well as laws
which impose different ages for males and
females in child labor, age for marriage, cut-
off of the right to parental support, and
juvenile court jurisdietion. There is no rea-
son to make sexual distinctions in these
areas. We should grant protections and priv-
ileges equally to both sexes.

This is true also of our labor laws, the final
area I wish to discuss. Opponents state that
the equal rights amendment will abolish leg-
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islation that protects—that is their descrip-
tion, not mine—women workers. If these laws
are truly protective, then courts and legisla-
tures can extend the protections to men.
Some headway has already been made in that
direction in states like Kentucky which have
added sex to their laws assuring equal em-
ployment opportunity to all. But it is also
possible that courts and legislatures can
strike down those laws which do not really
protect women at all but restrict them from,
for example, lifting over 15 pounds. My wife
is a good example of a pretty strong gal. She
does not weigh a great deal, but she has
brought up five children and she lifts and
carries around the house a whale of a lot
more than 15 pounds. Women carry 15
pounds every time they lift a child, They
work more than 60 hours a week in taking
care of a family. So, many of these so-called
“protective laws' aren’t really protective but
restrictive. They lock women out of higher
paying jobs—because supervisors need to
work overtime occasionally, or to lift more
than 15 pounds at times,

We've been protecting women so well that
they earn less than men in all lines of em-
ployment. In 1870, the median earning for
a working woman was only 597% of the me-
dian earning for a man, and that was a drop
of 5% since 1955. Women have been losing
ground in the labor field. We've been pro-
tecting them so well that they hold most of
the lower paying and less satisfying jobs.
What a waste of potential and talent. If these
laws really restrict women in their jobs, then
they should be abolished.

On the other hand, if protection is really
needed, then why should we discriminate
against men? Why not protect everyone from
a job that could injure their health? Why
not set up laws that protect persons accord-
ing to individual needs and capabilities, and
not according to that person’s sex?

Those who oppose the equal rights amend-
ment because they fear that women could
no longer be protected by labor legislation
are not quite facing realities. Truly protec-
tive measures should be extended to protect
all workers, and restrictive measures should
be abolished. In fact, hours and weight-1ift-
ing laws can be held unlawful even now,
under legislation such as the 1964 Civil
Rights Act. The equal rights amendment will
only reinforce the directive to State legisla-
tures to equalize their protective labor laws,
or the courts will.

And what of the benefits that accrue to
workers in the form of social security? These
laws discriminate in particular against men,
The equal rights amendment would cause
some very welcome changes. For example,
the annuity of a man retiring at age 62 would
have to be computed on the same basis as
that of a woman retiring at that age. Right
now a husband whose wife worked can
recelve his wife's social security only if he
supplied less than half the family's income
during the wife's lifetime. But any wife, even
if she is independently wealthy, can claim
her husband’s benefits.

Any such discriminations in our laws, based
solely on sex distinctions, would be abolished
under the equal rights amendment—and
they should be.

So, in conclusion, I will only add that this
country will celebrate its second century of
existence in four short years. In all that time
our Constitution has been interpreted to
contain a flaw. The Constitution provides
that all men—all persons—shall be equal be-
fore the law of the land. But even made cit-
izens are denied equality under the law and
surely our female citizens are. This flaw needs
correcting. Legal equality for all citizens is a
matter of simple justice and common sense.
In fact, I am very sorry that equal rights for
women and men is a cause whose time has
come. Because this is a cause that should
have always been.
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NATIONAL MINERALS POLICY

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Sec-
retary of the Interior has just submitted
to Congress his first report under the
Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970—
Public Law 91-631. I had the honor of
sponsoring the measure which became
that law, and wish to compliment the
Secretary of Interior and his capable
staff for the thorough review of our min-
erals status and the searching analysis
made of the problems facing private en-
terprise in the development and
strengthening of our domestic natural
resource base in minerals and fuels.

This report is a monumental work, and
I am confident that nearly everyone in-
terested in mineral development, the
availability of mineral and metal com-
modities, and energy mineral supplies will
find this report a very handy reference
work. Those without any particular ex-
pertise in mining or mineral commodi-
ties will find it especially useful, since the
data is succinctly laid out in layman’s
terms.

Mr. President, I wish to congratulate
the many individuals who labored so hard
to create this important document for a
job well done. It will be of immeasurable
value to thousands of decisionmakers,
both in government and in private in-
dustry. Assistant Secretary Hollis Dole
and his Deputy, Assistant Secretary

Harry L. Moffett, are deserving of special
recognition. It has been their leadership
which has brought about the successful
completion of this outstanding report.

I also wish to commend the U.S. Bureau
of Mines, the U.S. Geological Survey, the

Office of Oil and Gas, the Office of Coal
Research, and all other agencies and bu-
reaus that contributed to this monumen-
tal work.

This report bears out the longstanding
concern that many of us in Congress
have had as to the capability of our do-
mestic minerals industry to keep pace
with our growing needs. Last year our
gross national product passed the $1
trillion mark. To support this gross
national product level, energy and proc-
essed materials of mineral origin valued
at over $150 billion were required. An-
nually we require over 4 billion tons of
new mineral supplies—a startling 20
tons per person. This ever-growing appe-
tite for minerals is making us more and
more reliant upon foreign sources, and
points to the need for policies to en-
courage not only the efficient develop-
ment of our mineral resources here at
home but to obtain needed supplies from
secure foreign sources.

It also underscores the need to ac-
celerate our ability to recycle metals and
other mineral commeodities. As a follow-
on measure to the Mining and Minerals
Policy Act, I have introduced S. 25586,
which authorizes the construction of a
full-scale cemonstration plant to reclaim
the prodigious amounts of valuable
metals found in the residue of municipal
incinerators. Present practice is to re-
move such residue and deposit it in a
landfill. Our projected mineral require-
ments, as displayed by this report, shows
clearly that we, as a nation, can no
longer afford such waste. As I pointed
out in my introductory statement on S.
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2556, the economics of the ingenious
method of separation developed by the
Bureau of Mines appear to be excep-
tionally good. But, they need to be
proven, and that is the purpose of S.
2556. I am happy to announce that the
distinguished chairman of the Minerals,
Materials and Fuels Subcommittee, Sen-
ator Moss, has not only joined me in
sponsoring this measure (S. 2556) but
has also scheduled hearings on May 12.

It is my belief that this report and its
successors will provide information nec-
essary to help us find other solutions
to our pressing mineral supply problems.

The report shows that we solely de-
pend upon foreign sources for such im-
portant minerals as thorium, rutile, long
fiber asbestos, and sheet mica to name
a few. We are seriously deficient in sup-
plies of chrome, cobalt, manganese, fluor-
ine, and others. We have a growing gap
between supply and demand for many
other minerals and metals and also are
placing an alarming reliance on foreign
sources for our liquid fuels.

The United States uses over 90 im-
portant minerals and of these 58 were
imported in varying degrees during 1970.
More than half of our requirements for
23 minerals were imported, more than
three-fourths for 17, and 100 percent for
eight. These percentages continue to
grow each year.

This reliance occurs because of our de-
ficiencies here at home, the attractive-
ness of lower cost development abroad,
and because of the lack of encourage-
ment for development of U.S. reserves.
This reliance on foreign sources has also
brought about supply instabilities. Na-
tionalism in both developing and devel-
oped nations coupled with expropriation
of mineral properties have hampered our
ability to maintain some of our foreign
sources.

A brief look at some of the report’s
findings will give us all much cause for
concern and should spur the Congress to
take all needed steps to further encour-
age private enterprise to bring out the
needed minerals if we are to maintain
the high standard of living which means
so much to all of us.

In 1550, domestic primary demand for
all minerals was $14 billion. In 1971, it
rose to $42 billion. In 1970, U.S. primary
production of mineral commodities fell
over $8 billion short of meeting demand.
Projections indicate that in 1985 it will
fall $31 billion short, and in the year 2000
it will be $64 billion short. The report
estimates domestic primary demand for
year 2000 representing 11 billion tons of
minerals needed to feed our economy. If
we fail to adopt programs to fill this gap,
not only will our standard of living suffer
but our capability to maintain our na-
tional security is likely to be greatly
diminished.

The growing gap between mineral sup-
ply and demand is also complicated by
other deterring factors. Our minerals ex-
ploration programs have fallen off, the
decline continues in the number of stu-
dents engaged in studying mineral sci-
ence and technology, availability of
skilled manpower is lessening, technology
is not keeping pace with need, environ-
mental constraints are taking their toll
of production, and research into all fac-
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ets of mineral development and produc-
tion is lagging. These deterrents also
come at a time when all nations are
reaching out for raw materials to meet
their own needs, thus providing heavy
competition for the available resources
and possibly lessening the supplies that
we too may need.

However, these problems are not insur-
mountable. The minerals report points
out that we have ample reserves of a ma-
jority of the minerals we need. It em-
phasizes that a climate must be created
which will encourage private enterprise
to: invest in development and expansion
of domestic resources, step up exploration
for new sources of supply, improve tech-
nology so that a lessening of environ-
mental impacts will result, increase the
recycling and reuse of our mineral sup-
plies, and stimulate new and improved
processes both for production and end
use. In many instances, close industry-
Government cooperation is clearly indi-
cated. We must also seek out and main-
tain assured foreign supply sources to
meet the deficit areas in our total re-
source needs.

With respect to research, a bill (8. 635)
whicn I introduced and which was co-
sponsored by a most distinguished group
of Senators from both sides of the aisle,
passed the Senate on July 19, 1971, and
has been ordered reported by the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs. The bill would provide a continuing
basis for research in mining, mineral
processing, and related environmental
problems. It is my sincere hope that final
action can be taken on this overdue
program shortly.

The report also points out:

First. Shortages of skilled manpower
must be overcome by accelerated train-
ing and education. The bill I mentioned
earlier, S. 635, will have some beneficial
spin-off of educational opportunities.

Second. Research should be expanded
in all areas—technology, production,
safety, uses, recycling, and design of ma-
terials with a mineral base.

Third. The current organization of the
Government for implementation of a na-
tional minerals policy is inadequate.
However, Assistant Secretary Dole has
already taken decisive action, within his
authority to correct this situation as
much as possible under existing law.

Fourth. Mineral information collection,
analysis, and dissemination need to be
markedly improved.

Fifth. Mineral transport systems need
to be improved to meet modern-day re-
quirements.

Sixth. Creation of industry advisory
councils would assist Government in ob-
taining views and suggestions for consid-
eration in developing policies.

Seventh. Consideration might be given
to permitting joint research efforts with-
in industry to accelerate improvement in
technology, production methods, en-
vironmental controls, safety, and so
forth.

Eighth. Acceleration of programs to
encourage mineral exploration and the
utilization of new prospecting methods on
a broad scale basis can be a vital in-
fluence. Coupled with this there is a need
for strengthening programs to inventory
our mineral and fuels deposits.
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Ninth. Expanded programs are needed
to convert our waste material piles,
refuse, and so forth, into economically
usable products.

Tenth. The rapidly emerging field of
materials systems development is an
area requiring Government-industry
cooperation. Composite materials and
improved combinations of materials can
enhance performance and durability.
Federal, State, and local governments,
through their purchase of goods and
services, can strongly influence materials
design and selection.

These are but a few of the facets of
our mineral supply problem discussed in
the report. If Senators will take time
to go through this report and appen-
dixes, I believe you will obtain a better
understanding of our mineral base, our
mineral posture, and the urgency of tak-
ing steps now to assure our future.

I should like to call particular atten-
tion to the appendixes to this report. I
believe it will be a most valuable refer-
ence source for all of us—for our educa-
tional institutions, industry, and the
public. I am sure each of us will find it a
ready source of much information we
need when considering mineral and
fuel-related problems.

It is my contention that if we are to
maintain our high standard of living
and our security, Government, industry,
and the public must work together to
create a climate within this country that
will encourage investmcent in develop-
ment of our domestic natural resources
base. Policies and laws that deter this
should be reviewed and redirected, else
we shall be in dire straits come the next
century.

I hope that in our consideration of
future legislation affecting our minerals
base we do not take actions which will
restrain or discourage mineral develop-
ment in the United States.

Again, I wish to compliment Secre-
tary Morton, Assistant Secretary Dole,
Dr. Osborn of the Bureau of Mines, Dr.
McKelvey of the Geological Survey,
Deputy Assistant Secretary Harry L.
Moffett, and their entire team for the
high quality and useful fcrmat of this
important document.

THE PRESIDENT'S SPEECH ON
VIETNAM

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, President
Nixon made an excellent talk last night
explaining the situation in South Viet-
nam and our policy there.

I am deeply gratified to see that Presi-
dent Nixon is holding firmly to the course
he has set, that he has not been intimi-
dated by either the military threat or the
diplomatic risks abroad, nor by the po-
litical rhetoric here at home. There is
no question that the vast majority of
Americans support the President in his
effort to win a just and lasting peace in
Southeast Asia and the world, and I be-
lieve they understand that peace was
never obtained through weakness, nor
is it preserved in fear.

It is precisely because the President
is willing to do the difficult thing, be-
cause he understands the uses and the
responsibilities of power, and because he
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puts the Nation ahead of political ex-
pediency, that I think we are going to
obtain that generation of peace he has
talked about and worked so hard to
achieve.

GENOCIDE: PAKISTAN SUPPRES-
SION OF BANGLADESH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past few weeks several of my col-
leagues and I have issued statements de-
ploring the violence on the Asian sub-
continent. Public attention focused on
the brief 2-week-war between India and
Pakistan and especially on the early ac-
tions of the infant state of Bangladesh.
At that time I made statements castigat-
ing those Bengalis who brutally retaliated
against Pakistani collaborators, in the
stadium outside Dacca, and I later criti-
cized the intent of the government of
Bangladesh to try captured Pakistanis
for war crimes.

These acts are wrong and unjustified.
They cannot and should not be condoned.
But the 2 short weeks of open warfare
overshadowed the 9, long, bloody months
of Pakistan’s suppression of the East.
During that time it is estimated that 3
million Bengalis were slaughtered and
many thousands more were forced to flee
their homes.

Thirty years separate the atrocities of
Nazi Germany and the Asian subconti-
nent, but the body counts are not so far
apart. Those who felt that genocide was a
crime of the past had a rude awakening
during the Pakistani occupation of Bang-
ladesh. Fortunately that period of car-
nage is now only an unhappy episode of
world history, but it has demonstrated
that the international community cannot
stand back and hope for peace. We must
all accept a certain share of the respon-
sibility for actively supporting that peace
and preventing further acts of war and
atrocity.

For the United States, assuming our
share of the effort means ratifying and
supporting the Treaty for the Preven-
tion and Punishment of Genocide. For
24 years we have neglected that humani-
tarian declaration, but the incidents on
the Asian subcontinent make this treaty
all the more essential.

PSYCHOLOGY OF MURDER

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of the Senate to an
essay published in Time magazine of
April 24, entitled “Psychology of Mur-
der.” The presentation offers a clear and
chilling account of the tragedies of gun
crime. It describes the mystique of guns
and our apparent national fascination
with homicide.

No account of the concern about vio-
lence in this country can afford to ignore
the stupendous number of guns in Amer-
ican homes. According to the essay,
there are enough civilian owned guns in
America—over 115 million—to arm every
male between 14 and 65. The easy
accessibility to guns is clearly a stimulus
to murder. Countries that do not permit
their citizens to build up awesome
arsenals, the way we do, predictably do
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not suffer the senseless bloodletting that
we see in this country.

The essay is a telling account of vio-
lence and firearms abuse in American
society. I ask unanimous consent that
the essay be printed in the RECORD.

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

PSYCHOLOGY OF MURDER

For all its sinister drama, the Mafia's
bloodletting accounts for only an insignif-
icant fraction of the killings that occur
every year in the U.S. The rising toll some-
times seems to validate H. Rap Brown's
mordant dictum: “Viclence is as American
as cherry pie.,” In 1970 there were 16,000
eriminal homicides in the nation—one every
33 minutes. With the carnage mounting—
up 8% from the previous year and 76%
over the decade—the U.S. is maintaining its
long-held, unhappy distinction of leading
advanced Western nations in the rate at
which its citizens destroy one another.
Philadelphia, for example, with a popula-
tion of 2,000,000, has the same number of
homicides annually as all of England, Scot-
land and Wales (pop. 54 million).

This murderous pre-eminence, fostered by

the nation's longstanding habit of violence,
occurs against a background of street crime,
political assassination and an almost obses-
sive violence in movies and television. It has
led many behavioral sclentists to begln talk-
ing about a national *“crisis of violence.”
In the U.S., warns Psychlatrist Thomas Bitt-
ker, “viclence is practiced as if It was pro-
ductive.” It may have been so far the Stone
Age hunter of mammoths, but in the era of
H-bombs it is not only non-productive but
distinetly suicidal. Man has become s0
dangerous to himself that his continued
existence has been called into doubt.
T Saul Bellow's Mr. Sammler reflected
gloomily that killing is “one of the luxuries.
No wonder that princes had so long reserved
the right to murder with impunity.” Yet
there has always been a democracy of homi-
cide. Ever since Cain slew Abel, murder has
been a classless crime. The East Harlem
father who hurls his children from the roof
is paralleled across the Hudson in the affluent
New Jersey suburbs: & Westfield insurance
salesman named John List was indicted last
winter on a charge of shooting his wife,
mother and three children arranging four of
the bodies side by side in his mansion’s
empty ballroom.

Although murder is part of the fabric of
history, it has assumed an alarming qual-
ity in America today. It is a new truism that
violence has become what sex used to be,
the object of morbid fascination. A sort of
blind Mansonlsm hangs in the air—an in-
comprehensible glorification of death and
destruction.

However common it has become, murder
is still the crime committed by others: men
and women dissociate themselves from mur-
ders by assuming that all killers are psy-
chotic. But most are not. Psychiatrists do
not know precisely how those who have killed
are different from those who have not. In
contrast to the Mafia's business kllling, for
example, murder among laymen is generally
a very personal matter. In three out of four
cases, the murderer and vietim know each
other; in one out of four, they are related
by blood or marriage. An estimated five out
of six killers are men, and 60% of murders
are blacks—as are 55% of victims. In 1970,
439% of the suspects arrested for homicide
were under 25; 109% were younger than 18.
Nearly half (459%) of all killings occured in
the South, which has about 30% of the na-
tion’s population. But the murder rate was
highest in big eities: 17.5 murders for every
100,000 inhabitants, compared with 6.4 in
rural areas and only 3.8 in the suburbs.
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The sheer availability of firearms is un-
doubtedly a stimulus to murder. There are
perhaps 115 million privately owned guns in
the U.S. almost one for every male between
14 and 656. Indeed, guns are used in 65% of
all U.S. killings. Twenty percent of the vic-
tims are dispatched by knife, while poison is
rarely used. In Manhattan, there have been
two recent cases of murder by bow and
arrow, and some years ago another New
Yorker attempted murder by rattlesnake. As
Princess Sita observed in Ramayana, the
ancient Indian epic of nonviolence: “The
very bearing of weapons changeth the mind
of those that carry them.”

Most nonprofessional killings are impul-
sive—done In a flash of anger triggered by a
minor insult or a quarrel over money, love
or sex. Many are committed by people who,
Soclologist Stuart Palmer says, “tend to be
overconforming most of the time”—which
may help to explain their extreme violence
when their rebellious impulses finally break
out, Often the killer does not intend to kill,
in at least 20% of the cases, he is acting in
self-defense.

Sometimes murder can be indirect, an act
that Psychoanalyst Joost Meerloo calls psy-
chic homicide: consciously or unconsciously,
the murderer pushes someone into suicide.
Meerloo cites an engineer who had struggled
“all his life with a harsh, domineering and
alcoholic father.” On a final visit, he took
along a bottle of barbiturates, suggesting
that they could “cure” his father's addic-
tion, In combination with alcohol, the pre-
scription was fatal.

The impulse to murder seems to be univer-
sal, but the reasons that men and women
yileld to it are as varied and mysterious as
human history. To most psychiatrists, mur-
der usually implies a defect in the killer's
€go. Sometimes, of course, the motive ap-
pears to be nothing more complicated than
the desire for material gain. In family mur-
ders, a frequent motive is the killer's convic-
tion that no one, not even his wife, under-
stands him. Says Psychiatrist Frederick
Melges: “He may expect empathy without
communicating his feelings, Paradoxically,
attempts at communication may lead to
the discovery that the partner does not un-
derstand.” If that happens, he may feel em-
bittered, deserted and alone, and may strike
out in sudden rage at the thwarting of his
expectations, A number of criminals, Psy-
chiatrist George Solomon belleves, “feel that
the only attention they can evoke is punish-
ment,” and for them “murder may be a way
to be killed.” Long before being convicted
of murdering his landlady, whom he liked,
a New York sculptor named Robert Irwin
told a psychiatrist: “I was going to kill some-
body so that I would be hung.”

Even this crime is less terrifying than what
Poet Robert Penn Warren -calls “blank,
anonymous murder,” the motiveless, gratui-
tous atrocity. In Warren's words: “An old
man on a park bench reading his papers,
smoking his morning cigar, is dead suddenly
because some kid decided to kill him.” These
days, says Theodore Solotaroff, editor of New
American Review, “a kind of anarchic mur-
der is in the air.”

Anarchic murder is not new. It occurred
during the European plague epidemics of the
16th century, when hooligans plundered at
will, sometimes cutting the throats of the
sick. It was common during the Thirty Years
War in the 17th century, when troops ravaged
the countryside indiseriminately. New or old,
wanton slaughter recalls the question posed
by Nietzsche's red judge: “Why did this
criminal murder?” Nietzche's reply: “His
soul wanted blood; he thirsted after the bliss
of the knife.”

Not many contemporary thinkers would
accept this view of man as essentially savage.
True, Freud once believed that human beings
are bern with an aggressive instinct and that
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“the aim of all life is death,” but he later
abandoned the idea. Currently, Ethologist
Eonrad Lorenz insists that aggression and
violence are inevitable because they were
bred into man by natural selection during
prehistoric times. But there is widespread
disagreement with this theory. Psychiatrist
Fredric Wertham, for example, considers the
Lorenz view “nonsense,” calling it “not ex-
planation but rationalization.”

Frustration frequently touches off aggres-
sive behavior. It can take many forms, and
often arises from a feeling of physical, social
or intellectual inferiority. It can also result
from physical and psychological brutality in-
flicted during childhood. Describing one
parental attack, a mother told Sociologist
Palmer, “I thought the boy was done for.
His father knocked him from one end of the
house to another like a man gone insane.”
Observes Palmer: “Perhaps it was coinci-
dence, perhaps it was not, But when he was
24, that same boy beat to death a man 30
years older than himself.”

Sometimes the frustration that fires ag-
gression is highly impersonal. Yale Psycho-
analyst Robert Jay Lifton links at least some
violence to general frustration, anger and
anxiety over countless “little deaths"—the
failure of national morality, the breakdown
of family life and feelings of alienation in a
mobile population. Boredom, too, drives
people to look for meaning in nihilistic
violence, to accept the philosophy “I kill,
therefore I am.”

Most behavioral scientists believe that ag-
gressive behavior is learned, often by obser-
vation, and some are convinced that violence
on TV fosters violent behavior in both chil-
dren and adults. Along with eleven other
researchers who carried out studies for the
U.S. Surgeon General, Psychologist Robert
Liebert asserts that, for healthy as well as
disturbed children, “a clear and important
link has been shown between TV violence

and aggressive behavior.” As for the theory
that watching TV violence drains off the

viewer's own savage impulses, Political
Scientist Ithiel de Sola Pool maintains that
“if there is any kind of cathartic effect, it is
swamped by the incitement effect.” A few
experts consider the TV-violence controversy
something of a red herring. “Even if we did
away with all the violence on TV we would
have solved nothing,” says Psychoanalyst
Ner Littner. “There is no such thing as a
single simple cause or a single simple solu-
tion. Searching for scapegoats allows us to
avoid facing the problem of why we are
violent, and also postpones the solution.”

In the opinion of many behavioral sclen-
tists, historians and phllosophers, the Viet
Nam War, more than any previous confilet,
has helped to foster violence at home. One
evidence of the war's impact is indicated
by a recent national survey of attitudes
toward the Calley case. According to Har-
vard Psychologist Herbert EKelman, many
Americans regard Lieut. Calley’'s behavior
at My Lal as normal. That suggests, Kelman
concludes, that an alarmingly large segment
of the population might be willing to employ
extreme violence if ordered to do so.

Even more ominous is the trend toward
the philosophical and artistic glorification
of violence and death. Following Sartre,
many young people believe that “violence is
man re-creating himself,” and that savagery
is a kind of purifying force bearing, as His-
torian Richard Hofstadter puts it “the prom-
ise of redemption.” Murder has always been
a central theme in the arts. There were kill-
ings (off-stage) in the Greek theater. The
Shakespearean stage was often littered with
bodies by the fifth act. As early as the 19th
century, American writers like Melville and
Poe were beginning to show what Historian
David Davis had called “undisguised sym-
pathy for sublime murders and amoral su-
permen moved by demonic urges.” That sym-
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pathy seems to have deepened recently,
especially among movie directors. Arthur
Schlesinger Jr. speaks of “a pornography
of violence,” and Critic Pauline Kael com-
plains that “at the movies, they are desensi-
tizing us.” She objects to a film like Straw
Dogs because It equates violates and mascu-
linity. Few psychiatrists would argue with
her. Nor would they disagree with critics
who object that filmed violence has become
the ultimate trip, the stimulus for mind-
blowing sensations wilder than any induced
by LSD.

Some behavioral scientists, philosophers
and aestheticists believe that violence in the
arts is not bad per se and that it may in fact,
be the best means of inspiring a horror of
violence. Brutality in films, asserts Robert
Lifton, “can illuminate and teach us about
our relationship to violence.” The Godfather,
he believes, provides that kind of illumina-
tion by brilliantly contrasting the Coreleone
family’s sunny private life and its brutally
dark professional life. Critic Robert Hatch
rejects that view, calling the movie a “chron-
icle of corruption, savage death and malig-
nant sentimentality” that wreaks harm by
forcing the viewer “to take sides in a situa-
tion that is totally without moral substance.”
It was chilling, he says, "‘to hear an audience
roar its approval when a young gangster
on ‘our’ side blew the brains out of two gang-
sters on ‘their’ side.”

That easy empathy with cinema slayings,
together with a growing tolerance of real-life
brutality, suggests a dismaying conclusion:
beneath the surface, Americans may be less
alarmed by murder—and more attracted to
it—than they care to admit. Just as an
individual must become aware of his prob-
lems before they can be solved, the nation,
too, will have to acknowledge its unhealthy
fascination with murder as the first step
toward coming to terms with it.

THE NEW JOURNALISM

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, last
weekend the Public Affairs Conference
Center at Kenyon College in Gambier,
Ohio, was the scene of a 4-day confer-
ence on “The Mass Media and Modern
Democracy.”

Among the important papers delivered
at this conference was Mr. Robert D.
Novak’s “The New Journalism.”

It is Mr. Novak’'s contention that in
recent years “a rigid conformity has
emerged among the Washington press
corps.” This conformity has encom-
passed a constantly shifting but always
definable catechism of liberal doctrines.
This catechism has been inflicted on the
public with all the considerable energy
at the command of those who favor “ad-
vocacy journalism.” This is the journal-
ism of those who think that the journal-
ist’s job is not to understand the world
but rather to change the world.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Novak's essay be printed in the REcorp.

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

THE NEW JOURNALISM
(By Robert D, Novak)

On July 14, 1964, at the Republican Na-
tlonal Convention in San Franclsco, General
Dwight D. Eisenhower roused the drowsy
delegates when he read this line from the
speech written for him: “Let us . . . scorn
the divisive efforts of those outside our
family, including sensation-seeking column-
ists and commentators, who couldn't care
less about the good of our party." Neither
General Elsenhower nor the thousands of
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journalists covering the convention were
quite prepared for the reaction. Delegates
rose in their seats with an angry roar, shak-
ing their fists at the glass-enclosed booths
containing Huntley and Brinkley, Walter
Cronkite and the other famous television
journalists. In the tumult, it seemed as
though the delegates, who a few nights later
would nominate Barry Goldwater for Presi-
dent, were about to storm the broadcast
booths.

The incident revealed dramatically an
animosity toward journalism by conserva-
tives that had been building for years. In
that 1964 campaign and in the years to come,
press buses following candidates would en-
counter jeers and shaking fists time and
again. The most intense reaction came from
active conservative political workers but was
by no means limited to them. Across the
land, the journalist, and particularly the
television journalist, was distrusted and dis-
liked by the ordinary citizen, who may or
may not have considered himself a conserva-
tive but surely did not embrace the pro-
grams and policies of the liberal establish-
ment.

This deepening change in mass attitudes
toward the communications media, in turn,
reflected a gradual transformation in the
media through the 1960s and into the 1970s.
‘The change was not dramatic transformation
but an acceleration of trends begun some
twenty-five years earlier. It consisted ba-
sically of two developments. First, the jour-
nalist working for the television networks, the
big news magazines and the important metro-
politan press had now become part of the
liberal establishment, both in his manner of
living and in his ideological commitment.
Second, in a later and less fully developed
trend, these journalists were increasingly ad-
vocating causes of the moment rather than
functioning as neutral observers. Taken to-
gether, the developments widened the gap
between the mass media and the great mass

of citizens, a gap that can only result in di-
minished credibility by the media and, there-
fore, the inadequate fulfillment of the neces-
sary function by the press in a democratic
society.

o

In Commentary of March, 1971, Daniel P.
Moynihan wrote:

“One’s impression is that twenty years and
more ago, the preponderance of the ‘working
press’ (as it liked to call itself) was surpris-
ingly close in origins and attitudes to work-
ing people generally. They were not Ivy
Leaguers. They now are or soon will be. Jour-
nalism has become, if not an elite profession,
a profession attractive to elites. This is no-
ticeably so in Washington where the upper
reaches of journalism constitute one of the
most important enduring social elites of the
city, with all the accoutrements one asso-
ciates with a leisured class. (The Washington
press corps is not leisured at all, but the style
is that of men and women who choose to
work.)"”

Moynihan's article generated a storm of
angry rebuttal from Washington journalists.
In fact, Moynihan had missed the mark in
the details of his formulation. As Martin F.
Nolan pointed out in the Boston Globe, the
press corps contained more alumni of Bos-
ton College and the University of Illinois than
of Harvard and Yale. Only a tiny fraction of
them move easily in the upper social circles
of Washington. Even a tinier fraction possess
independent financial means. They work be-
cause they must, not because they choose to.

But having pointed out these mispercep-
tions, it must be said that Moynihan is ba-
sically on the track. The Washington press
corps had changed. The employees of the net-
works, news magazines and important daily
newspapers did now have a more prestigious
position in the soclety, higher than that of
their counterparts in any other Western capi-
tal. After years of shamefully poor pay scales,
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they are now receiving salaries at least com-
mensurate with those paid by the Federal
Government,

Partly because of this and partly separate
from it, the press corps has been ideologized
into a part of the liberal establishment.
More and more, the members of the Wash-
ington press share in total the world view
taken by the dominant liberals who control
the Democratic Party. More and more, they
share axioms that profoundly influence their
coverage of day-to-day events in the worlds
of politics and government.

What follows is a list, by no means com-
plete, of axioms shared by the Washington
press corps of 1972:

Axiom No. 1: The Vietnam war has been a
shameful, immoral episode in American his-
tory, which blackens the good name of this
Republic. Consequently, the anti-commun-
ism which as a policy led to involvement in
Vietnam should be subdued and, ultimately,
abandoned.

Axiom No. 2: The military-industrial com-
plex is a sinister conspiracy, robbing the na-
tion of its wealth and imperiling its future.
Tc cut defense spending, therefore, is a laud-
able goal no matter what the international
realities.

Axiom No. 3: Severe measures must be
taken to prevent the despoiling of the na-
tion’s natural resources by pollution indus-
trial and otherwise, If these stentorian meas-
ures result in unemployment, that will be
unfortunate; but protectinn of the environ-
ment must take precedence.

Axiom No. 4: White racism, as defined by
the Kerner Commission report in 1968, is a
cancer that must be removed from the Amer-
iean body. That goal must take precedence
over any personal inconveniences caused by
such devices as forced busing for the racial
integration of schools.

Axiom No. 5: The forces of repression in
modern America threaten our liberties, a
neo-fasecist danger becoming a sinister real-
ity under President Nixon and Attorney Gen-
eral Mitchell.

Axiom No. 6: A reordering of priorities is
essential and past due so that great quanti-
ties of Federal funds can be funneled into
the cities for social rebuilding purposes. That
a substantial increase in Government spend-
ing would result in at least some Improve-
ment is scarcely debatable.

Axiom No. 7: A redistribution of wealth in
the country is similarly overdue through a
realignment of the tax system and a general
overhaul in fiscal policy.

The list of axioms is flexible. A year earlier,
it surely would have included a belief in the
transcendant wisdom of youth, now under-
mined by the present quiescence on the
campus. Whatever the lost contains, it is a
considerable amount of ideological baggage
for a journalist to be carrying. In short, he
is approaching the political and govern-
mental developments he is covering with a
set of axiomatic beliefs identical to those
held by some political figures and wholly
antithetical to others.

These axioms exert a pervasive influence
over journalistic coverage. Senator Henry M.
Jackson violates so many axioms—the Viet-
nam war, the military-industrial complex,
white racism, the ecology—that no matter
what his competence or his own professions
of liberalism, he can scarcely be taken seri-
ously. Mayor John V. Lindsay, on the other
hand, is so closely in confromity with these
axloms that he must be taken seriously, not-
withstanding suspiclons about his depth or
administrative efficiency.

On a broader basis, issues are viewed by the
press corps in relation to these axioms. Inas-
much as President Nixon did not write off
the Vietnam war as shameful and immoral,
his Vietnamization policy is indefensible. In
any controversy between environmentalists
and industrialists, the environmentalists
must be given every benefit of the doubt.
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The specter of white racism casts its shadow
on a vast number of public questions, grant-
ing the indisputable benefit of any doubt in
behalf of spending programs for the cities or
any scheme of racial integration.

To be sure, there are many journalists on
the Washington scene who do not share these
axiomatic bellefs. But increasingly, a rigid
conformity has emerged among the Wash-
ington press corps. That reflects in part the
conformity in the colleges producing the new
journalists. But beyond this, the young
journalist who violates these axioms can
scarcely expect a rapid rise up the ladder
of advancement. A young television network
correspondent who reporting reveals a lack
of sympathy for environmental protection or
racial integration or a reordering of pri-
orities will soon find himself in some pro=
fessional difficulty with his superiors.

Moreover, the Washington press corps
exerts peer group pressure as will any other
group. When Washington journalists gather
among themselves socially as often they do,
there is a startling consensus on the basic
perceptions. There may be a difference of
opinion on the relative merits of politicians
or programs but seldom is there debate about
goals or broad prineiples.

The result is a gap of widening propor-
tions between the national journalist and
the mass of Americans, paralleling a gap
between liberal politicians and the masses,
specifically the white workingman. Whereas
the national journalist feels Vietnam is im-
moral and shameful, the white working-
man is angered by the failure to win it.
Whereas the national journalist condemns
President Nixon’s efforts to restrict school
busing as demagogic, the white working-
man feels a sense of outrage and futility
over the whole busing process. Whereas the
national journalist is basically convinced
that the solution of our national problems
lies in the area of governmental spending,
the white workingman is disillusioned with
the effectiveness of government.

There is, further, a vast difference in the
instinctive reaction of the journalists and
the white workingman. An example: On
March 14, 1972, badly beaten by Governor
George Wallace in the Florida Presidential
Primary, Senator Edmund Muskie went on
national television to denounce Wallace and
those who had voted for him. Walter
Cronkite, on CBS, immediately commented
on the courage and eloguence of Muskie's
statement. But polling data shows that a
vast majority felt Muskie's statement was
graceless and 1ll-tempered, an attack on the
wisdom of the voters of Florida.

The gap between the national journal-
ists and the mass of voters is so basic in its
reaction toward life that it can scarcely be
bridged. Furthermore, it transcends gques-
tions of the journalist’s individual back-
ground. It really makes no difference whether
his school is Ivy League or land grant col-
lege, whether his family background is first
family or immigrant, whether he comes
from Manhattan or Main Street. The na-
tional media is a melting pot where the
journalists, regardless of background, are
welded into a homogeneous ideological
mold joined to the liberal establishment and
alienated from the masses of the country.

m

Advocacy is by no means a new element
in American journalism. The early 19th
Century newspapers were open advocates of
a political party with no pretense of ob-
jectivity. The muckrakers of the Progressive
Era were practitioners of advocacy journal-
ism. Until recently, the great conservative
dailies of the Midwest followed the example
of the Chicago Tribune in brazenly espous-
ing, in news columns and editorial columns
alike, an undiluted prairie conservatism.

But until the early 1960s, objectivity was
at least the goal, though not always achieved,
of journalism and journalists. The concept of
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the journalist openly advocating one point
of view or another was abhorrent, at least in
theory, throughout the profession. Even to-
day, many journalists who fully subscribe to
the axioms outlined above at least give lip
service to the concept that these bellefs
should not intrude upon the way they report
on the news.

The new advocacy journalism became evi-
dent in the early 1960s and has been rising
steeply since 1870. It is centered among a
new generation of journalists who view ob-
Jectivity in a wholly different light than their
senior colleagues and are themselves a re-
flection of the turbulent 1960s on the col-
lege campus.

Sharing the campus consensus, they see
the American system as basically corrupt, in
need of drastic and immediate revision. It
must be changed root and branch: simple re-
form alone will not do at all. To accomplish
this, the young graduate has several options
to follow, He may seek a post somewhere in
government. He may seek to enter directly
into the political process, as a campaign
worker. He may join one of the new activist
organizations, such as Common Cause or
Nader’s Raiders. He may join a public inter-
est law firm or a law firm that permits its
employees to take time off for public inter-
est work. If wholly despairing of the system,
he may seek to promote the revolution as a
demonstrator or through an underground or-
ganization, though these courses have now
become less fashionable.

Or, he may become a journalist. The rise
in social status and remuneration of jour-
nalism described earlier makes this a more
attractive option than would have been the
case even a decade ago. But the young ac-
tivist fresh from the campus enters jour-
nallsm not solely to seek fame, fortune and
adventure as did his predecessors, but to re-
dress the ills of the Republic.

The journalist as advocate makes no pre-
tense at objectivity. He is the avowed enemy
of the industrial polluters, and his writing
is intended to flay them, not to merely de-
scribe and analyze. In any coverage of the
Nixon Administration’s Prosecution and per-
secution of dissenters, the Journalist ad-
vocate intends to actively help the cause of
the dissenter and stay the repressive hand of
the Administration. An advocate-correspond-
ent covering the Pentagon must as his first
priority seek out the waste and inefficiency
that will discredit the military-industrial
complex.

The middle-aged news executives encoun-
tering these advocates are appalled by their
unconcern with objectivity and resist it. But
they may well be fighting a losing battle. In
the nationally important media of communi-
cations, the shared axioms between the ex-
ecutives and the new advocate Journalists
make the argument strictly one of objectivity
Or non-objectivity. Furthermore, the new
Journalist is fresh from the turmoil of the
campus, knowledgeable in skills of organiza-
tion for dissent. In the news rooms of the
great metropolitan newspapers, the execu-
tives are encountering young journalists or-
ganizing and mobilizing to influence the edi-
torial policies of the newspaper, Far less cer-
tailn of themselves, the executives ecan
scarcely resist the temptation to retreat.

The full impact of the new generation of
Journalists is yet to be experienced. But even
now, advocacy journalism can be detected in
hewspapers of national importance. For ex-
ample, thorough coverage by the Washington
Post of the hunger controversy in 1969-70
did not disguise the reporter’s obvious belief
that Senator McGovern was correct and his
opponents Incorrect in thelir assessment of
the seriousness of the problem. The Post’s ac-
counts left no doubt as to its sympathies in
the question; in the news stories, it was im-
plicitly advocating greater expenditures for
food distribution to the poor. Again, the ac-
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counts of both the Washington Post and

- New York Times of the recurrent difficulties

of the Nixon Administration in dealing with
school desegregation in the South have made
no pretense at neutrality. Advocacy for vig-
orous school desegregation and against any
compromise is undisguised.

Advocacy journalism also has accelerated
in the abbreviated news reports of network
television, reaching an audience so much
larger than that of the newspapers and news
magazines. The coverage by CBS of social
welfare legislation during the Nixon Admin-
istration, refiecting superb reportage, is un-
mistakably on the side of vigorous racial in-
tegration in the schools, a considerably
larger Federal stipend to welfare recipients
and a substantial Federal role generally in
the solution of social problems. The widely
supposed fear cast in the hearts of the net-
work executives by Vice-President Agnew's
invective had no apparent effect on this
brand of advocacy journalism.

All three networks in their reporting of
the school busing controversy have played the
role of advocate. By implication, busing is
defended as necessary, however unpleasant it
might be, whereas the foes of busing are in-
terested wholly in political advantage and
catering to popular passions,

After President Nixon addressed the nation
with new anti-busing proposals, the immedi-
ate analysis over CBS was revealing. One
correspondent, not a lawyer and with no
access to expert legal opinion at that mo-
ment, asserted flatly that the President’s
proposal was unconstitutional by resorting
to the old separate but equal doctrine de-
clared unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court in 1954. Disapproval of what Nixon
had done was imprinted in his and his col-
leagues’ brief remarks.

All these examples of advocacy journalism,
implicit and indirect, involve mature Jour-
nalists raised in a tradition of objectivity
and balance. Their advocacy quite probably
is not a conscious design but rather an in-
trusion on their intentions of objectivity
caused by the depth of their adherence to
the axioms listed earlier. The sea change in
journalism will come if and when the new
generation of avowed advocates is ascend-
ant, unencumbered by any obsolete notions
of objectivity and balance.

Why not? That is the question posed by
the young journalists. Why should a strait-
Jacket hinder their ability to right the
wrongs of a corrupt and failed society? And
in such a society, what is wrong with ad-
vocacy? Indeed, is it not the older generation
of journalists who failed to condemn the evils
in our land who should be condemned?

Certainly, there is no dishonor to the ad-
vocate. He is welcomed in many fields: poli-
ties, government, the law, social work, edu-
cation. Advocacy is an integral part of jour-
nalism as well. The editorial writer, the
columnist, the writer for journals of opinion
all must be advocates by definition.

It is the reporter of news, either in the
electronic or printed media, who is subject
to heated controversy over advocay journal-
ism. It is in the news columns and on the
news broadcasts that the new Jjournalists
want to carry on their advocacy.

But to do so subverts the function of the
press in informing the citizenry of a Demo-
cratic Soclety. If the evening news telecast
and the morning newspaper are advocating
positions and policies, how can they be relied
upon to report accurately on the news? The
problem is aggravated significantly if the ad-
vocacy is based on axiomatic beliefs foreign
to the mass of citizens. If the vast majority
of citizens are clearly opposed to school bus-
ing and the national communications media
are advocates of school busing, the credibility
of the media on this and other questions is
eroded and with it the media’s ability to
fulfill its vital function.
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On March 31, 1972, regular North Viet-
namese divisions poured across the Demili-
tarized Zone into South Vietnam to begin
three years of relative quiescence in the end-
less Indochinese War. The reaction by the
most prestigious national communications
media was remarkable, in keeping with the
coverage of the war that had developed over
the years,

On April 4, the banner headline of the
New York Times declared: “U.S. Says Hanol
Open.” The quotations around “invaded”
derived from the lead paragraph of a Wash-
ington dispatch: “The United States accused
Hanol today of launching an ‘invasion’ of
South Vietnam and said Washington was
leaving open all retaliatory options—includ-
ing renewed American bombing of North
Vietnam.” Implicitly, the “invasion” was a
figment of the imagination of the U.8. Gov-
ernment, not the natural deseription of mas-
sive artillery bombardment preceding col-
umns of armor and infantry pouring down
across the border.

That same morning, in the Washington
Post, a dispatch from Danang began:
“Hanol's offensive in the northernmost sec-
tion of South Vietnam means that the Sai-
gon government’s stumbling pacification
program in that bloody battleground has
taken a bad fall.” Pacification in Vietnam
generally is measured in terms of govern-
ment control in heavily populated areas, and
the North Vietnamese offensive by April 3
had occupied mostly wilderness with a rela-
tively small outflow of refugees. On the
basis of that small amount of evidence, the
dispatch implied a major defeat in the criti-
cal struggle for the countryside. The head-
line: A Setback for the Pacification Program.

That evening on the three national tele-
vision networks, a picture of impending
doom in the northern provinces of South
Vietnam was painted, the South Vietnamese
Army In full retreat as it ran from the enemy
leglons. Flashed on the screen were pictures
of hapless South Vietnamese soldiers, who
having lost or thrown away their weapons,
jolned the stream of refugees fleeing from
the front line. The televised reports gave the
unmistakable impression that the end was
near, military collapse at hand. From watch-
ing them, no television viewer could have
guessed that in a few more days the north-
ern front would be stabilized at a point not
much further south than the line of April 4,

These accounts of the early days of the
1972 Communist offensive reflect dominant
themes in coverage of the war by the na-
tional media that first appeared years be-
fore: A disinclination to put the North
Vietnamese in the clear aggressor's role (as
in the use of quotation marks around “in-
vaded"”); a quick trigger in proclaiming the
failure of American-managed programs in
Vietnam, such as pacification: an inclina-
tion to assume the worst in any military
confrontation between North Vietnamese
and South Vietnamese.

These dominant themes are part of a gen-
eral pattern of reportage on Vietnam by the
national media, encapsulating more than
any single other issue the trends discussed
earlier in this paper. The view of the Viet-
nam war given the American public by the
national media is shaped by the axiom on
Vietnam commonly held by the vast major-
ity of the news correspondents who cover or
have covered the scene.

There are practical reasons for much of
this. The young journalists who won & name
for themselves by critical reporting of the
Vietnam war a decade ago—David Halber-
stam, Neil Sheehan and Malcolm Browne—
pointed the way to the young men subse-
quently assigned there; surely, the Pultizer
Prize does not await he who is positive in
reporting the war.

Beyond the practical lies the ideological
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Both the correspondents in Saigon and their
editors back in Washington and New York
share, in overwhelming numbers, axiomatic
beliefs about the war. The correspondent,
consciously or not, tends to look at the
worst side of things. The editor, consciously
or not, tends to select news that is negative.

An example occurred last autumn when &
CBS correspondent, an excellent reporter
with previous Vietnamese experience, visited
Binh Dinh Province, the worst hotbed of
Communist insurgency in South Vietnam.
In absolute terms, the situation in Binh
Dinh was dreadful; in relative terms, how-
ever, it was much better than it had been
only six months past, thanks to an acceler-
ated pacification campaign. The treatment
given by the CBS correspondent was that,
despite the new campalgn, pacification was
far off in Binh Dinh. He described the glass
of water as half empty rather than half full.
Furthermore, the introduction to his ac-
count by the network anchorman was to the
effect that nothing ever changes for the bet-
ter in Vietnam,

Both the correspondent and the anchor-
man in question are known critics of the
present war policy, a view which may well
have cast a long shadow on their treatment
of the Binh Dinh story. But there is an-
other dimension to the problem. Assume the
correspondent, inhibiting his own beliefs,
approached the story from the standpoint of
limited progress being made in Binh Dinh.
There is serious doubt that this would have
made the evening network news, ostensibly
on grounds that the story lacked bite and
viewer interest. Here too, however, the be-
liefs of the editors come into play, though
perhaps subconsciously.

The problem can be framed in this pat-
tern, which fits the experience of several
young correspondents assigned to Vietnam.
Arriving from the United States, the neo-
phyte is prejudiced against the war and
looking for the worst. But as he digs into
the problem, he discovers new elements of
hope and accomplishment that surprise him
and, he believes, deserve being reported. The
dispatches he writes on these subjects are
than relegated to the back pages of a back
section of his newspaper. It is the stories of
despair and fallure that receive front page
treatment. This is in the ancient journallstic
tradition that man-bites-dog is news where-
as dog-bites-man is not. But it also con-
forms to deeply felt beliefs about Vietnam
within the media. The fact that the nega-
tive stories also conform to the correspond-
ent’'s personal beliefs about the war makes it
easier for him to write the negative stories
that please his superiors and win him ad-
vancement.

All of the above concerns, more or less,
subconscious tailoring of Vietnamese re-
portage to anti-war beliefs. There is, in addi-
tion, conscious emphasis on the negative by
correspondents in Vietnam who believe In
advocacy Jouralism and practice it, elther
clandestinely or openly. Most of these are
free-lancers, but some correspendents for na-
tional media view their mission as one of un-
dermining U.S. poliey in Indochina.

To them, this is the highest form of patri-
otism. Many are not many years away from
the college campus, where U.S. intervention
in the Vietnam war was universally perceived
as an abominable moral outrage. To be as-
signed to Vietnam is for them to be given
a rare opportunity at advocacy. This is the
highest form of patriotism; to retreat to ob-
solete standards of objectivity would be un-
thinkable.

The most famous of the journalist-advo-
cates in Vietnam has been Seymour Hersh,
winner of the Pulitzer Prize for hls exposure
of the My Lal massacre. In interviews, Hersh
has made no secret of the fact that his
avowed purpose in Vietnam is to discredit
the U.S. effort there. Obviously, to balance
the atrocity at My Lai against Communist
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atrocities at Hue and elsewhere in the 1968
Tet offensive would not be to his purpose.

Just how many correspondents in Vietnam
share Hersh’s goals but are less candid about
it is impossible to say.

On the surface, it would seem that the new
journalism has profoundly affected public
opinion on Vietnam. Widespread support for
the war in 1965 has gradually changed to
widespread opposition. Seldom has the pub-
lic change in viewpoint been so complete
on a major issue in so short a period of time.
It would seem that, on this issue at least, the
mass media and the masses are together.

But how much the media really converted
the masses on Vietnam is debatable, The na-
tional media’s opposition to U.S. policy, mir-
roring the attitudes of the peace movement,
is that it is ineffective, unwise and immoral,;
the masses have accepted only that it is in-
effective. The national journalists have ar-
gued it was indecent of the U.S. to have heen
in Vietnam; the masses have come to the
conclusion that our one and only sin was
not winning. The gap between the masses
and the media over the underlying moral
basis of Vietnam persists.

It may be sald that the media played a
major role in pushing the masses to the
conclusion that the war was unwinnable.
That judgment was surely formed by years
of televised news from Vietnam putting the
military situation in the blackest of terms.
Certainly, the great turning point in Ameri-
can public opinion on the war was the great
Communist Tet offensive of 1968, where the
national media failed badly in reporting the
magnitude of the Communist military
defeat.

At this writing, a national inquest into
who is to blame for Vietnam seems unlikely.
But in any such inquest, the media would
be sharply attacked for its role and a dema-
gogic politician, following Vice-President Ag-
new's success, might well whip up a torrent
of public hysteria. The potential exists be-
cause of the gap between the masses and the
media on Vietnam and the lack of restraint
by the masses in either consciously or sub-
consclously shaping the news of the war to
fit its own axioms.

On most controversial events of the last
decade, the gap between mass media and the
masses has been even more obvious than in
the case of Vietnam. On no point was the gap
more noticeable than in the coverage of the
disturbances at the 1968 Democratic National
Convention in Chicago by the national jour-
nalists, particularly the television networks.

The televised accounts gave the unmistak-
able picture of a police riot against unresist-
ing young protesters. But polling data shows
a wholly different picture perceived by the
masses, who felt the networks were distort-
ing an anti-police provocation by organized
radicals. So intense was the disbellef by the
masses that even indisputable excesses by the
police visually portrayed on television were
doubted by viewers.

Though the truth of the situation rested
somewhere between the version of the media
and the perception of the masses and prob-
ably closer to the media version, the con-
sensus of disbelief showed a rugged resist-
ance by the televislon viewer against being
forced into new patterns of belief.

On a less violent level is the gap on the
school busing question. Television coverage
that tends to defend busing has had no ef-
fect whatever in diminishing mass abhor-
rence against the practice. The public be-
lieves that busing is irrational, ineffective
and against its interests. Television com-
mentators cannot convince it otherwlse.

But even if the impact of the national me-
dia is limited in transforming public opinion,
the effort is not without significance. As
the gap widens between the public and the
media, so does the media’'s credibility decline.
The media must play a role as watchdog
critic in a free society but scarcely can do it
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effectively if it lacks credibility. If separated
from the masses and disbelieved by them,
the media is vulnerable constantly to politi-
cal attack, which could ultimately result in
a shrinking of freedom.

An easy corrective is not at hand. Any
governmental or quasi-governmental agency
to police the press is unconstitutional and
unthinkable, the corrective being worse than
the malady. Self policing by press boards
probably would reflect existing views of the
media, which constitute the heart of the
problem. Informal watchdogs over the press,
such as the journalism reviews around the
country, are so dominated by advocates of
advocacy journalism that they denigrate
examples of objectivity and balance.

The return of the media to a goal of oh-
jectivity, balance and nonadvocacy, though
difficult to blueprint, is nevertheless essen-
tial., Without progress toward this end the
communications media cannot be free from
growing fears and dangers in the years to
come,

NORTH DAKOTA POLL

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in a
poll taken by the distinguished senior
Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Younc), some interesting results have
appeared to which I invite the attention
of all Senators. More than 10,000 North
Dakotans responded to Senator Younc’s
request for comments on some of the
most important and controversial issues
facing us today.

As we look toward action on perma-
nent transportation strike legislation,
and toward a June 1 deadline for two
more potentially devastating railroad
shutdowns, I wish, especially, to draw
the attention of the Senate to question

No. 14 in the poll. It reads as follows:

14, Do you think Congress should enact
permanent legislation which would provide
compulsory federal arbitration to end seri-
ous transportation strikes, such as the dock
strikes, when agreement appears impossible
through voluntary arbitration?

The answer to this question was over-
whelmingly “Yes.” Ninety-three percent
of all responses indicated that they felt
such legislation should be enacted, with
only 7 percent in disagreement.

Mr. President, this points to a clear
message from the public that legislation
is badly needed, and needed now.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire poll and results be printed in the
RECORD.

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

FroMm THE OFFICE OF SENATOR MILTON R.
Youne

This is the tabulation as of March 14 of
the returns from the 70,000 questionnaires
I sent out late in February. Returns received
after this date will be added to the 11,000
already received. A very high percentage of
those returning questionnalres made helpful
comments expressing additional views on &
wide range of subjects.

Previous similar polls, malled to every
precinct in the state, have quite accurate-
ly forecast how North Dakotans voted in the
following election.

People identifying themselves as farmers
were tabulated separately, as were nonfarm-
ers and students. There was a somewhat
higher percentage of returns from farmers
than they represent to the total population.
Farmers indicated by F; nonfarmers, NF;
students, S.




15096

This questionnaire was sent to only 2,000
students, 1,000 each at the University of
North Dakota and North Dakota State Uni-
versity. Unfortunately, more were not sent
to students and other young people because
I didn't have adequate lists. It is interest-
ing to note that the percentage returns from
students was as high as those from the other
groups. This indicates they have an active
interest in issues and politics. They were
the only group that showed a preference for
any of the Democratic candidates for Presi-
dent—favoring Senator Edward Kennedy
over President Nixon. Their views on other
questions did mnot vary greatly from the
other groups.

Since President Nixon will undoubtedly be
the Republican candidate and the Democrats
have many candidates at present, it's pos-
sible that when they select their candidate,
that candidate's strength in North Dakota
could be greater than this poll indicates.

In the following summary, where there
was less than a three percent difference in
the preferences among groups, only the total
tabulation is shown.

1, How would you rate President Nixon’'s
general handling of the war in Vietnam:
[Answers in percent|
GOOD
Total (4,467)
Farmer (2,221)
Nonfarmer (2,158) -
Student (88)

Total (4,252)

Farmer (2,901)

Nonfarmer (1,221)

Student (130)

UNSATISFACTORY

Total (2,043)

Parmer (1,412)

Nonfarmer (562)

Student (79)

2. Do you believe we should retain a resi-
dual military force in Vietnam until all of
our prisoners of war are released?

YES

Total (7,978)
Farmer (4,853)
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Nonfarmer (2,959)
Student (164)

Total (2,428)
Farmer (1,439)
Nonstudent (876)
Student (113)

3. Do you favor the President’s welfare
reform proposal with its guaranteed annual
income?

Total (2,992)
Farmer (1,709)
Nonfarmer (1,187)
Student (98)

Total (6,835)
Farmer (4,184)
Nonfarmer (2,473)
Student (178)

4. If a Presidential election were held now
and the choice were between the following
persons, for which one in each group of two
would you vote?

Total Farmer

Nonfarmer Student

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Total Farmer Nonfarmer Student

Percent

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

5,723
2,835

2,570

5,643
5, 826

2,972
1,951

1,874

2,858
2,987

60
40

40

60
65

67
33

[ g
3

69
72

Humphrey

Nixon. ..
R T s

2,5%

2,593
2,684

155
115

72

192
155

57
43

28

72
60

McGovern______.......

769 Jackson..._____

Kennedy_______.__....

2,230
1,584

5, 929
5,691
2,289

28
21

79
7

2

1,625
1,131

3,080
2,967

1,573

35
27

13
65

35

499
405

2,636
2,595

584

16
13

87
82

18

40
19

81
43

51

106

a8
203
129

132

5. Which Farm Price Support Program do
you like best?

a. The present program (which was in ef-
fect last year).

b. The program in effect the previous five
years.

[Answers in percent]
Total (4,335)
Farmer (2,951)
Nonfarmer (1,304)
Student (80)
Total (4,109)

Farmer (2,695)
Nonfarmer (1,303)
Student (111)
6. Do you believe that price supports under
the present program for wheat and feed
grains should be increased?
vEs Total (8,606)

Farmer (5,844)

Nonfarmer (2,581)

Student (181)

Total (1,689)

Farmer (665)

Nonfarmer (867)

Student (57)

7. Do you approve of the Nixon Adminis-
tration's farm policies?
vEs Total (2,983)

Farmer (1,672)
Nonfarmer (1,262) _._
Student (49)

Total (6,369)

Farmer (4,330)
Nonfarmer (1,870)
Student (169)

8. Do you favor President Nixon’s proposal
to abolish the draft and replace it with an
all-volunteer armed force?

YES Total (7,437)
Farmer (4,598)
Nonfarmer (2,644)
Student (1985)

no Total (2,844)
Farmer (1,660)
Nonfarmer (1,143)
Student (41)

a.

9. How would you rate President Nixon’s
foreign policy decisions?
GOOD

Total (3,759)

Farmer (1,813)

Nonfarmer (1,854)

Student (92)

FAIR:

Total (5,432)

Farmer (3,643)

Nonfarmer (1,630)

Student (159)
UNSATISFACTORY !

Total (1,417)

Farmer (989)

Nonfarmer (394)

Student (34)

10. Do you approve of President Nixon’s
trip to:
[Answers in percent]
a. Communist China
YES
Total (9,117)
Farmer (5,323)
Nonfarmer (3,525)
Student (269)

Total (1,517)
Farmer (1,102)
Nonfarmer (393)...
Student (22)

b. Russia
YES

Total (8,414)
Farmer (4,888)
Nonfarmer (3,265)
Student (261)
Total (1,715)

Nonfarmer (469)

Student (23)

11. Do you favor trade in both agricultural
and industrial goods with Communist
China?

YES: (B.871)
No: (1,540)

12. Do you favor increased trade in indus-
trial and farm goods with Russia and satel-
lite nations?

YES:

No: (1,718)

13. How do you believe the President's
Phase II wage and price stabilization con-
trols are working?

GOOD

Nonfarmer (442)

Student (24)
FAIR

Total (5,307)

Nonfarmer (2,080)

Student (162)
UNSATISFACTORY

Total (4,373)

Farmer (2,041)

Nonfarmer (1,333)

Student (99)

14. Do you think Congress should enact
permanent leglslation which would provide
compulsory Federal arbitration to end seri-
ous transportation strikes, such as the dock
strikes, when agreement appears impossible
through voluntary arbitration?

YES!
NO:

COMMENDATION OF CITIZEN
EXCHANGE CORPS

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I should
like to formally commend the Citizen Ex-
change Corps for its sustained service in
bringing about greater understanding be-
tween the U.S.8.R. and ourselves. Theirs
is a citizen-to-citizen counterpart pro-
gram involving visits to the Soviet Union
and private meetings with persons there
who have similiar interests to visiting
Americans. Historically, the Soviets have
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reciprocated and the Citizen Exchange
Corps has done an extensive job of host-
ing visiting Russians in a nonofficial ef-
fective fashion. In short it has great
credibility on both sides and its con-
tacts with Soviet citizens are probably
wider than any other groups, private, or
publie.

With this record behind it and the
likelihood of holding a “World Congress”
in Moscow during 1973 on the subject of
internaticnal education and private citi-
zen exchanges the CEC has launched yet
another effort—a “China Corps.” Sim-
ilarly, the idea here is to promote private
exchange visits between citizens of the
I'ecple’s Republic of China and our own
citizens in the interest of peaceful coex-
istence and increased understanding. Ac-
cordingly, CEC has “enrolled” hundreds
of interested U.S. citizens who would
travel to China when that becomes pos-
sible. As is the case of CEC visitors to the
U.8.S.R., these persons will be nonpolit-
ical persons from all walks of life but will
include interpreters and professors who
will work in cooperation with their host
country counterparts to arrange lectures,
discussions and counterpart visits to
homes, education institutions, industries,
and the like.

The idea is a good one—and, like most
good ideas, deceptively simple. As a long-
time advocate of normalizing relations
between the United States and the Peo-
ple’s Republic, I applaud the new CEC
initiative and wish them well in this
enterprise.

CRISIS IN NUCLEAR FISSION: A
HARD WAY TO BOIL WATER

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, accord-
ing to the Atomic Industrial Forum:

As of the end of March, it has been one full
year since a nuclear power plant in the United
States has received a full construction permit
or operating license from the AEC—There is
little hope that the across-the-board delay
will soon end.

Is this delay the fault of environment-
alists, hysterics, or kooks? No, the fault
is with the technology itself. Even some
of the AEC Commissioners are beginning
to realize there is a safety crisis, accord-
ing to the trade journal, Nucleonics Week.

Its front-page article April 20 claims
that Chairman Schlesinger is—

Upset to find that the scientific basis for,
and conservatism cof, the interim Emergency
Core Cooling System criteria are now in
doubt after he had been assured by AEC
staff of their validity.

Mr. President, I ask consent that this
article, entitled “ECCS Situation Grow-
ing Steadily More Ominous for AEC, In-
dustry,” be printed at the end of my re-
marks.

PERSONAL INTERVENTION BY SCHLESINGER

Shortly after James Schlesinger’s ap-
pointment as new AEC Chairman in July
1971, the well-known nuclear critic, Dr.
John Gofman, predicted that the Chair-
man would eventually wonder “how
ostensibly objective scientists of the AEC
staff perform the miracle of all thinking
alike on subjects of great debate outside
the AEC headquarters.”

One agent of this miracle turned out to
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be an AEC memo warning AEC-support-
ed scientists that they should “never dis-
agree with official policy” about the ade-
quacy of emergency core cooling sys-
tems.

After this memo was discovered and
publicized by the national intervenors in
early February, Schlesinger personally
intervened to encourage witnesses from
the AEC’s Oak Ridge National Lab to
present their views about ECCS “fully
and without reservation.”

Subsequently, Oak Ridge experts did
reveal severe doubts about ECCS per-
formance and adequacy.

In view of their revelations and
others, I cannot understand Chairman
Schlesinger’s support for bills like H.R.
14065 and H.R. 13752, which would ac-
celerate the operation of new nuclear
powerplants.

CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS DUE

However, credit should be given where
it is due. Apparently Chairman Schle-
singer has at least been fighting, per-
haps alone inside the Commission, to
find out the facts about ECCS troubles,
in spite of probable obstruction by fright-
ened management below.

Is it unrealistic to hope that Chairman
Schlesinger, in view of present nuclear
safety problems, will find the courage to
advocate a temporary nuclear power
moratorium?

He would become an American hero
overnight. Even the purest capitalists
would soon realize that a moratorium
is necessary to protect the American
economy and industry from uninsurable
nuclear power calamities.

Because Chairman Schlesinger is new-
ly involved in atomic energy, he is free
from the deep ego involvement which so
commonly perverts human perception.
He certainly cannot be blamed for nu-
clear follies of the past.

On the other hand, he will have to
share the blame for nuclear accidents in
the future, if he fails to take appropriate
action now to protect public safety.

A VIGOROUS NEW WARNING

A pertinent editorial about nuclear
technology appeared in the American
Journal of Public Health, February 1972.
It states that there needs to be “an in-
creasing awareness of the consequences,
actual or potential, that mistakes may
entail for present or future generations.”

The Journal then discretely expresses
an extremely strong warning:

Indeed, Cromwell's appeal to the General
Assembly of the Scottish Church, "I beseech
you in the bowels of Christ, think it possible
that you may be mistaken,"” might well pro-
vide the basic position from which to ap-
proach the [nuclear] problems discussed
above.

COULD JAMES SCHLESINGER BE THE ONE?

Perhaps Chairman Schlesinger is des-
tined to be the man who turns to the
other Commissioners, to the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, and to the nu-
clear industry, to say, “Think it possible
that you may be mistaken.”

Already he has warned readers of
Science magazine, in the issue of Jan-
uary 14, 1972, that “atoms may or may
not be useful.”
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If it is a mistake to boil water with
nuclear fission, which is the most in-
herently dangerous process known to
man, then let us simply pay off our debt
to those who explored nuclear electricity
for us, as proposed in S. 3223.

Meanwhile, let us get on with the job
of gasifying coal and developing solar
technologies. A sunshine economy is in-
trinsically more attractive than a radio-
active one.

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

[From Nucleonics Week, April 20, 1972]

ECCS SrruaTioN GROWING STEADILY MoRg OmM-
INOUS FOR AEC, INDUSTRY

“The interim ecriteria are in tatters and
AEC is going to have to make some very ma-
Jor decisions,” a lawyer who has been follow-
ing the emergency core cooling rulemaking
said this week. Other observers agree. They
think AEC will have to choose from among
new and possibly arbitrary formulae to add
conservatism in ECCS criteria. There is specu-
latlon that these will embody one or all of
the following: 1. a strict time-temperature
formula; 2. tough power density limits well
below manufacturers’' present usage; 3. an
arbitrary across-the-board limitation of re-
actor operation, say, 30% of rated capacity.
Such operating criteria would hold until there
has been confirmation of ECCS design ade-
quacy.

The AEC commissioners held a special
meeting last week to discuss the ECCS sit-
uation with top staff officials. Present were
reactors chief Milton Shaw, ECCS task force
director Stephen Hanauer, reactor standards
chief Edson Case, regulatory director L. Man-
ning Muntzing and general counsel Martin
Hofiman. An AEC spokesman said the meet-
ing was called simply to brief the commis-
sioners on what was happening. However,
sources close to those attending said it was
a tough meeting with “hard questions” on
how AEC had gotten into its present position.
These sources said AEC chairman James
Schlesinger was upset to find that the scien-
tific basis for and conservatism of the interim
ECCS criteria are now in doubt after he had
been assured by AEC staff of their validity.

Some of those who have followed the rule-
meking hearings in detail think there is in-
deed a crisis for AEC and the nuclear indus-
try. Last week's AEC meeting suggests that
the commissioners are beginning to feel sim-
flarly. The commission is expected officlally
to maintain the position that it cannot act
or comment until the hearings record is com-
plete; however, it also is expected to keep so
abreast of the situation that it will be pre-
pared to take prompt action at conclusion
of the hearings.

National Intervenors, the coalition of en-
vironmental organizations represented by at-
torney Myron Cherry, came into the rule-
making hearings with little technical exper-
tise. As one source put it: “They came in
here with little idea what they were going
to do; they were going to wing it. This, in
fact, they did,” this source continued, “but
in the process they have opened up a Pan-
dora's Box of scientific doubts and bureau-
cratic heavy-handeness.” Witnesses from
Oak Ridge National Lab, Aerojet Nuclear and
AEC's regulatory staff have expressed varying
degrees of doubts that have effectively dis-
credited the alleged conservatism of the cri-
teria and the scientific assumptions on which
they were based. Weeks of bullylng cross-ex-
amination by Cherry have revealed gaps in
AEC data, a lack of tests, generous assump-
tions, and considerable numbers of doubting
individuals, especlally at Oak Ridge. AEC
answers, in effect, that each of these men has
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only limited expertise; that when all of the
data 1s assembled the big plcture is different.
AFEC may yet prove its case but, with its staff
witnesses in such disarray, observers think
it unlikely.

The reactor vendors had contended that
the interim criteria are needlessly conserva-
tive and that the vendors would be wvindi-
cated by their testimony on specific of their
respective systems. But on the basis of their
direct testimony so far, it appears that they
will have failed. It is known that the AEC
commissioners are considerably disappointed
with the substance of the formal prepared
testimony of the vendors, which they feel
falls to address the critical issues adequately.
Observers at the hearings say the computer
codes are the most discredited item; that
these have been shown to be crude and ar-
bitrary.

Sald one vendor source: “The trouble is
that there is only so much that we can prove,
because most of the assumptions and data
relate to AEC-sponsored tests that are outside
of our control.” He said top management of
vendor companies—primarily the three man-
ufacturers of pressurized water reactors—
had falled as yet to grasp the full conse-
quences of the predicament in which they
may find themselves. He said the situation
reminds him of the failure of AEC and indus-
try to grasp the full impac*t that the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act was to have
on nuclear plants.

At the ECCS hearings last week, Robert J.
Colmar, a senlor nuclear engineer in the Div.
of Reactor Licensing, stated flatly that some
form of power reduction was desirable. Col-
mar saild that at present there is no way
of evaluating the course of a loss-of-coolant
accident. "In view of the fact,” he sald, “and
in view of the testimony of many knowledge-
able people on the subject, it is my feeling
that we ought to stay at some power level
where a great many of these uncertalnties
are lessened.”

Colmar sald the principal concern was low=
flooding rates and that there was a need to
explore this problem and come up with an-
alyses and solutions to it. He sald that if
the problem was directly related to another
factor, such as steam binding, then that
should be dealt with, too; possibly by a de-
sign fix. Colmar added: “But I think what
we are really striving for is to reach a power
level where the problems that we've heard
of during this hearing are mitigated sub-
stantially.”” But Colmar admitted that he
didn’t know how such a reduced power level
should be arrived at,

EXTENSION OF TERRITORIAL
JURISDICTION FOR 200 MILES

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on
March 22, 1972, in the Daily Sitka Sen-
tinel, at page 6, an article appeared which
is of particular importance. The article,
entitled “SEATA Responds to ‘Advocates’
Debate,” contained a letter tc the pro-
ducers of the “Advocates” television pro-
gram. It was prepared and drafted by the
Southeast Alaska Trollers Association in
response to an issue described on one epi-
sode of the Advocates. This was the
proposition that America should extend
its territorial jurisdiction for 200 miles.

I reported in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orp the overwhelmingly favorable re-
sponse of the American public to that
program. However, at that time the re-
sponse of the fishermen themselves was
not available. This article reflects their
opinion. For this reason, I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in
the REcoORD.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SEATA RESPONDS TO “ADVOCATES" DEBATE

Southeast Alaska Trollers Assoclation at
an Executive Board meeting Sunday night re-
leased for publication a letter to “The Ad-
vocates™.

The letter was written in response to mem-
bership request after the NBC-TV showing
of the debate on extending U.S. coastal juris-
diction.

The breadth of territorial claims to the
sea will be one of the principal subjects at
the 1973 international Law of the Seas Con-
ference.

Following is the SEATA letter:

Gentlemen:

Our organization, exceeding 350 members
from Alaska to Oregon, and by membership
request, wish to comment about your pro-
gram for U.S. Extended Coastal Jurisdiction,

Our type of fishing is principally “hook
and line"” and chiefly on Pacific salmon. We
should not be confused with the trawl (drag)
method as we often are. Some of us troll for
tuna, and some are diversified trollers, engag-
ing in the long-line bottom fishery for hali-
but and sablefish, or inshore in the salmon
gill net and seine effort. And some, are small-
boat fishermen who supplement their income
troll fishing in protected waters such as that
in the Alaska Alexander Archipeligo.

We realize we are only a small segment of
the national fishery, but we find it incom-
prehensible a program such as yours can
be presented without reference to Alaska as
“the nation’s greatest fishery today’; quot-
ing the National Marine Fisheries Service.

The general public, and far too many con-
gressmen, visualize a fisherman as a squint-
eyed individual clad in a so'wester; a little
below the norm in literacy, and flercely in-
dependent,

Independent he has been—the near-last

of the free enterprise system to be involved
in international diplomacy and bureaucratic
dictates. He may be squint-eyed, but he is
not illiterate, and he has become distrustful
of diplomacy.
“The fisherman knows he can no longer
“just go fishing and forget the world"”, for
when he salled in the past 15 years, he was
face to face with super foreign fleets on his
coastal breeding and rearing grounds—
grounds systematically drug the year round.
And off which American fishermen some-
times do not fish, partly as a conservation
measure, and sometimes by regulation. The
excuse the foreigner gives for being there is
they “are fishing under-utilized stocks.”

Concerned American fishermen can't take
much “stock” in that statement when they
read, by those purported to know, “that the
world fisheries are 70 per cent over-fished”,
and, by another, that, “the ocean outside
the continental shelves are virtual deserts.”

The fisherman s distrustful when he hears
the term “limited entry” for the simple rea-
son that it is not the American fisherman
who has built up, and invaded, these grounds
with super fleets—who have made our experts
admit to decline of the herring on the At-
lantic, the menhaden, and the flounder. It
is not they who have caused the decline of
ocean perch on the Pacific, the sable fish off
Alaska. The American fishing fleet, as also
admitted by the experts, is not capable of
carrying out that depletion!

Information, such as that declassified and
published, from the late Dr. Wilbert Chap-
man was that, in the 1958 and '60 Law of
the Sea negotiations, “the last ditch bargain-
ing material used was FISH" (his emphasis).
It was used in an attempt to establish ex-
clusive jurisdiction of the coastal state over
the resources of the continental shelf with-
out lesing the navigational rights!

May 1, 1972

What our diplomats did, was trade “fish-
ing rights™ for “navigational rights”, and the
fisherman is not so naive he doesn't know
it!l—Nor why he now has the forelgn fleet
to contend with on North American stocks.

Neither are the bulk of American fishermen
S0 naive as not to know that the U.S.-South
American “tuna war" is partly involved in
the diplomacy for protecting billions of
American investments in South American
oil, fish, fruit, coffee, rubber and a host
of other “programs”.

The time has come when the American
fisherman, with a good many more Ameri-
can’'s think a portion of this largess being
strewn around the world, might well be used
at home—at least in protecting our resources.
By every expert projection, our continental
shelves are most important; oill, minerals,
and, a protein resource for a burgeoning
nation.

Oh yes! the fishermen know that “certain
rights" were worked out for exploration on
“the shelyes"—but not for fish! They also
know one of the reasons for the gigantic oil
lease sale in Alaske was because many of
the foreign recipients of our largess, and dip-
lomatic actions, have forced these companies
to come home. Most Americans realize that
one of the richest countries on earth has de-
veloped a “poor image” and does not jus-
tify its balance of deficits (including sea-
food imports), its underemployed, and its
national debt.

If this sound far from fishermen, it is not!

The subsldizing of the American fishing
fleet, tax write-offs for oil, the paying of
American fishing “fines” from everyone’s tax
dollars will in no way stop the foreign incur-
sion on our continental shelves. To invest
in it we must protect it! As one researcher
writes, "by the time we get through 're-
searching’ what damage the Russian and
Japanese fleets have done to our continental
stocks, they will have left for South American
waters, and the fishermen will all be broke."

A statement often heard among fishermen,
thinking in terms of conservation, is “you
know what happened to the whale!” We
DO know what happened to the whale! It
was put on the endangered specles 1ist.
Americans no longer take whale, but for-
eign nations take them just the same!

We fishermen, on both coasts and the Na-
tional Marine Fisherles Service, know how
heavy is this foreign pressure on North Amer-
ican stocks. To cite only one month on
Alaska's shelf (Dec. 'T1) there were 204 Soviet
and Japanese vessels. 176 of those were trawl-
ers taking ground fish, ocean perch, flounder,
herring and sable fish; all specles showing a
decline on our coasts, and largely cut of U.S.
control. The NMFS estimates (probably con-
servatively) that the Russian and Japanese
take 3 billlon pounds of all fish species off
Alaska each year.

The Japanese concentration on the last
great North American salmon stocks is ac-
complished by high seas gill net—from which
some reports estimate a 70 per cent loss! The
Soviets say they take salmon only “inciden-
tally”, but one report states they admit to
300,000 salmon (perhaps 3 million pounds)
each year, taken “incidentally” in their
trawls just in the Bering Sea.

All Northwest fishermen continually wit-
ness Soviet trawl fleets moving into concen-
trations of returning salmon. When reporting
violations, the trawlers move outside the 12
mile limit, and fishermen know their calls
are monitored. In Japanese and Soviet fish
schools the English language is a required
subject, at least for fishing masters.

To summarize, we see no effective control
for protecting bottom habitat, and the stocks
who feed and rear therein, without coastal
state Jurlsdiction over its conservation.
Neither is there logic to subsidizing Ameri-
can fleets, and limiting unit effort, so long
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as foreign fleets have relatively free rights
on the continental shelf. The anadromous
Pacific salmon, and of course the warm-water
tuna, must be considered. But, for the great-
est fishery this nation has today there will be
no adequate conservation until coastal states
have custody of the continental feeding and
rearing grounds—for all its inhabitants;
ground and shell fish, salmon, the pelagics,
birds, whales and even sea otter and fur seal.
These grounds are the world's greatest con-
tributors to a renewable protein resource, and
they deserve attention of every North Ameri-
canl

Thank you for your program; we wish we
could have participated more fully. And, we
hope we've justified our stand—for all Ameri-
cans!

U.S. DEPENDENCE ON FOREIGN
FUEL SUPPLY

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, some
projections indicate that the United
States will be depending on foreign na-
tions for as much as 60 percent of its oil
and be a significant importer of foreign
natural gas by 1985. The cost of thgs
dependence on “cheap” foreign fuel is
awesome.

Department of Commerce estimates of
the cost of new tankers for crude oil
are up to $49 billion.

The Navy says an expansion of the U.S.
fleet by almost 60 ships would be neces-
sary primarily to keep the ocean lanes
open for U.S.-bound tankers.

Higher prices and taxes are the in-
evitable consequence of our increasing
dependence on foreign fuel supply.

The current issue of Petroleum In-
dependent contains an article relating
to this subject titled “Navy Wants Bil-
lions To Protect ‘Cheap’ Foreign 0_11." T
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

Navy Wants Brrrons To PrRoTECT “CHEAP”
ForeeN OIL

The cost of “‘cheap” foreign oil is beginning
to look more and more like an economic bur-
den that even the big rich U.S. can ill afford.

With some projections that the nation
could be getting as much as 60 percent of its
oll from abroad and be a significant importer
of foreign natural gas by 1985, the “costs”
of building in this kind of dependence on
foreign fuels are awesome.

Some of these costs include:

1. Up to 2600 new tankers for crude oil
which Andrew E. Gibson of the Department
of Commerce estimates would cost up to 849
billion.

2. An expansion in the U.S. fieet by almost
60 ships that would cost several billions and
that the Navy says will be needed primarily
to keep the ocean lanes open for U.S.-bound
oll tankers,

3. A negative impact on the U.S. balance of
payments which indicates, conservatively,
that the 1885 dollar outflow for petroleum
fuels could be $30 billlon—$20 billion for oil,
$10 billion for liquefied gas.

None of these “costs” reflect fully the rap-
idly growing prices that will confront con-
sumers for foreign oil and gas. Higher prices
and taxes imposed on concession-holding
companies in the past year by host govern-
ments in the Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries are considered “only a be-
ginning” by most observers of the foreign ofl
scene.

Buoyed by their negotiating success in the
past year, the OPEC countries now are in
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initial stages of dealing for direct “participa~-
tion” in the ownership of operating com-
panles. Their strategy s to claimstake owner-
ship rights nominally, at 20 percent or so,
then increase their share by stages until oil
concessions revert to host countries late in
this century or early in the next.

Success of the OPEC partners in extracting
increased dollars, whether through “partic-
ipation,” higher prices, increased taxes, or
combination of all three—could substantially
hike the dollar outflow and the intolerable
impact on the U.S. balance of payments po-
sition.

The economic cost of dependency on for-
eign sources for fuels at levels now being
forecast by some government agencies would,
of itself, be more than the U.S. could afford—
even if buying and paying for the fuels were
all the costs involved.

But it is increasingly apparent that the
cost of the foreign fuels—and they will be far
from ‘‘cheap’—will be only a part of the cost
of building in a U.8. dependence on foreign
supply.

NAVAL OIL PROTECTION?

New elements of costs to consumers and/
or taxpayers have been raised regularly, some
that nobody had thought of before. The
latest of these was embodled in the N-vy's
appeal for 50 swift new frigates and eight
mini-aircraft carrlers that would have the
assignment of keeping open the sea lanes
“for transport of critical resources into the
us.”

Adm, Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., chief of naval
operations, laid heavy stress in expansion of
the U.S. fleet to protect future oil tanker
trafic in putting the Navy's $23 billion
budget request for fiscal 1973 before the
Senate Armed Services committee.

“During the past year,” Zumwalt said, “it
has become increasingly clear that, by 1985
or so, we will have to import perhaps half of
the petroleum we need. The quantities im-
ported by sea will be vast—on the order of
12 million barrels a day.”

Adm, Zumwalt sald this kind of oil traf-
fic would require up to 1,000 tankers of 70,-
000-ton1 capacity delivering foreign oil to
the U.S., and he warned the Senators:

“The potential for coerclon of the U.S.,
with or without allies, inherent in this situ-
ation is ominous when one considers the
measures the Soviets are taking to improve
their navy.”

In making the Navy's case on its budget
requirements. Zumwalt showed the Armed
Services committee some 25 slides. Signifi-
cantly, “U.S. Dependence on Oil Imports—
1985,” showing the import level at 50 per-
cent of requirements.

A key role in protecting oil tanker move-
ments would be asslgned by the Navy to a
new “Patrol Frigate” which Zumwalt sald is
needed to augment and eventually replace
World War II vintage destroyers. The “most
vital function” of these frigates, he sald,
would be “to help keep open the sealanes for
the transport of critical resources into the
U.s.

The Navy wants 50 of these ships, with
contract for the “lead (first) ship” expected
to be let in 1973. Zumwalt requested $191.56
milllon for design and procurement of the
first of these, and sald the 50 would be
spread among three contractors.

Should these frigates cost, ultimately $150
milllon each—the 50 would mean an outlay
of $7.5 billion for tanker escorts, not includ-
ing manning and maintenance. Eight aircraft
carriers (Sea Control Ships) that would
carry 17 aircraft, including helicopters, and
cost about $100 million each, also would
have a role in maintaining access to sealanes.

Tanker needs welghed. Levels of potential
U.S. dependence on foreign oil by 1985 vary,
depending on who is doing the estimating.
The Pentagon is planning on the assumption
that it will be 12 million barrels a day, but
the Department of Commerce anticipates
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oil imports by the mid-1980"s of 14 million
barrels daily.

And the Assistant Secretary of Commerce
for Maritime Affairs, Andrew E. Gibson, has
estimated the new tanker capacity to move
that much oil at 2,600 ships of 47,000-fon
capacity—or 500 of 250,000-ton capacity for
which the U.S. presently does not have any
port facilities.

If deepwater port facllities are not pro-
vided, at least one each of the East and
West Coasts, and another in the Gulf, Gib-
son estimated, the cost for smaller tankers
will be $49 billion. The tankers of 250,000-ton
capacity, he said, would cost only about $22
billion, but would require construction of
deep water terminal facilities that would
cost several hundred millions but may be
opposed by environmentalists.

Whether the 1985 U.S. import traffic is in
the $40 billion worth of small tankers, or
larger ones, protected by 50 new naval frig-
ates or more, it Is increasingly apparent that
the myth of “cheap” foreign oil is an eco-
nomic illusion of treacherous proportions.

As IPAA's President, Tom B. Medders, Jr.,
put it recently:

“There are those who have asked—and
will continue to ask—how we can afford to
rebuild an adequate (domestic) energy re-
sources base. My answer to that question is
another question: How can we afford to ne-
glect this challenge which may be the most
important in the history of our country?

“The question our government ought to
face up to is simply this: Can we afford the
economic cost of dependence on foreign en-
ergy supplies in the tremendous volumes
that will be needed. The evidence already
visible suggests that prospective costs for
building in a dangerous dependence on for-
eign oll and gas would be far greater than
the cost of assuring secure supplies from
our own resources.”

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

Mr. HART, Mr. President, as we look
forward to debates on reforming welfare
and reducing unemployment rates, we
must not overlook the opportunity we
have today to provide jobs this summer
for the segment of our population hard-
est hit by unemployment—our rural and
urban poor youths.

We can do that by supporting the in-
creases in funds for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps programs recommended by
the Senate Appropriations Committee.

Unemployment figures tell the story of
the need for these funds.

The jobless rate for teenagers in pov-
erty neighborhoods is 25 percent; for
black teenagers in such areas, 34.7
percent.

It is estimated nationally that as many
as 1.5 million youths will be eligible to
participate in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps jobs program this summer.

Under the administration’s budget re-
quests, the same as last year, the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps will only be able
to fund 610,000 9-week jobs.

That is not enough.

For example, in Detroit, that could
mean less than 15,000 job slots.

Detroit officials report that 35,000
vouths could qualify for the program and
that public and nonprofit organizations
are prepared to offer 25,000 job op-
portunities, provided the funds are
available.

Detroit Mayor Roman Gribbs, mem-
bers of the Detroit Common Coun-
cil, Detroit Superintendent of Schools
Charles J. Wolfe, and James F. Coughlin,
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director of the Catholic Youth Organiza-
tion for the Archdiocese of Detroit, all
have written to urge a sharp increase in
funds for this program.

The National League of Cities—U.S.
Conference of Mayors have made this re-
quest a top priority item.

Let me emphasize this is not a big-
cities program only, Under the commit-
tee’s proposed inecrease, the number of
job rlots funded in areas smaller than the
Nation’s largest 50 cities would be in-
creased from 328,000 to 538,000. So poor
youths of towns, large and small, across
the Nation have a deep interest in what
we do today.

Certainly I would be remiss in not
thanking the Senate Appropriations
Committee in general, and Senator War-
REN MacenUsoN, chairman of the Health,
Education, and Welfare Appropriations
Subcommittee, for approving the large
increase.

A number of Senators joined in re-
questing the subcommittee to provide an
extra $200 million, which would have
funded 950,000 10-week jobs, and in-
creased appropriations for Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer reecreation and
transportation programs.

The committee recommendation for
an increase of $152 million will fund the
same number of jobs, but for 9 rather
than 10 weeks, and will provide the ad-
ditional funds for the other programs.

It is my hope then that not only will
the Senate give strong support to the
committee’s action, but that our con-
ferees will be able to convince their House
counterparts to accept the higher Senate
figure.

As I said in my statement to the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee, to ask
our youth to work within the system
but to provide no jobs is like inviting a
hungry person to dinner but neglecting
to tell him where the party is and for-
getting to buy the food for the meal.

Also, I want to thank Senator MaGNU-
son and the Appropriations Committee
for their responsiveness to the plea of
several Senators that $9 million be added
to this bill so that 26 follow through pro-
grams scheduled to be terminated this
year can be funded.

One of those programs is in Lansing,
and I have been working with officials of
the program to reverse the decision of
HEW to cut off funds. We can best as-
sure such a reversal by providing the
necessary funds today.

NEIGHBORHOOD CONSUMER
INFORMATION CENTER

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in recent
months, the Neighborhood Consumer In-
formation Center—NCIC—has worked
vigorously with programs and institu-
tions in the State of Illinois to enable
them to improve their services to the
low-income community. Assistance was
provided for institutions ranging from
Northern Illinois University, the Illinois
State's Attorney General’s Office, and
WMAQ television station in Chicago, to
community action and model cities pro-
grams throughout the State.

It is my understanding that this pro-
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gram was funded by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity on the hypothesis
that, given specialized training in con-
sumer protection and education, inter-
ested organizations could then effectively
utilize existing structures of local gov-
ernments to solve their consumer prob-
lems. Groups that could avail themselves
of such programs included metropolitan
consumer agencies designed to help the
low-income consumers, community ac-
tion agencies engaged in consumer af-
fairs, and welfare groups concerned with
consumer problems. In order to achieve
its objective, NCIC provided technical
assistance throughout the Nation, mak-
ing specialists available to analyze geo-
graphic consumer problems and compare
them with available remedies. They then
conducted training programs in Wash-
ington, D.C., to appropriately train staff
to negotiate and implement practical
solutions.

It was further anticipated that a na-
tional program such as this would serve
as a focal point for consumer protection
agencies to continuously receive tech-
nical assistance regarding Federal, State
or local aid in solutions to the problems
of impoverished consumers.

Under the outstanding leadership of
Executive Director Joseph F. Smith,
NCIC approaches these problems in a
manner best designed to analyze low-
income consumer problems. The organi-
zation furnishes consumers with timely
solutions, plans solutions in accordance
with expert analyses, and implements
such plans and analyses in the District
of Columbia to determine their feasibility
and applicability to consumer problems
throughout the United States.

Successful approaches are subsequent-
ly refined into systematical techniques
and procedures that are published and
distributed to the community action
agencies, model cities programs, private
programs, and ombudsman programs of
local government across the country. Re-
cently, NCIC released a 300-page “how
to do it manual” entitled “Neighborhood
Consumer Information Center and Low-
Income Consumer Protection.” In this
manual NCIC has chronicled its history
and development, forthrightly describing
its failures as well as its successes, in an
conscious effort to help others profit from
the knowledge and expertise gained over
the years.

The empirical data for NCIC analysis
is acquired through a complaint division
that provides an immediate solution for
those consumers who register com-
plaints. This information is subsequently
used by the complaint division to demon-
strate to merchants, through an accumu-
lation of cases, the deficiencies in their
operations and to relate these deficien-
cies to the deterioration of good will
between the merchant and his customers.

This same data is simultaneously used
for a remedial consumer education pro-
gram that enables NCIC’s education divi-
sion to provide practical solutions for
problems that consumers can identify
with, while at the same time providing
them with ample insight in recognizing
and avoiding further problems.

Another special aspect of the NCIC
program—which no governmental orga-

May 1, 1972

nization could hope to accomplish—is
its immediate access to the inner-city
community. This facet of its operation
becomes especially important in the field
of consumer education since inner-city
residents often tend to be suspicious of
outsiders who attempt to teach “buy-
manship.” Because of this unique access
to and trust by the inner-city commu-
nity, and NCIC’s detailed knowledge of
low-income consumer complaints, the or-
ganization has been an excellent source
of information about promising enforce-
ment activity.

Congressman RoBERT ECKHARDT placed
a highly informative report written by
the Neighborhood Consumer Info-matien
Center in the CoNGrRESSIONAL RECORD of
July 10, 1969. The report explains in de-
tail the structure I have outlined. It also
presents a penetrating analysis of exist-
ing and proposed remedies. Although it
has been superseded by NCIC’s most re-
cent publication, I recommend that it
be carefully read by all who are con-
cerned with consumer protection.

After a consumer education gradua-
tion exercise held by NCIC on Septem-
ber 3, 1969, Representative SeEymMoOUR
HaLPERN reviewed NCIC's activities in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on September
15, 1969. He concluded by stating:

In short, then, the NCIC has covered the
fleld from A to Z, recognizing all the facets
of the consumer problem and providing in-
novative technigques.

In the case of national organizations, the
potential involved in the NCIC program
seems s0 great, that a faillure to examine
carefully what these bright law students
have done in the ghetto community in a
positive fashion in a time when American
society seems only to conceive of these nrob-
lems negatively would be a lost opportunity
of tragic proportions.

In a news release of October 13, 1970,
Mrs. Virginia A. Knauer, Special Assist-
ant to the President for Consumer Af-
fairs, stated:

The Neighborhood Consumer Information
Center has a wealth of information which
can be exceedingly helpful to all consumers.
They are very knowledgeable about the con-
ditions affecting Black Americans and Span-
ish-speaking Americans. I think they should
be congratulated for cooperating with our
office to distribute information to consumers
throughout the United States.

Such reaction is typical of the com-
ments on NCIC’s excellent work nation-
wide. I would like to add my own compli-
ments and acknowledge the outstanding
services that this program is providing
to the citizens of the State of Illinois and
the country at large. This is, assuredly,
a program deserving of continued Fed-
eral encouragement and support.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1972

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
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lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (S. 3526) to provide authorizations
for certain agencies conducting the foreign
relations of the United States, and for other
purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

AMENDMENTS NO. 1172

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
lays before the Senate amendment No.
1172, which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment as follows:

On page 21, beginning with line 20, strike
out through line 26 on page 22 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 201. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the United States Informa-
tion Agency for fiscal year 1973, to carry
out international informational activities and
programs under the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948,
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex-
change Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan
Numbered 8 of 1953, and other purposes au-
thorized by law, the following amounts:

“{1) $194,213,000 for ‘Salaries and expenses’
and ‘Salaries and expenses (special foreign
currency program)’, except that so much of
such amount as may be appropriated for
‘Salaries and expenses (special foreign cur-
rency program)’ may be appropriated with-
out fiscal year limitation;

“(2) $5,036,000 for ‘Special international
exhibitions' and ‘Speclal international ex-
hibitions (special foreign currency program)’,
which amount may be appropriated without
fiscal year limitation; and

“(3) $1,000,000 for ‘Acquisition and con-
struction of radio facilities’, which amount
may be appropriated without fiscal year lim-
itation.”

On page 29, line 11, strike out “(a)".

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,
with the time equally charged against
both sides on the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will make this an-
nouncement: Under the previous order,
the time is limited on the McGee
amendment to 4 hours. After the vote
on the McGee amendment, the Senate
will proceed to the consideration of H.R.
14582.

The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, what is the
pending business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is on agree-
ing to amendment No. 1172 of the Sena-
tor from Wyoming to S. 3526.

Who yields time?

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two members of
my staff, Mr. Bob Bullock and Mr. Dick
McCall, be permitted to be present in the
Chamber to assist me through the vote
as well as during the debate on this
amendment.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, few ques-
tions have engendered the very wide-
spread interest and concern that this
question has with respect to the role of
the USIA. I would hasten to add that
there is really little disagreement on most
of its ramifications, even on the commit-
tee itself. As the chairman of the com-
mittee, Mr. FUuLBRIGHT, has stressed in
the report, a part of the reason for the
action taken to cut the USIA budget by
approximately 30 percent was, in effect,
to get their attention to reinforce the
committee’s concerm about executive
privilege in the relations between the
executive branch and the Ilegislative
branch.

What this would seem to be saying to
us is that in the much larger picture,
there is a very broad consensus about the
high purpose and the conduct of the
USIA, but what is being tested here is
the implication of a cut of the dimensions
that was carried in the committee’s ac-
tion, for the reasons given in the com-
mittee’s report. So I have undertaken to
initiate this amending action for the
purpose of restoring the full authoriza-
tion figure for the USIA, which would
restore approximately $45 million. In a
moment, I will have statements from
two or three of my colleagues who have
asked in particular to have their posi-
tion reinforced on this question.

It is my. understanding that, with the
limitations we have agreed to, a rollcall
vote on the question will fall somewhere
between the minimal interval suggested
by the acting majority leader, Senafor
Byrp, of 1:30 and the other end of the
line, roughly 2:30, and that between
those two potential points we will indeed
arrive at a rollcall vote.

It was a further part of the unani-
mous-consent agreement of last week
that set this up, as a matter of expedit-
ing things and as a matter of convenience
to the Senator from Wyoming—a gesture
which I appreciate very much—that this
amendment, at this time, on this issue,
would not be open to further amendment
today; that the issue is the full restora-
tion.

My concern, Mr. President, has to do
with the impact of this cut as a recorded
act of the Senate. Its complications in
representing what the Senate would in-
tend in this case would go far beyond the
halls of this Chamber and would, indeed,
carry to almost every corner of the world
and be read and misread, interpreted
and misinterpreted, by many other gov-
ernments and peoples.

Among other effects, a cut of this mag-
nitude would require that the agency
close its offices completely in some 30
countries, in some 35 branch offices in
related areas. It would force the Voice
of America to terminate 25 of its 36 lan-
guage services. It would reduce the agen-
cy’s television and motion picture capa-
bility by 50 percent and stop many of the
USIA’s most valuable publications
abroad.

We may be well advised to remind our-
selves that nobody very seriously in-
tended to do all these things; but some-
times our own tactical intents in this
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body have a way of being misunderstood
in many other areas, and in the misun-
derstanding we never quite succeed in
making back the ground that is lost
through misinterpretation. It is this that
concerns me, too.

I have sat many times, informally, in
the Advisory Council of the USIA. I have
had occasion to visit many operations of
the USIA abroad and, innumerable in-
stances, to examine in depth the dimen-
sion of the operation, the scope and the
effectiveness, or lack of it, in which it
was being conducted. The most recent of
those studies of the USIA in the field I
made just 2 months ago, in February of
this year. I came out again convinced
that this, indeed, was one of the most
positive and the most constructive and
the most necessary of the many things
that our country strives to do in project-
ing its motivations, its role, its objectives
to others in the world; and that applies
to the countries that speak our language
or understand our institutions fully as
much as it applies to those areas that
would seem to be more remote culturally,
linguistically, or institutionally from us.

I think what is fundamental in the
question is that whether we have our say
or not, others are judging, and they are
judging very often from the extremes of
headlines, of very short newscasts. In
fact, I suppose that is one of the blind
spots of which we all have something—
that we tend to judge others by the ex-
tremes of their action because it gets a
bigger play than the things that might
be going well. All the more reason why, in
a role in which we find ourselves in this
decade, it is important that our explana-
tion and our exposition of what we do,
what we say, and what we are, not be
penalized or curbed by a lesser effort
when a greater effort is called for.

The Information Agency enables us to
communicate directly to the peoples of
other countries. It explains what we
think we mean, rather than what others
may conclude from the headlines that
they think we mean. Suffice it to note
that this is important even in our own
country in that sense and that there are
many interpretations of the news of the
day. But here at home we take this for
granted, and we even make allowances
for it, shall we say.

But there is a certain inclination, which
most of us have noted overseas, to re-
gard anything that comes out of the Sen-
ate of the United States as something
that is far more sacrosanct than we, our-
selves, perhaps would expect it to be.
Among other governments there is a
greater proclivity toward accepting any
statement from an elected official as
somehow a reflection of official policy of
the Government position, and this, too,
contributes to the confusion of the inter-
pretation of the United States overseas.
The very freedom that we hold dear in
this body, to be a free man in our own
right as individuals—the freedom to dis-
agree, the responsibility to disagree when
we believe it to be our conviction—is one
of the great riches of the Senate of the
United States. But to say that in parts of
the world it does tend to confuse would
put it mildly.

That is why it is all the more impor-
tant that among the input of information
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going to other portions of the globe there
be the input from an agency such as the
USIA, which seeks to lay out, for any
who will read or who will listen or who
will view, a position—or the positions—
that reflects American opinion in its
government.

The cuts that are now a matter of
record by recommendation of the com-
mittee, of which I am a member, would
tend, in my judgment, to give an impres-
sion abroad that we on the committee,
whichever way we voted, never intended
that much of what we did was aimed
tactically at home consumption, such as
delivering a message to the executive
branch of our own Government, for ex-
ample. The refinements of the sophis-
tication of competition between the
Senate—or Congress—on the one hand,
and the executive branch, on the other,
are quickly lost upon most foreign
audiences, among those who are not
close to the mechanisms, the character-
istics, and the tradition of competition
for ideas and policy that we take for
granted on our side.

All major nations and some minor ones
recognize the important role of an in-
formation agency in its own behalf. I
think it is important to underscore that
many nations of the world are involved
consciously and deliberately in this kind
of activity. I would only say that a na-
tion as large as the United States, cast
in the role into which history has thrust
us, has perhaps a greater concern over
this kind of involvement than any other
nation in the world.

We are not a nation of soldiers. We
have a proud tradition in this country
of being a nation of civilians. We decree
in the Constitution that only a civilian,
in his role as a civilian, shall be Presi-
dent of the United States, and that the
Commander in Chief in time of crisis
shall be a citizen of the United States
rather than a general of the Army.

But in one field we have taken great
pride—our history bears it out—and that
is in the field of ideas, the field of com-
munication, the field of image projection.
We believe that if all the relevant cir-
cumstances are surfaced, if all of them
are circulated, if all are dialoged, we
can only gain.

There are areas of the world, of course,
where that is not the case. There are
areas where communication is carefully
selected, where the news or the informa-
tion is severely curtailed. Thus, as we
look upon our problems around the world
in projecting our image, we recognize
that the conscious effort to distort what-
ever the American image may be, to ex-
ploit it in its extremes in a moment of
crisis, or to blur it or to blot it out, re-
mains the option of a great many other
governments.

That being the case, it should under-
score that if we are caught doing any-
thing, we should be caught working at
projecting the full story of our country’s
activities in its decisionmaking, in its
policy projection, in its goals, and even
in the more ambiguous profile of its
fondest dreams.

Our record also stands well the test of
criticism, the test of ideas, and the test
of skepticism. It is the attempt to make

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sure that these are all surfaced—not just
some of them—that deeply involves the
energies and the efforts of the U.S. In-
formation Service.

When I was in Eastern Europe last
February—in effect, behind the Iron
Curtain, I guess we would say—1I had oc-
casion to visit again another of the cul-
tural centers that the USIA operates,
this one in Bucharest, Rumania. I must
say it was, once more, impressive, for
here, in low key, with an austere budget,
in the simplest of settings, an oppor-
tunity had been opened up, for those
who were interested, to expose them-
selves to American culture, to American
literature, and to American imagery in
many forms.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield for a
question?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Just to keep the
record straight, the proposed cut does
not affect information centers or librar-
ies. The implication in the Senator’s re-
marks might seem to indicate that we are
cutting those, too. But the Senator rec-
ognizes that this cut does not affect in-
formation centers or libraries, does he
not?

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from Wyom-
ing readily recognizes that, and he ap-
preciates the correction from the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

The point the Senator from Wyoming
is making is that the overal imagery
problem we seek to address ourselves to
in the use of the USIA is hardly sepa-
rable into too many categories, for the
reason that they are weighed in balance
as they seek to project the American
story. Thus, it could not be done with the
Voice of America alone, for example, and
it could not be done with libraries alone,
or with cultural centers alone. It is the
composite that makes up the total meas-
ure that needs to be applied to this
operation that we are discussing as the
essence of this amendment.

The point is then, that whatever else we
may do in these rather uncertain days
for some and dark days for others, in
our role of leadership around the world,
this effort is one of the more sensitive
and the one, if we have any doubts at
all, that should be tolerated, even in the
sense of doubt, as the projector of in-
formation and ideas that can only en-
rich the pool of ideas and the forces
influencing opinion elsewhere in the
world.

Mr. President, that is my informal
statement. In more formal phrasing, let
me say that today, this body will vote on
my amendment to restore the USIA au-
thorization for fiscal year 1973—an au-
thorization which was slashed by $45
million in the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.

At this time, I would summarize the
reasons I feel this cut to be unwise now.
The cutback of almost 30 percent of the
operating budget of the USIA would, in
effect, cripple a small agency with a big
and important job.

As I emphasized last week, there can
be no serious question about the need for
a Government information program of
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the importance of the USIA’s function in
the conduct of our foreign affairs. Its ef-
forts are closely integrated with the ac-
tivities of other U.S. agencies engaged in
foreign relations, and its role is a per-
manent one,

The need for an official information
program to support our foreign policy
and advance the interest of the United
States has been repeatedly recognized by
successive Presidents over the past 20
years.

The charge has been made that the
USIA is nothing more than a holdover
from the cold war. This view is surpris-
ing, since certainly none of the other
major powers regards official informa-
tion programs as anachronisms. The So-
viet Union leads the world in interna-
tional broadcasting, both in the number
of hours broadcast weekly and in the
number of foreign languages used. The
People’s Republic of China is second. The
Soviet Union distributes some 67 maga-
zines in over 15 million copies each year,
and eight newspapers in 38 million copies
in 20 languages. The U.S.S.R. also sends
about 50 million books abroad each year
in over 30 languages, and through for-
eign publishers produces some 8,000 titles
in around 100 million copies,

China has an extensive program for
the distribution abroad of magazines
and books in many languages, and Cuba
is extremely active in international
broadcasting, as well as in the distribu-
tion abroad of magazines, films, and its
own version of the news.

It is no exaggeration that the cut of
over $45 million proposed in this bill
would cripple the U.S. Information
Agency. By specifying the cuts for each
media and activity while denying the
Agency the flexibility to transfer funds
between programs, the damage is com-
pounded.

As I pointed out last week, under S.
3526 the Agency’s salaries and expenses
appropriation has been subdivided into
five categories—radio; press and publica-
tions; motion pictures and television;
centers and related activities; and direc-
tion and general support. Funds for four
of these five have been cut by 30 percent,
and the Director of the Agency is denied
the right to change the “mix” of the
media used in responding to events and
opportunities. It is obviously not possible
to plan in advance precisely what media
tools will be needed to use total resources
most effectively. A missile crisis may re-
quire more radio broadecasting, A dra-
matic space achievement can be ex-
ploited by more films and television. An
opportunity in Eastern Europe can be
seized by the establishment of a new cul-
tural center, These actions cannot be an-
ticipated. Yet this needed flexibility
would be precluded under this bill.

Some of the results in this $45 million
cut would include the closure of approxi-
mately 65 USIA installations abroad, in-
cluding the total abolition of its posts in
some 30 countries. The Voice of America
would stop broadcasting in about 25 lan-
guages, including some or all of those to
Eastern Europe and the Baltic States. It
would also have to close down perhaps
seven of its 15 relay stations and three of
its regional program centers.
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The cutback would eliminate the re-
gional magazines distributed throughout
Africa, the Arab countries, and the Far
East, as well as the highly regarded mag-
azine in Polish, Amerika Illustrated. Be-
tween 80 and 90 percent of the magazines
the Agency tailors for single country dis-
tribution would also have to be dropped.

Mr. President, I have traveled widely
as a Senator of the United States, and I
have made it a particular point to look
into the effectiveness of the Voice of
America wherever I have gone. Without
exception, I have found it to be highly
respected, responsible, and listened to. All
over the world, VOA's name newscasters
are recognized.

I would like to briefly comment on the
impact of this cutback on the USIS, USIS
would be abolished in Guyana where the
battle for power between Moscow-in-
spired Cheddi Jagan and the more mod-
erate Forbes Burnhan has kept a tragic
country divided between blacks and Asi-
atics; Trinidad, a vital Caribbean port
with more than one-half billion dollars
in U.S. investments and one of the pillars
of constructive Carribean efforts toward
regional government and closer relations
with the United States; Bulgaria, one of
the most hermetically-sealed countries in
the world; the Dominican Republic,
which only a few years ago was the scene
of one of our great foreign policy crises;
most of the countries of Central America,
important to the United States political-
1y, economically, and historically; Libya
and Kuwait, two of the great reservoirs
of petroleum of the Western World, upon
which the entire Western economy has
come to depend; and 17 countries in
Africa.

In sub-Saharan Africa, the cutback
would require the elimination of all U.S.
informational and cultural activities nor-
mally handled by USIS in more than half
of the countries comprising 50 million
black Africans. Out of 28 countries where
USIS posts now operate, as many as 15
could lose the entire program. In five
more countries, a total of 11 branch posts
and reading rooms outside the capital
cities are tentatively slated for closing,.

These developments, taken together
with the elimination of most of the
African division of the Voice of Amer-
ica—except for French broadcasting—
and the demise of the single printed
medium for reaching people throughout
the continent—means in effect that all
efforts to communicate with 50 million
Africans will have been largely curtailed
by the U.S. Government.

Mr. President, it is difficult to under-
stand why the committee proposed such
a drastic cut in the Agency’'s authoriza-
tion request. The committee report states
the decision was based “in large part on
the Agency’s refusal to make its country
program memoranda and other planning
information available to the committee
as requested.” Yet the Agency was only
acting under written instructions from
the President, While I deplore the exces-
sive use of executive privilege to deny to
the Congress the information we need to
carry out our legislative responsibilities,
I do not think we should make the USIA
the victim of an executive-legislative dis-
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agreement of principle which is vastly
beyond the Agency’s authority.

Therefore, I urge Senators to join with
me in supporting a restoration of the cut
in the USIA’s budget authorization.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the able Senator from Wyoming yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHiLEs). Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. McGEE. I am happy to accept a
question from the Senator from Missouri.

Mr., SYMINGTON. The question I
would ask, being a member of the For-
eign Relations Committee with my able
colleague from Wyoming, does he believe,
with respect to the country program
memorandums requested by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and refused in
accordance with the memorandum re-
ceived from the President, that the re-
quest was in order; and if so, does he be-
lieve this information should be furnished
to the committee, or that we should
simply appropriate this money, without
getting information necessary to under-
stand how it will be expended?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I would
say to the distinguished senior Senator
from Missouri that I think we have to be
very careful about separating a few ques-
tions here. I have found that at any time
access to the background materials in
countries in the USIA program has al-
ways been available upon occasion. I
found no reluctance to withhold it. And
Ifound even a disposition to discuss them
very frankly, even now. However, I think
the difference here is that, for whatever
reason, the decision by the President,
rightly or wrongly, was to override the
department’s disposition in its candor to
treat this as a test of Executive privilege.
And I think that is straining it a little
bit in this respect, if I may be candid and
say so.

The point is that we are talking about
authorization here. We are not talking
about appropriations. That comes further
down the line. I would hesitate for us to
risk the consequences of this severe a na-
ture in its implication and the way it
would be interpreted abroad.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, sep-
arating the question, may I ask whether
the able Senator from Wyoming believes
the Foreign Relations Committee is jus-
tified in receiving said information?

Mr. McGEE. T think the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is justified in receiving
a great deal more information than it
has. As the Senator knows, I have some
differences with some members of the
committee on how far that goes. How-
ever, I think that there has been an over-
lap the other way, against making some
information available to the committee,
both in the Pentagon and in this case in
the USIA.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator agrees
that in this particular case the executive
should furnish the information requested.
Is that correct?

Mr. McGEE. The USIA was willing to
furnish it. That is the agency we are test-
ing. And we sat down and went over some
of it. I think it is not a related issue here
in the cut, to get into the debate between
the executive and the legislative branch
on the executive privilege issue. That is
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what I am trying to separate out at this
point.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator
from Wpyoming think the information
should be given to the committee?

Mr. McGEE. I think the committee
has had the information on these back-
ground phases. The question now con-
cerns the public, and that is the old fight
we have been in for a long time with the
Executive.

Mr. SYMINGTON. As I understand it,
the Senator feels the committee already
has the information the committee
requested.

Mr. McGEE. I feel that all the infor-
mation on the background for these
countries has been available to any
member of the committee who wanted
to take the time to look at it. The issue
is the formal receipt of the information
for public purposes, and that I would
have reservations about.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I want to be sure
I understand the Senator. The Senator
would be willing for the committee to
have the information on a classified
basis; but he thinks it in order not to
give the information to the committee
on an unclassified basis?

Mr. McGEE. I think that on a clas-
sified basis this issue is readily more
understandable than on an unclassified
basis for the very reason that country
planning, even in this field, enters some
sensitive areas with regard to other gov-
ernments. I would like to draw that line
very carefully. I think it is a much larger
question than just making this informa-
tion available. It is under what circum-
stances it should be done.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator he-
lieves the Foreign Relations Committee
should have this information on a classi-
fied basis?

Mr. McGEE. There has been an execu-
tive directive, I am told, to most agencies
that on the major questions the Presi-
dent would make the decision about exe-
cutive privilege, not the agenecy.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In this particular
case does the Senator know of any other
way the information can be obtained by
the committee so as to have knowledge
to exercise its responsibility in authoriz-
ing the taxpayers’ money than refusing
to authorize and appropriate said money
unless information is obtained that nor-
mally would be considered necessary
prior to making a decision?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I think
there is occasion for the committee to
take it as classified information and look
at it and make a judgment as to whether
to authorize the money. The issue is
whether we will treat it as classified or
public information. I think it makes a
difference.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I
Senator.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a statement by
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), who
is representing this country at this mo-
ment in an all-important conference in
London.

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

thank the
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T NeEgp To ResTore Furn USIA FUNDING
(Statement by Senator Moss)

Mr. President, I support Senator McGee's
amendment to restore the full 1973 author-
ization requested by the United States In-
formation Agency.

While I appreciate the sentiments of the
Foreign Relations Committee on the Admin-
istration's all-too-casual use of “executive
privilege” in withholding information needed
for Congressional decision-making, I believe
a move by the entire Senate to cut the
U.SI.A. funds would be an extremely repre-
hensible means of retaliation. It would be
analogous to cutting off funds to welfare
children in order to punish the conduct of
their parents.

International communication, through all
the media: radio, television, films, books and
magazines could, in many parts of the world
spell the difference between peace and War.
Far from being cut back, the US.LA's work
in this area should be broadened. Educa-
tional broadcasting should more and more
supplement Volce of America program-
ming which has traditionally tended to em-
phasize all too much news and propaganda.

Mr. President, short of outright isolation-
ism, the United States cannot turn its back
on the immense potential of communications
technology as a means of improving interna-
tional understanding and economic growth.
Cutting the U.S.L.A. program would severely
reduce our foreign policy flexibility leaving
us with one less tool in assisting the world’s
peaceful development.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, likewise I
call attention to a phone call just re-
ceived from the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpHREY), who is out tilling the
soil, as it were, today. However, he did
not want the need for that activity at
this moment to cast any kind of uncer-
tainty over where he stands on this issue.

The Senator from Minnesota has made
the very strong and very clear statement
that he wants to be recorded in favor of
the full restoration on this issue. That
is an unequivocal endorsement at his re-
quest.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the able Senator say whether or not he
would approve holding up this money _if
the information were refused on a classi-
fied basis? If the Executive refused to
give us said information on either a
classified or declassified basis, would the
Senator still feel it advisable to appro-
priate this money?

Mr. McGEE. Does the Senator’s ques-
tion concern an authorization process or
an appropriations process.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think authoriza-
tion is becoming more of an issue, along
with appropriation.

Mr. McGEE. I want to find out whether
the issue involves my membership on the
Appropriations Committee or on the
Foreign Relations Committee.

Mr. SYMINGTON. My question is: If
the administration refused to give the
information to the Foreign Relations
Committee even on a classified basis,
would the Senator from Wyoming still
feel it was wise and in the interest of the
country to appropriate the money?

Mr. McGEE. I would think it would be
wise in this case. I would think this is
the wrong agency for the test stand to
be taken. I think it is a wrong one. And
I would have opposed it had I been able
to be there when the vote was taken in
committee.
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Mr. President, I have here likewise a
statement from the distinguished junior
Senator from Washington (Mr. JAckK-
soN), who issued a statement this morn-
ing in Cleveland, Ohio; in which he gives
unequivocal support for the full restora-
tion, singling out for emphasis the sym-
bolism of this action as it will be inter-
preted by other peoples and other gov-
ernments around the world, and carry-
ing with it a followup pledge.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the Senator from Washing-
ton be printed in the Recorp. Later today
he will demonstrate how strongly he feels
by flying to Washington to cast his vote
today for full restoration. And that is a
request from the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Jackson) who also is out tilling
the soil.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

In a short while I shall fly to Washington
to cast my vote today on a measure that
deeply affects the future of individual liberty.
I will be on the Senate Floor this afternoon
to help save the people of Hungary, Yugo-
slavia, Poland, Czechoslovakia and a dozen
other countries from being shut behind a
curtain of silence that would leave them iso-
lated from the voice of America and cut
off from the spirit of the free world,

Later today the Senate will decide whether
to continue the activities of the United
States Information Agency in bringing to the
countries of Eastern Europe, principally
through the VOA, the uncensored truth
about world affairs. Unless the Senate votes
the funds, the Voice of America will have to
eliminate broadcasts in Polish, Lithuanian,
Bulgarian, Albanian, Czech, Slovak, Esto-
nian, Latvian, Hungarian, Greek, Serbo-Cro-
atlan, Slovene, Turkish and Rumanian,
among others.

The vote today goes beyond the immediate
question of whether the United States will
slash its overseas broadcasting programs to
fewer hours than are transmitted by Albania.
I believe that America has promises to keep.
And one of these is to the free flow of the
truth wherever our voice can be heard.

I am concerned at the isolationist impulse
that lies behind the outrageous effort to deny
millions of people living in oppression in
East Europe and the Soviet Union access to
news from the free world. What are we to say
to the student in Budapest or the teacher in
Warsaw or the worker In Prague—that Amer-
ica is being misled into a moment of isola-
tionism and that they must therefore get
along on Radio Moscow?

Those of us who are proud of America’s
tradition of free speech have a special ob-
ligation to speak for those who have none.
All over the world there are brave men and
women who risk their liberty every time they
tune in forbidden broadcasts from the West.
Their governments fear the truth because
they know that the spirit of freedom will
survive so long as there is access to it.

To cease our efforts to make that truth
available—to abandon the people of Eastern
Europe—is to abandon ourselves. For much
that is great In America has been built by
men and women who once lived, or whose
parents, once lived, in those countries now
behind the Iron Curtain. I am confident that
the Senate in its vote today will restore full
funding to the United States Information
Agency.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I will rest
my comments at this time.

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

Mr. McGEE. I yield.
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Mr. CHURCH. I merely want to ob-
serve that both the Senator from Wash-
ington and the Senator from Minnesota
are indeed tilling the soil, the presiden-
tial soil, and it is not surprising, in view
of their presidential ambitions, that
they would support the Senator in
this endeavor because the issue here
does represent a tug-of-war between the
legislative branch and the executive
branch. Therefore, it comes as no sur-
prise to me that both of those distin-
guished Senators who aspire to be Presi-
dent would hold to the executive view.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield the floor. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the time come
out of the Senator's time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
will come out of the Senator’s time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Not to be equally
divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the proceedings under
the proposed quorum call not be under-
taken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn.

Mr. McGEE. I am glad to yield the
floor,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr.
yield myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I join
the Senator from Idaho in pointing out
that these very ambitious Senators, who
no longer think it is very significant to be
Members of this body and who would like
to move downtown, are supporting the
Senator from Wyoming. They see them-
selves in the White House, also denying
Congress information necessary to exer-
cise the legislative function.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 10 seconds to
clear the record?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield 10 seconds
to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. McGEE. I note that the chairman
of the committee and the Senator from
Wyoming are in that elite few who are
not aspiring to any position downtown.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. We
are both Senators. I am interested in re-
establishing the function of the Senate
in our governmental structure, so I do not
think that citing the Senator from Wash-
ington and the Senator from Minnesota
as authorities, I assume, for the purpose
of persuading other Members that this is
a good move, is a very appropriate one.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Wyoming has made various statements
about the USIA. I personally think there
is very great question about the merits of
some of the Agency's activities but that
is not the main issue. I am not sure that
the record shows what the action of the
Committee on Foreign Relations was.

I call to the attention of interested
Senators to page 51 of the committee

President, I
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report. The radio activities, assuming the
action of the committee stands, will be
funded at $36,485,000; motion picture
and TV activities, $11,150,000; press and
publication activities, $17,914,000; pro-
gram direction, general support and re-
lated activities, $40,914,000. In other
words, this is not the death knell of these
activities; the committee recommenda-
tion is only for a reduction in them.

There is no cut whatever, as I pointed
out, in the international fairs and ex-
hibits, none in acquisition and construc-
tion of radio facilities, and none in in-
formation centers, libraries, and related
activities. The committee was very dis-
criminating. This is not an across-the-
board cut on all USIA activities; it is on
those activities which are deemed by the
committee after long study to be justi-
fiable.

Mr. President, while the ostensible pur-
pose of the pending amendment is to re-
store funds to the USIA budget, Senators
should be aware that passage of the
amendment will be viewed as a ‘“‘green
light” by the executive branch in its de-
termination to withhold information
from the Senate and the Congress as a
whole.

I say this, Mr. President, because the
origin of the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming
stems from the committee’s 9-to-4 deci-
sion to reduce the USIA authorization re-
quest by $45 million, because of the
Agency's refusal to make its country pro-
gram memoranda documents available to
the committee. The refusal—based on a
claim of executive privilege—was deliv-
ered to the committee on March 16, just
a few days before the committee began
its hearings on the USIA authorization
legislation. The lack of this information
makes the hearing record and commit-
tee’s investigation of USIA activities in-
complete and disjointed, but, just as im-
portant, the decision to withhold the in-
formation requested lays the groundwork
for a dangerous precedent, which if left
unchallenged could result in the further
erosion of the committee’s efforts to
carry out its legislative oversight respon-
sibilities. The President’s memorandum
on executive privilege to the Director of
the U.S. Information Agency states:

I, therefore, direct you not to make avail-
able to the Congress any internal working
documents concerning . . . international in-
formation activities, which would disclose
tentative planning data, such as is found in
the Country Program Memoranda . . . and
which are not approved positions.

This is just this one instance. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. ERvIN) in
the Committee on the Judiciary has been
struggling with similar questions in other
areas. The Senator from Missouri, who
was here a moment ago, in his Subcom-
mittee on Commitments Abroad time
after time ran into the same question of
the refusal of the executive branch to
furnish to the legislative branch, specif-
ically the Senate, relevant information
which is necessary to make a well-rea-
soned judgment upon the various issues.

Many of those other cases involve some
aspect our military activities or intelli-
gence activities, especially in the case of
the Subcommittee on Security Agree-
ments and Commitments Abroad so that
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one could make some case about it being
especially sensitive while a war is going
on in Asia and that security was involved
in a rather specialized way.

But of all the agencies in Government,
the one which professes to be telling the
truth and informing the world about
America is USIA, and to have them re-
fuse to give Congress information seems
to me to be almost ludicrous.

This extreme application of the doc-
trine of executive privilege, is not a
constitutional doctrine. Nowhere is it
mentioned in the Constitution—it is a
concept that is to be applied to only the
very personal communications of the
President. It used to be confined to the
very personal matters of the President.
The issue before us does not involve such
matters. If we accept the executive priv-
ilege claim in this case, Congress might as
well forget about trying to exercise any
serious oversight or even to be informed
about its legislative function. This is the
most sweeping claim of executive priv-
ilege ever asserted and it raises a number
of considerations:

This decision is broad enough to pre-
clude from presidential review future re-
quests for information on all USIA ac-
tivities. The effect of the decision is to
permit working level officials to deter-
mine what will and what will not be
made available to the committee by la-
beling the material requested an “inter-
nal working document.” They could label
anything in that way. Nearly anything
any committee does could be so consid-
ered. The decision serves to foreclose the
possibility of the committee and its staff
having access to information in the ex-
ecutive branch that runs counter to an
official policy position. Again, I empha-
size that we are dealing here with an
information agency, presumably devoted
to informing the world. Certainly, it
should inform Congress, which author-
izes its activities.

Mr. President, faced with this unac-
ceptable situation, the committee voted
to reduce the agency’s authorization re-
quest, because in the absence of the in-
formation sought by the committee, the
Members could neither justify the full
amount requested nor could they ignore
the questionable claim of executive privi-
lege. In explaining their decision on the
issue, the report points out:

The Committee finds this refusal to pro-
vide information pursuant to the legislative
duty of oversight as set forth in the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act particularly dis-
maying because first of all it comes from the
Information Agency itself—an Agency which
should fully appreciate the value of infor-
mation in the decisionmaking process. The
Agency’s refusal raises serious doubts as to
whether it has such an appreciation and
leaves the impression that USIA is willing to
supply the Committee and the Congress with
only that information which supports one
point of view. Such a practice is hardly con-
ducive to buillding a reputation for a “bal-
anced and objective information program
and is more akin to a straightforward propa-
ganda effort.

As to the specific documents in ques-
tion, the report states:

The information contained in the Agency's
Country Program Memoranda and other
planning documents may provide a full and
adequate justification for the $200 million
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authorization request. The Committee sim-
ply has no way of knowing. It was in ef-
fect asked to approve this request “in the
blind.” It could not do s0. And in the ab-
sence of such information and justification,
the Committee believes the taxpayers of the
country ought to be given the benefit of
the doubt. Accordingly, it recommends a sub-
stantial reduction—a reduction of $45 mil-
lion in the USIA authorization request.

If the Agency decides at a later date
to furnish the information requested, the
Committee of course would consider a sup-
plemental authorization request.

Mr. President, the claim of executive
privilege for the purpose of withhold-
ing the USIA’s country program mem-
oranda is, I think, particularly ques-
tionable given the nature of the docu-
ments as described in “The Agency in
Brief 1972” an annual USIA publication.
This publication states that the Coun-
try Program Memoranda:

Are designed to integrate USIS planning
and resource allocation with overall U.S.
objectives in the country. The CPM's encom-
pass total Agency resources devoted to the
country, including media products and ma-
terials supplied from Washington.

After the CPM's are submitted to Wash-
ington, the four media services, and other
headquarters elements prepare Program
Memoranda detailing program plans and re-
source usage in support of worldwide ac-
tivities, Area offices prepare Program Mem-
oranda highlighting and summarizing the
CPM's and treating program and resource is-
sues of general area concern.

The country and Washington element
Program Memoranda become the principal
documents for proposing and planning pro-
gram changes. When proposing changes, the
Memoranda must detail explicitly the what,
how much, and the why of the proposals, in-
cluding discussion of possible alternatives.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Idaho for a question.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree fully with what
the distinguished chairman is saying.
This is a test case.

Can he think of any other way to
obtain a remedy than that of pulling up
on the purse strings.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is no other.
We have exhausted all other remedies
that I can think of.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. Through the years
it has become apparent that, as Con-
gress has delegated authority to the
Executive, it has lost the means of re-
trieving that authority, unless it is will-
ing to use the power of the purse. The
proposition also applies to classified in-
formation, where Congress has given
authority to the executive to classify
information. and has watched the exec-
utive branch throw up a cloak of secrecy
on the operations of Government on a
scale never contemplated at the time the
enabling legislation was enacted. Yet we
have given ourselves no way to deal with
the problem.

Tomorrow, we are going to have a
secret session, if I am correctly informed,
the purpose of which is to determine
whether a memorandum which has been
prominently published in the major
newspapers should be inserted into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, simply because it
bears a classified stamp that the execu-
tive has placed upon it.
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‘We have no procedure for determining
that question. We have furnished our-
selves no congressional method for de-
classifying information, with the result
that one Senator must take it upon him-
self to do so, relying upon his constitu-
tional immunity from prosecution as a
Member of the Senate, and then we must
hold a secret session to determine
whether or not that Senator has acted
properly or whether the majority in this
body is willing to have inserted into the
CoONGRESSIONAL REcORD what is already
common knowledge to the American
people, for they have read it in news-
papers from coast to coast. What an
absurdity. If the President is contemptu-
ous of the Congress, it is because——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Congress has in-
vited it.

Mr. CHURCH. We invite it on our-
selves. We make ourselves contemptible.
I am sorry the Senate has fallen to such
a low estate. I remember the great role

_played by this body in the last century
and the prominent Senators of that
period who are still remembered to this
day.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I may say so,
that is why so many Members of the
Senate are running for President. They
do not regard this forum as significant.

Mr. CHURCH. I must say, in all hon-
esty, I doubt if there is a Senator among
us today who will be remembered 10
years after his demise, with the possible
exception of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FursrigHT). That is the living
truth. We have invited this low estate
upon ourselves.

Now, how do we deal with this situa-
tion? Obviously, we can deal with it only
if we are willing to assert the last power
left to us—the power of the purse—but
as soon as we begin to do so, we are im-
mediately told that we must not tamper
with executive privilege, we must not
tamper with any other authority now
firmly entrenched in the executive
branch of the Government, for to do so
would be to bring down the pillars of the
Republic.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. If the Senator will
allow. me fo read a provision in the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1971 signed into
law in February 1972, Public Law 92-226,
I think he will see that we have sought
alternatives; we provided, in subsection
(b) of section 11 as follows:

(b) The Department of State shall keep the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives fully and cur-
rently informed with respect to all activities
and responsibilities within the jurisdiction
of those committees. Any Federal department,
agency, or independent establishment shall
furnish any information requested by either
such committee relating to its activities and
responsibilities.

One cannot be more positive as to what
the law says.

What has happened is that by the use
of this very dubious, and what I believe
to be unconstitutional procedure, these
agencies simply deny information to us.

Mr. CHURCH. May I ask the Senator
a question? The power to define executive
privilege rests with the executive branch,
does it not?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It assumes it. I do
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not assume they have it. That is their
theory.

Mr. CHURCH. The executive branch
defines executive privilege and, having
assumed that power, it has extended the
scope of executive privilege beyond any-
thing it was originally conceived to be, so
that now even committees of Congress
cannot get information on legislation be-
fore them, because of the misapplication
of executive privilege.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. Yet the authority to
define executive privilege lies exclusively
in the hands of the Executive.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. Once again we come
back to, What does the Congress do? It
has just one recourse—the power of the
purse—and that is what we are attempt-
ing to do here.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. It
is just that simple. As a matter of fact,
in the discussion preliminary to the ac-
tion of the committee, I had thought
that even the Senator from Wyoming
was sympathetic to the idea that Con-
gress and the committee sought to have
access to relevant information. It is the
only action anybody can think of that
has the slightest chance of bringing
about a change of attitude on the part
of the Executive. This case only illus-
trates once again how very powerful the
Executive is in the Government, when
Members of this body, whenever the
question arises involving the Executive,
feel the pressure so great that they
always cave in. As the Senator from
Idaho has said, that is what has made
us a contemptible body, and it is being
recognized as such by more and more
people—that we have no authority here,
that we have not the will and determina-
tion to assert our constitutional preroga-
tives.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. McGEE. For an observation, due to
the fact that my position in this matter
has been referred to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield on the Sena-
tor’'s time if it is to be an observation. I
do not know how long his observation is
going to be.

Mr. McGEE. I do not mean to fili-
buster. If I were to do that, I would do
it on my own time.

I merely want to raise a point in re-
gard to the question of executive privi-
lege. The attitude is that we are caving
in to the Executive; that either we do
not respect what this body is doing or
we do.

I do not think that is really the issue.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is the
main issue.

Mr. McGEE. We all have deep feelings
on that. We want this body to have a
more responsible role, and we have deep
feelings about it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is not
helping us get that. I call to the Senator’'s
attention that the report states that if
they will give us the information which
I thought at one time he thought we
ought to have—I am not sure since his
exchange with the Senator from Missouri
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whether he thinks we ought to have it or
not—we said we would give consideration
to a supplemental authorization if they
made the relevant information available.
That is in the report of the committee.

Mr. McGEE. I understand that. But
my point to my chairman is that there
are very honest genuine and positive
differences of degree on this question on
the committee and in this body as a
whole, and it is not simply one of caving
in to the Executive and forfeiting the
responsibilities of the Senate.

For example, we want to act wisely on
this matter, let us say. Anything we want
to know about those background papers
we know we have access to now. The dif-
ference is whether we have them
publicly.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, the Senator is
incorrect. I cannot yield further to him
on my time. We did not ask for the
papers on a classified or unclassified
basis. They simply refused to give them
on any basis.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator can have a
look at the papers any time he wants to.
Name your country and your paper, and
you may have a look at it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I do
not yield further on my time. The Sena-
tor is restating his own speech.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator made allega-
tions about what I said in my speech. I
thought the record ought to be clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Arkansas decline to yield
further?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I decline to yield
further on my time. I am glad to debate
with the Senator, but he is insisting on
using my time for his comments, He can
use his own time for his comments if he
wishes to do so.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, may I ask,
on no one's time, a parliamentary inquiry
about the time that has been used? Is
that permissible, or does it come out of
someone’s time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
continues to run.

Mr. McGEE. Then I shall not make
the request.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is from the
President’s letter:

I therefore direct you—

This is directed to Mr. Shakespeare—
not to make available to the Congress any
internal working documents concerning the
foreign assistance program or international
information activities, which would disclose
tentative planning data, such as is found
in the Country Program Memoranda and the
Country Field Submissions, and which are
not approved positions.

There is nothing in that whatever to
support the view of the Senator from
Wyoming that they are willing to make
it available on a classified basis. If they
had been willing to do that, then there
would arise the subsequent question
about the appropriateness of this kind of
information being held on a classified
basis. I do not know whether that would
have arisen or not. But that is not the
question here. It is the flat refusal on the
broadest possible terms to make avail-
able information to the committee. It is
not unlike the same question that arose
before Senator Ervin's subcommittee
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with regard to the surveillance by the
military of private citizens, et cetera.
He ran into a very similar thing. And
there are many other examples. We have
had many examples, as I say, relating to
matters involving military matters,
where it has some legitimacy.

But this question of executive privilege
is not a constitutional provision. There
is no mention of it there whatever. It is
an assumed power which Congress has
gone along with up to now. The sig-
nificance of this particular case is that
it is a test case, and I submit that this
broad statement is utterly unacceptable
if you believe in the constitutional sys-
tem of this country, and if you believe
Congress ought to play a significant role
in the decisionmaking of our country.

Mr. President, I submit that the
Agency’s own description of the docu-
ments requested makes the executive
privilege claim an unacceptable one;
there is nothing in the description or
in the President’s memorandum to in-
dicate that the information sought by the
committee involves confidential com-
munications between the President and
the Director of the U.S. Information
Agency. Rather from the Agency's de-
scription of these documents, it is evident
that they are the basic planning docu-
ments used within the executive branch
to review and evaluate USIA’s annual
budgetary requirements. As such, these
documents ought to be available to the
committee and the Congress so that in
turn we can use this information to
evaluate the Agency’s budget request and
thereby exercise more effectively our
legislative oversight responsibilities.

Mr. President, in a very real sense the
pending amendment is a test case for the
Senate. It raises the question: Does the
Senate believe that the U.S. Information
Agency, or any other executive agency
for that matter, ought to be responsive to
the people and the Congress?

Just a few short months ago we in the
Senate and the Congress said yes by re-
quiring—for the first time in the history
of the U.S. Information Agency—that
its activities and programs be author-
ized periodically, rather than continuing
the permanent authorization of appro-
priation under which it had operated for
two decades. The same periodic-author-
ization requirement was applied to the
State Department as well. All of this was
done in an effort to make these two ex-
ecutive branch agencies more responsive
to Congress by requiring them to keep
the proper congressional committees in-
formed and up to date on foreign policy
matters. The provision of law requiring
periodic authorization of State and U.S.
Information Agency also includes the
following sanction:

The Department of State shall keep the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives fully and cur-
rently informed with respect to all activities
and responsibilities within the jurisdiction
of these committees. Any Federal depart-
ment, agency, or independent establishment
shall furnish any information requested by

either such committee relating to any such
activity or responsibility.
This provision of law was written into
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971, which
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passed the Congress on January 25, 1972
and which was signed by the President
on February 7. Now, less than 3 months
after the signing of this bill, we find our-
selves faced with the same problem
which the Committee and the Congress
had labored long and hard to correct.

In view of the Executive’s challenge to
these efforts, the issue before us—posed
by the McGee amendment—is whether
we are up to the challenge, whether we
meant what we wrote into the law just
a few short months ago.

Will the Senate assert its right to in-
formation so that it can properly dis-
charge its responsibilities or will it bow
to the will of the Executive?

Will the Senate demand a voice in the
policymaking, decisionmaking processes
of our Government or will it permit but
one voice, the voice of the Executive to
speak for the Government and the peo-
ple?

The issues raised by the McGee amend-
ment are just this fundamental.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. CHURCH. I wonder if the Senator
would yield for an observation concern-
ing the need to utilize the power of the
purse. There is an excellent example, the
Mansfield amendment, and the way it
was subsequently disregarded by the
President. I think the example illus-
trates in a classic way the need for Con-
gress to enforce the policy positions it
takes by utilizing the power of the purse.
If the Senator will yield for that purpose,
I would appreciate it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena-
tor. How much time does he wish?

Mr. CHURCH. I think it will take 5
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield the Senator
from Idaho 5 minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, three
times last year the Senate of the United
States passed the Mansfield amendment,
and it was enacted into law. The first
time the Senate approved the Mansfield
amendment was June 22, 1971, by a vote
of 57 to 42. It was then attached to
S.9718.

On September 30, 1971, the Senate
again approved the Mansfield amend-
ment by a vote of 57 to 38. This time it
was attached to H.R. 15582, the military
procurement authorization bill,

Finally, on November 11, 1971, without
a record vote, the Senate approved the
Mansfield amendment for a third time.

As T say, Mr. President, it became the
law of the land, and as such it clearly
enunciated a congressional policy for
bringing an orderly termination to our
participation in the war in Vietnam.

Listen to the words of the Mansfield
amendment as it was enacted into law.
It speaks for itself:

1t is hereby declared to be the policy of
the United States to terminate at the earliest
practicable date all military operations of
the United States in Indochina, and to pro-
vide for the prompt and orderly withdrawal
of all United States military forces at a date
certain, subject to the release of all Ameri-

can prisoners of war held by the Government
of North Vietnam and forces allied with such
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Government and an accounting for all Amer-
icans missing in action who have been held
by or known to such Government or such
forces. The Congress hereby urges and re-
quests the President to implement the above-
expressed policy by initiating immediately
the following actions:

(1) Establishing a final date for the with-
drawal from Indochina of all military forces
of the United States contingent upon the
release of all American prisoners of war held
by the Government of North Vietnam and
forces allled with such Government and an
account for all Americans missing in action
who have been held by or known to such
Government or such forces.

(2) Negotiate with the Government of
North Vietnam for an immediate cease-fire
by all parties to the hostilities in Indochina.

(3) Negotiate with the Government of
North Vietnam for an agreement which
would provide for a series of phased and
rapid withdrawals of United States military
forces from Indochina in exchange for a cor-
responding series of phased releases of Amer-
ican prisoners of war, and for the release of
any remaining American prisoners of war
concurrently with the withdrawal of all re-
maining military forces of the United States
by not later than the date established by
the President pursuant to paragraph (1)
hereof or by such earlier date as may be
agreed upon by the negotiating parties.

Without any question, Congress laid
down an orderly policy for terminating
our participation in the war. How did
the President treat the policy of Con-
gress? One can hardly imagine a more
cavalier treatment than. the President
gave to it. When he signed the law con-
taining the Mansfield amendment, this
is what the President said:

To avoid any possible misconceptions, I
wish to emphasize that Section 601 of this
Act—the so-called Mansfield amendment—
does not represent the policies of this Ad-
ministration. Section 601 urges that  the
President establish a “final date” for the
withdrawal of all U.8. forces from Indochina,
subject only to the release of U.S. prisoners
of war and an accounting for the missing in
action, Section 601 expresses a judgment
about the manner in which the American
involvement in the war should be ended.

However, it is without binding force or
effect and it does not reflect my judgment
about the way in which the war should be
brought to a conclusion. My signing of the
bill that contains this section, therefore, will
not change the policies I have pursued and
that I shall continue to pursue toward this
end.

The President simply said, “I choose
to disregard the policy of Congress. It
has no binding effect. I disagree with it,
and I will continue to follow my own
policy.”

It is inconceivable that an American
chief executive would have disregarded
congressional policy in such a peremp-
tory manner a century ago; it reflects
upon the lowered stature of Congress
that the President deals with us in this
high-handed and cavalier way, dismiss-
ing a statutory provision because it does
not accord with his view of how Ameri-
can involvement in the war in Vietnam
should be concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CHURCH. I ask for 1 additional
minute.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator.
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Mr. CHURCH. So, Mr. President, it is
clear that if Congress is going to give
force and effect to the policy provisions
it enacts, it must use the power of the
purse. It is all we have left. Of course,
we may continue to lay down and permit
Congress to be walked over in this way,
but history will not deal generously with
us for our weakness.

For this reason, the Foreign Relations
Committee adopted an amendment to the
pending bill, offered by the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Case) and
myself, to give teeth to the Mansfield
amendment by backing it up with the
power of the purse; and the real test
of how we stand in this body, will come
when the Senate votes, perhaps within
the coming week, on whether it is willing
to stand behind its own declared policy
or whether it prefers to acquiesce in the
disavowal of that policy that the Presi-
dent has expressed.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the Case-Church
amendment printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

TITLE VII—TERMINATION OF HOSTILI-
TIES IN INDOCHINA

SEc. 701. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds authorized or
appropriated in this or any other Act may
be expended or obligated after December 21,
1972, for the purpose of engaging United
States forces, land, sea, or aid, in hostilities
in Indochina, subject to an agreement for
the release of all prisoners of war held by the
Government of North Vietnam and forces
allied with such Government and an ac-

counting for all Americans missing in action
who have been held by or known to such
Government or such forces.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. President, I am reminded by the
Senator’s reference to the President of
another aspect of this matter.

The President made a statement on
March 8, 1972, a very short time ago.
He signed a new executive order on clas-
sification procedures which he described
as “establishing a new, more progressive
system of classification and declassifica-
tion of government documents relating to
national security.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
ecutive order and accompanying state-
ment be printed in the REcorp.

TaE WHITE HOUSE—STATEMENT BY THE

PRESIDENT

I have today signed an Executive order es-
tablishing a new, more progressive system of
classification and declassification of Govern-
ment documents relating to national secu-
rity. This reform springs from a review that
I initiated almost 14 months ago and repre-
sents the first major overhaul of our classi-
fication procedures since 1953,

By a separate action, I have also directed
the Secretary of State to accelerate publica-
tion of the official documentary series, “For-
elgn Relations of the United States,” so that
historians and others will have more rapid
access to papers created after World War IT.

Both of these actions are designed to 1ift
the veil of secrecy which now enshrouds al-
together too many papers written by employ-
ees of the Federal establishment—and to do
so without jeopardizing any of our legitimate
defense or foreign policy interests,
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SHORTCOMINGS OF PRESENT CLASSIFICATION
SYSTEM

Unfortunately, the system of classification
which has evolved in the United States has
failed to meet the standards of an open and
democratic society, allowing too many pa-
pers to be classified for too long a time. The
controls which have been imposed on classi-
fication authority have proved unworkable,
and classification has frequently served to
conceal bureaucratic mistakes or to prevent
embarrassment to officials and administra-
tions.

Once locked away in Government files,
these papers have accumulated in enormous
quantities and have become hidden from
public exposure for years, for decades—even
for generations. It is estimated that the Na-
tional Archives now has 160 million pages
of classified documents from World War II
and over 300 million pages of classified docu-
ments for the years 1946 through 1954.

The many abuses of the security system
can no longer be tolerated. Fundamental to
our way of life is the belief that when in-
formation which properly belongs to the
public is systematically withheld by those in
power, the people soon become ignorant of
their own affairs, distrustful of those who
manage them, and—eventually—incapable
of determining their own destinies,

Yet since the early days of the Republic,
Americans have also recognized that the
Federal Government is obliged to protect
cerfain information which might otherwise
jeopardize the security of the country. That
need has become particularly acute in re-
cent years as the United States has assumed
a powerful position in world affairs, and as
world peace has come to depend in large
part on how that position is safeguarded.
We are also moving into an era of delicate
negotiations in which it will be especially
important that governments be able to com-
municate in confidence.

Clearly, the two principles of an informed
public and of confidentiality within the
Government are irreconcilable in their pur-
est forms, and a balance must be struck
between them.

REVIEW ORDERED IN JANUARY 1871

In order to strike that balance in favor of
more complete public disclosure and in keep-
ing with my pledge to create an open Ad-
ministration, I directed on January 15, 1971
that a review be made of security classifi-
cation procedures now in effect. An inter-
agency commitiee was set up to study the
existing system, to make recommendations
with respect to its operation ard to propose
steps that might be taken to provide speed-
ier declassification. I later directed that the
scope of the review be expanded to cover
all aspects of information security.

The Executive order I have signed today
is based upon the results of this study, as
well as on our own operational experiences
under current rules, on findings of similar
studles 11 the past growing out of Congres-
sional hearings, and on a reexamination of
the rationale underiying the Freedom of
Information Act.

BASIS FOR OPTIMISM

We cannot be assured of complete success
in this endeavor. In such a complex field,
rules can never be airtight and we must rely
upon the good judgment of individuals
throughout the Government. Yet I believe
that our new approach does provide a basis
for considerable optimism. The full force of
my office has been committed to this en-
deavor. The rules have been tightened with
great care. In addition, in a critically im-
portant shift, we have reversed the burden
of proof: for the first time, we are placing
that burden—and even the threat of ad-
ministrative sanetion—unon those who wish
to preserve the secrecy of documents, rather
than upon thcse who wish to declassify
them after a reasonable time.
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The new system will become effective on
June 1, 1972. Among its most sigaificant
features are these:

The rules for classifying dccuments ares
more restrictive,

The number of departments and people
who can originally classify information has
been substantially reduced.

Timetables ranging from 6 to 10 years have
been set for the automatic declassification of
documents. Exceptions will be allowed only
for such information as falls within four
specifically defined categories,

~Any document exempted from automatic
declassification will be subject to mandatory
review after a 10-year period. Thus, for the
first time, a private citizen is given a clear
right to have national security information
reviewed on the basis of specified criteria to
determine if continued classificaticn is war-
ranted, so long as the document can be ade-
quately identified and obtained by the Gov-
ernment with a reasonable amount cf effort,

If information is still classified 30 years
after origination, it will then be automati-
cally declassified unless the head of the origi-
nating department determines in writing
that its continued protection is still neces-
sary and he sets a time for declassification.

Sanctions may be imposed upon those
who abuse the system.

And a continuing monitoring process will
be set up under the National Security Coun-
cil and an Interagency Classification Review
Committee, whose Chairman is to be ap-
pointed by the President,

These rules are explained in greater detail
below.

ELEMENTS OF THE NEW SYSTEM
1. Tighter rules for classification

Under the new order, materials can be
classified Top Secret, Secret, or Confidential
only if their unauthorized disclosure “could
reasonably be expected” to cause, respective-
ly, exceptionally grave damage, serious dam-
age or damage to the national security. Here-
tofore, material could be classified if the
originator had any expectation of such dam-
age however remote. This new test is intended
to reduce the amount of rrotected informa-
tion. In addition, the order explicitly directs
that the “Top Secret” stamp must be used
with “utmost restraint” while “Secret” shall
be used ‘‘sparingly.”

2. Reduction in classification authority

The new order also substantially reduces
the number of agencies in the Government
authorized to classify information and mate-
rial. Under current rules, 24 Federal depart-
ments and agencies outside the Executive
Office of the President have broad classifica-
tion authority, while several others have
more restricted powers. Under the new 8ys-
tem, only 12 departments and agencies and
such offices in the Executive Office as the
President may designate will have authority
to originally classify information “Tcp
Secret” and 13 others will have authority to
stamp materials “Secret” and “‘Confidential.’
“In the principal departments concerned
with national security, namely State, De-
fense and the CIA, the number of individuals
who may be authorized to classify material
“Top Secret” is also drastically reduced from
5100 to approximately 1860. This authority
may be exercised only by the heads of the
departments and agencies and certain high
officials within their organizations whom the
heads must designate in writing. Reductions
in classification authority are also being
made at the “Secret” and ‘“‘Confidential”
levels.

It is anticipated that by reducing the
number of agencies with classification pow-
ers as well as the number of people within
those agencies who have personal classifica-
tion authority, we can sharply reduce the
quantity of material which enters the Gov-
ernment’s classified files,
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3. Precise identification of classified
information

A major source of UnNnNecessary classifica-
tion under the old Executive order was the
practical impossibility of discerning which
portions of a classified document actually re-
quired classification. Incorporation of any
material from a classified paper into another
document usually resulted in the classifica-
tion of the new document, and innocuous
portions of neither paper could be released.

To the extent practicable, each classified
document under the new system will be
marked to show which portions are classified,
at what level, and which portions are un-
classified.

4. Rule jor declassifying documents

Perhaps the most innovative and crucial
aspect of the Executive order I have signed
today is the procedure it establishes for the
downgrading and declassification of docu-
ments. Aside from a small amount of docu-
ments which are subject to declassification
after a 12-year period as specified by existing
regulations the vast majority of documents
classified since World War II have never been
given a rigorous declassification review and
they remain classified to this day. I belleve
we can cure these ills under the new order.

A. DOCUMENTS CLASSIFIED AFTER MAY 31, 1972

Unless specifically exempted, all documents
classified after May 31, 1972, are to be au-
tomatically downgraded and declassified.
“Top Secret” information is to be dowrgrad-
ed to “Secret” after 2 years, to “Confidential”
after 2 more years, and declassified after a
total of 10 years. “Secret” information is to
be downgraded to “Confidential” after 2
years and declassified after a total of 8 years.
“Confidential” documents are to be declas-
sified after 6 years.

Information may be exempted from the
automatic process only by an official with
“Top Secret” classification authority and
that official must specify in writing in which
of four specific exemption categories the ma-
terial falls and, where possible, he must also
indicate when declassification will in fact
eccur. The four exemption categorles are:

Classified information furnished in confi-
dence by a foreign government or interna-
tional organization;

Classified information covered by statute,
or pertaining to cryptography, or disclosing
intelligence sources or methods;

Classified information disclosing a system,
plan, installation, project or specific foreign
relations matter the continued protection of
which is essential to the national security.

Classified information which, if disclosed,
“would place a person in immediate jeop-
ardy.” The jeopardy intended here is physi-
cal harm, not personal embarrassment or
discomfiture.

Upon request from anyone, including a
member of the general public, exempted
material is subject to mandatory review by
the originating Department after ten years
from the date of origin so long as (a) the
request describes the record with sufficient
particularity that it may be identified, and
(b) the record can be obtained with a rza-
sonable amount of effort.

If material is still classified 30 years after
the date of its original classification, it shall
then be automatically declassified. Classifi-
cation may be further extended only if the
head of the originating Department person-
ally determines in writing that its continued
protection is essential to national security or
that its disclosure would place a person in
immediate jeopardy. In these instances—and
I am encouraged to believe that they will be
limited in number—the Department head
must also specify the period of continued
classification. -

B. DOCUMENTS CLASSIFIED BEFORE JUNE 1, 1972
Essentially these same standards will be
applied to materials classified prior to the
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effective date of this order, but in view of
their vast quantity, the 6-10 year rule for
automatic declassification can only be ap-
plied to those documents already subject to
a 12-year declassification order under current
procedures. All others will be subject to the
mandatory review process at any time after
10 vears from the date of origin, provided
the particularity and reasonable effort tests
are met. After 30 years all remaining classi-
fied information shall be systematically re-
viewed for declassification by the Archivist
of the United States. The Archivist shall
continue the protection of this material after
the 30-year deadline only if the head of the
originating Department so specifies in writ-
ing under conditions noted above.

This new responsibility for the Archivist
is tailored to fit with Administration plans
for an immediate and systematic declassifi-
cation of World War II documents. On Au-
gust 3, 1971, I asked the Congress for a sup-
plemental appropriation of $636,000 so that
we could begin this project under the direc-
tion of the National Archives and Record
Service of the General Services Administra-
tion. The Congress has not yet responded to
this request, but I am hopeful of action this
year.

5. Sanctions against over-classification

Unlike the current system, in which of-
ficials find it in their own best interest to
classify all materials of a guestionable na-
ture, I am hopeful that the new Executive
order will encourage them to exercise their
authority with restraint. The order explicitly
states that information shall never be classi-
fied “in order to conceal inefficiency or ad-
ministrative error . . . or to prevent for any
other reason the release of information
which does not require protection in the in-
terest of national security.” More than that,
each agency is to provide a means of iden-
tifying the classifylng authority for each
document and each official is to be held per-
sonally responsible for the propriety of the
classifications attributed to him. Repeated
abuse of the process through excessive clas-
sification shall be grounds for administrative
action,

6. Monitoring the new system

Of critical importance to the effectiveness
of my Executive order will be the new ad-
ministrative machinery designed to ensure
that its provision are not allowed to become
mere meaningless exhortations. The Nation-
al Security Council will monitor compliance
with the Executive order. In addition, the
order creates a small Interagency Classifica-
tion Review Committee with extensive pow-
ers to oversee agency implementation of the
new system, and to take action on com-
plaints both from within and from outside
the Government on the administration of
the order.

Accelerating publication of foreign relations
series

My second action today was to direct an
acceleration in the publication by the De-
partment of State of the official documentary
States.” Since 1861, that series has been an
invaluable resource for historians and others
interested in our past. For many years each
publication contained documents written
only a few years before, but soon after the
Second World War, when Government files
were bulging with war papers, a 20-year lag
developed between origination and publica-
tion. Now, however, the lag has stretched to
26 years and the Department of State is pres-
ently publishing materials relating to events
of 1946. This delay is too long, and I
have directed the Secretary of State to in-
stitute immediately a program to reduce this
time lag to 20 years, and to accomplish this
mission within three years. I have also in-
structed the Secretary of Defense, the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence, and my Assist-
ant for National Security Affairs to cooperate
fully with this effect.
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MARCH 8, 1972.
THE WHITE HousE—EXECUTIVE ORDER

CLASSIFICATION AND DECLASSIFICATION OF NA-
TIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION AND MATE-
RIAL

The interests of the United States and its
citizens are best served by making informa-
tion regarding the affairs of Government
readily avallable to the public. This concept
of an informed citizenry is reflected in the
Freedom of Information Act and in the cur-
rent public information policies of the execu-
tive branch.

Within the Federal Government there is
some official information and material which,
because its bears directly on the effectiveness
of our national defense and the conduct of
our foreign relations, must be subject to some
constraints for the security of our Nation
and the safety of our people and our allies.
To protect against actions hostile to the
United States, of both an overt and covert
nature, it is essential that such official in-
formation and material be given only limited
dissemination.

This official information or material, re-
ferred to as classified information or mate-
rial in this order, is expressly exempted from
public disclosure by Section 552(b) (1) of
Title 5, United States Code. Wrongful dis-
closure of such information or material is
recognized in the Federal Criminal Code as
providing a basis for prosecution.

To ensure that such information and ma-
terial is protected, but only to the extent
and for such period as is necessary, this or-
der identifies the information to be pro-
tected, prescribed classifications, downgrad-
ing, declassification and safeguarding pro-
cedures to be followed, and establishes a
monitoring system to ensure its effective-
ness.

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority
vested in me by the Constitution and stat-
utes of the United States, it is hereby or-
dered:

Section 1. Security Classification Catego-
ries. Official information or material which
requires protection against unauthorized dis-
closure in the interest of the national defense
or foreign relations of the United States
(hereinafter collectively termed “‘national se-
curity” shall be classified in one of three
categories, namely “Top Secret,” “Secret,” or
“Confidential,” depending upon the degree
of its significance to national security. No
other categories shall be used to identify offi-
cial information or material as requiring
protection in the interest of national secu-
rity, except as other expressly provided by
statute. These classification categories are
defined as follows:

(A) “Top Secret.” “Top Secret” refers to
the national security information or material
which requires the highest degree of protec-
tion. The test for assigning “Top Secret” clas-
sification shall be whether its unauthorized
disclosure could reasonably be expected to
cause exceptionally grave damage to the na-
tional security. Examples of “exceptionally
grave damage” include armed hostilities
against the United States or its allies; disrup-
tion of foreign relations vitally affecting the
national defense plans or complex cryptologic
national security; the compromise of vital
and communications intelligence systems;
the revelation of sensitive intelligence op-
erations; and the disclosure of scientific or
technological developments vital to national
security. This classification shall be used with
the utmost restraint.

(B) “Secret.” “Secret” refers to that na-
tional security information or material which
requires a substantial degree of protection.
The test for assigning “Secret” classification
shall be whether ifs unauthorized disclosure
could reasonably be expected to cause serious
damage to the national security. Examples
of “serlous damage” include disruption of
foreign relations significantly affecting the
national security; significant impairment of
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A program or policy directly related to the
national security; revelation of significant
military plans or intelligence operations;
and compromise of significant scientific or
technological developments relating to na-
tional security. The classification *“Secret”
shall be sparingly used.

(C) “Confidential.” *Confldential” refers
to that national security information or ma-
terial which requires protection. The test for
assigning ‘“Confidential” classification shall
be whether its unauthorized disclosure could
reasonably be expected to cause damage to
the national security.

Section 2. Authority to Classify. The au-
thority to originally classify information or
material under this order shall be restricted
solely to those offices within the executive
branch which are concerned with matters of
national security, and shall be limited to the
minimum number absolutely required for
efficlent administration. Except as the con-
text may otherwise indicate, the term "De-
partment' as used in this order shall include
agency or other governmental unit,

(A) The authority to originally classify
information or material under this order as
“Top Secret” shall be exercised only by such
officlals as the President may designate in
writing and by:

(1) The heads of the Departments listed
below;

(2) Such of their senior principal deputies
and assistants as the heads of such Depart-
ments may designate in writing; and

(3) Such heads and senior principal depu-
ties and assistants of major elements of such
Departments, as the heads of such Depart-
ments may designate in writing.

Such offices in the Executive Office of the
President as the President may designate in
writing

Central Intelligence Agency

Atomic Energy Commission

Department of State

Department of the Treasury

Department of Defense

Department of the Army

Department of the Navy

Department of the Air Force

United States Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency

Department of Justice

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration

Agency for International Development

(B) The Authority to originally classify
information or materlal under this order as
“Secret” shall be exercised only by:

(1) Officials who have “Top Secret” clas-
sification authority;

(2) Such subordinates as officlals with “Top
Secret” classification authority under (A) (1)
and (2) above may designate in writing; and

(3) The heads of the following named De-
partments and such senior principal depu-
ties or assistants as they may designate in
writing.

Department of Transportation

Federal Communications Commission

Export-Import Bank of the United States

Department of Commerce

United States Civil Service Commission

United States Information Agency

General Services Administration

Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare

Civil Aeronautics Board

Federal Maritime Commission

Pederal Power Commission

National Science Foundation

Overseas Private Investment Corporation

(C) The authority to originally classify in-
formation or material under this order as
“Confidential” may be exercised by officials
who have “Top Secret” or “Secret” classifica-
tion authority and such officials as they may
designate in writing.

(D) Any Department not referred to herein
and any Department or unit established
hereafter shall not have authority to origi-
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nally classity information or material under
this order, unless specifically authorized
hereafter by an Executive order.

Section 3. Authority to Downgrade and De-
classify. The authority to downgrade and de-
classify national security information or ma-
terial shall be exercised as follows:

(A) Information or material may be down-
graded or declassified by the official authoriz-
ing the original classification, by a successor
in capacity or by a supervisory official of
elther.

(B) Downgrading and declassification au-
thority may also be exercised by an official
specifically authorized under regulations is-
sued by the head of the Department listed in
Sections 2(A) or (B) hereof.

(C) In the case of classified information
or material officially transferred by or pur-
suant to statute or Executive order in con-
Jjunction with a transfer of funetion and not
merely for storage purposes, the receiving
Department shall be deemed to be the origi-
nating Department for all purposes under
this order including downgrading and de-
classification.

(D) In the case of classified Information or
material not officially transferred within (C)
above, but originated in a Department which
has since ceased to exist, each Department in
possession shall be deemed to be the origi-
nating Department for all purposes under
this order.

Such Information or material may be
downgraded and declassified by the Depart-
ment in possession after consulting with any
other Departments having an interest in the
subject matter.

(E) Classified information or material
transferred to the General Services Adminis-
tration for accession into the Archives of the
United States shall be downgraded and de-
classified by the Archives of the United
States in accordance with this order, direc-
tives of the President issued through the Na-
tional Security Council and pertinent regula-
tions of the Departments.

(F') Classifled information or material with
speclal markings, as described in Section 8,
shall be downgraded and declassified as re-
quired by law and governing regulations.

Section 4. Classification. Each person pos-
sessing classifying authority shall be held ac-
countable for the propriety of the classifica-
tions attributed to him. Both unnecessary
classification and over-classification shall be
avolded. Classification shall be solely on the
basis of national security considerations. In
no case shall information be classified in
order to conceal inefliciency or administra-
tive error, to prevent embarrassment to a
person or Department, or restrain competi-
tion or independent initiative, or to prevent
for any other reason the release of informa-
tion which does not require protection in the
interest of national security, The following
rules shall apply to classification of infor-
mation under this order:

(A) Documents in General. Each classified
document shall show on its face its classifica-
tions and whether it is subject to or exempt
from the General Declassification Schedule.
It shall also show the office of origin, the date
of preparation and classification and, to the
extent practicable, be so marked as to indi-
cate which portions are classified, at what
level, and which portions are not classified in
order to facilitate excerpting and other use
Material containing references to classified
materials, which references do not reveal
classified information, shall not be classified.

(B) Icentification of Classifying Author-
ity. Unless the Department involved shall
have provided some other method of identi-
fying the individual at the highest level that
authorized classificgtion in each case, mate-
rial classified under this order shall indicate
on its face the identity of the highest author-
ity authorizing the classification. Where the
individual who signs or otherwise authenti-
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cates a document or item has also author-
ized the classification, no further annotation
as to his identity is required.

(C) Information or Material Furnished by
a Foreign Government or International Or-
ganization. Classified information or mate-
rial furnished to the United States by a for-
eign government or international organiza-
tion shall either retain its original classifi-
cation or be assigned a United States classi-
fication. In either case, the classification shall
assure a degree of protection equivalent to
that required by the government or inter-
national organization which furnished the
information or material.

(D) Classification Responsibilities. A
holder of classified information or material
shall observe and respect the classification
assigned by the originator. If a holder be-
lieves that there is unnecessary classification,
that the assigned classification is improper,
or that the document is subject to declassifi-
cation under his order, he shall so inform the
originator who shall thereupon reexamine
the classification. 2

Section 5. Declassification and Downgrad-
ing. Classified information and material, un-
less declassified earlier by the original classi-
fying authority, shall be declassified and
downgraded in accordance with the following
rules:

(A) General Declassification Schedule.

(1) “Top Secret.” Information or material
originally classified ““Top Secret” shall become
automatically downgraded to “Secret” at the
end of the second full calendar year following
the year in which it was originated down-
graded to “Confidential” at the end of the
fourth full calendar year following the year
in which it was originated, and declassified
at the end of the tenth full calendar year fol-
lowing the year in which it was originated.”

(2) “Secret.” Information and material
originally classified “Secret” shall become
automatically downgraded to “Confidential”
at the end of the second full calendar year
following the year in which it was originated,
and declassified at the end of the eighth full
calendar year following the vear in which it
was originated.

(8) “Confidential.” Information and mate-
rial originally classified “Confidential” shall
become automatically declassified at the end
of the sixth full calendar year following the
year in which it was originated.

(B) Ezemption from General Declassifica-
tion Schedule. Certain classified information
or material may warrant some degree of pro-
tection for a period exceeding that provided
in the General Declassification Schedule. An
official authorized to originally classify in-
formation or material “Top Secret” may ex-
empt from the General Declassification
Schedule any level of classified Information
or material originated by him or under his
supervision if it fails within one of the
categories described below, In each case such
official shall specify in writing on the mate-
rial the exemption category being claimed
and, unless impossible, a date or event for au-
tomatic declassification. The use of the ex-
emption authority shall be kept to the ab-
solute minimum consistent with national se-
curity requirements and shall be restricted
to the following categories:

(1) Classified information or material fur-
nished by foreign governments or interna-
tional organizations and held by the United
States on the understanding that it be kept
in confidence,

(2) Classified iInformation or material
specifically covered by statute, or pertaining
to cryptography, or disclosing Intelligence
sources or methods.

(3) Classified information or material dis-
closing a system, plan, installation, project
or specific forelgn relations matter the con-
tinulng protection of which is essential to
the national security.

(4) Classified Information or material the
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disclosure of which would place a person inhad such authority under previous Execu-

immediate jeopardy.

(C) Mandatory Review of Ezempted Ma-
terial. All classified information and mate-
rial originated after the effective date of this
order which is exempted under (B) above
from the General Declassification Schedule
shall be subject to a classification review by
the originating Department at any time after
the expiration of ten years from the date of
origin provided:

(1) A Department or member of the pub-
lic requests a review;

(2) The request describes the record with
sufficient particularity to enable the Depart-
ment to identify it; and

{3) The record can be obtained with only
a reasonable amount of effort.

Information or material which no longey
qualifies for exemption under (B) above
shall be declassified. Information or material
continuing to qualify. under (B) shall be so
marked and, unless impossible, a date for
automatic declassification shall be set.

(D) Applicability of the General Declassi-
fication Schedule to Previously Classified Ma-
terial. Information or material classified be-
fore the effective date of this order and which
is assigned to Group 4 under Executive Order
No. 10501, as amended by Executive Order
No. 10964, shall be subject to the General
Declassification Schedule. All other informa-
tion or material classified before the effective
date of this order, whether or not assigned
to Groups 1, 2, or 3 of Executive Order No.
10501, as amended, shall be excluded from
the General Declassification Schedule. How-
ever, at any time after the expiration of ten
years from the date of origin it shall be sub-
ject to a mandatory classification review and
disposition under the same conditions and
criteria that apply to classified information
and material created after the effective date
of this order as set forth in (B) and (C)
above.

(E) Declassification of Classified Informa-

tion or Material After Thirty Years. Al
classified information or material which is
thirty years old or more, whether originating
before or after the effective date of this
order, shall be declassified under the follow-
ing conditions:

(1) All information and material classi-
fled after the effective date of this order
shall, whether or not declassification has
been requested, become automatically de-
classified at the end of thirty full calendar
years after the date of its original classifica-
tion except for such specifically identified
information or material which the head of
the originating Department personally de-
termines in writing at that time to require
continued protection because such con-
tinued protection is essential to the na-
tional security or disclosure would place a
person in immediate jeopardy. In such case,
the head of the Department shall also specify
the period of continued classification.

(2) All information and material classi-
fied before the effective date of this order
and more than thirty years old shall be
systematically reviewed for declassification
by the Archivist of the United States by the
end of the thirtieth full calendar year fol-
lowing the year in which it was originated.
In his review, the Archivist will separate and
keep protected only such information or
material as is specifically identified by the
head of the Department in accordance with
(E) (1) above. In such case, the head of the
Department shall also specify the period of
continued classification.

(F') Departments Which Do Not Have Au-
thority For Original Classification. The pro-
visions of this section relating to the de-
classification of national security informa-
tion or material shall apply to Departments
which, under the terms of this order, do not
have current authority to originally classify
information or material, but which formerly

tive orders.

Section 6. Policy Directives on Access,
Marking, Safekeeping, Accountability, Trans-
mission, Disposition and Destruction of
Classified Information and Material. The
President acting through the National
Security Council shall issue directives which
shall be binding on all Departments to pro-
tect classified information from loss or
compromise. Such directives shall conform
to the following policles:

(A) No person shall be given access to
classified information or material unless such
person has been determined to be trust-
worthy and unless access to such informa-
tion is necessary for the performance of his
duties.

(B) All classified information and material
shall be appropriately and conspicuously
marked to put all persons on clear notice of
its classified contents.

(C) Classified information and material
shall be used, possessed, and stored only un-
der conditions which will prevent access by
unauthorized persons or dissemination to
unauthorized persons.

(D) All classified information and ma-
terial disseminated outside the executive
branch under Executive Order No. 10865 or
otherwise shall be properly protected.

(E) Appropriate accountability records for
classified information shall be established
and maintained and such information and
material shall be protected adequately dur-
ing all transmissions.

(F) Classified information and material no
longer needed in current working files or for
reference or record purposes shall be de-
stroyed or disposed of in accordance with
the records disposal provisions contained in
Chapter 33 of Title 44 of the United States
Code and other applicable statutes.

(G) Classified information or material
shall be reviewed on a systematic basis for
the purpose of accomplishing downgrading,
declassification, transfer, retirement and
destruction at the earliest practicable date.

Section 7. Implementation and Review
Responsibilities. (A) The National Security
Council shall monitor the implementation
of this order. To assist the National Security
Council, an Interagency Classification Re-
view Committee shall be established, com-
posed of representatives of the Department
of State, Defense and Justice, the Atomic
Energy Commission, the Central Intelligence
Agency and the National Security Council
Staffl and a Chairman designated by the
President. Representatives of other Depart-
ments in the executive branch may be in-
vited to meet with the Committee on mat-
ters of particular interest to those Depart-
ments. This Committee shall meet regularly
and on a continuing basis shall review and
take action to ensure compliance with this
order, and in particular:

(1) The Committee shall oversee Depart-
ment actions to ensure compliance with the
provisions of this order and implementing
directives issued by the President through
the National Security Council.

(2) The Committee shall, subject to pro-
cedures to be established by it, receive, con-
sider and take action on suggestions and
complaints from persons within or without
the government with respect to the admin-
istration of this order, and in consultation
with the affected Department or Departments
assure that appropriate action is taken on
such suggestions and complaints.

(3) Upon request of the Committee Chair-
man, any Department shall furnish to the
Committee any particular information or
material needed by the Committee in carry-
ing out its functions.

(B) To promote the basic purposes of this
order, the head of each Department originat-
ing or handling classified information or
material shall:
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(1) Prior to the effective date of this order
submit to the Interagency Classification Re-
view Committee for approval a copy of the
regulations it proposes to adopt pursuant
to this order.

(2) Designate a senior member of his staff
who shall ensure effective compliance with
and implementation of this order and shall
also chair a Departmental committee which
shall have authority to act on all suggestions
and complaints with respect to the Depart-
ment’s administration of this order.

(3) Undertake an initial program to fa-
miliarize the employees of his Department
with the provisions of this order. He shall
also establish and maintain active training
and orientation programs for employees con-
cerned with classified information or mate-
rial. Such programs shall include, as a mini-
mum, the briefing of new employees and pe-
riodic reorientation during employment to
impress upon each individual his responsi-
bility for exercising vigilance and care in
complying with the provisions of this order.
Additionally, upon termination of employ-
ment or contemplated temporary separation
for a sixty-day perlod or more, employees
shall be debriefed and each reminded of the
provisions of the Criminal Code and other ap-
plicable provisions of law relating to penal-
ties for unauthorized disclosure.

(C) The Attorney General, upon request
of the head of a Department, his duly desig-
nated representative, or the Chairman of the
above described Committee, shall personally
or through authorized representatives of the
Department of Justice render an interpreta-
tion of this order with respect to any gues-
tion arising in the course of its administra-
tion.

Section 8. Material Covered by the Atomic
Energy Act. Nothing in this order shall su-
persede any requirements made by or under
the Atomic Energy Act of August 30, 1954,
as amended, “Restricted Data,” and material
designated as “Formerly Restricted Data”
shall be handled, protected, classified, down-
graded and declassified in conformity with
the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, and the regulations of the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Section 9. Special Departmental Arrange-
ments. The originating Department or other
appropriate authority may impose, in con-
formity with the provisions of this order,
special requirements with respect to access,
distribution and protection of classified in-
formation and material, including those
which presently relate to communications
intelligence, intelligence sources and meth-
ods and cryptography.

Section 10. Erxceptional Cases. In an ex-
ceptional case when & person or Department
not authorized to classify information origi-
nates information which is believed to re-
quire classification, such person or Depart-
ment shall protect that information in the
manner prescribed by this order. Such per-
sons or Department shall transmit the in-
formation forthwith, under appropriate safe-
guards, to the Department having primary
interest in the subject matter with a request
that a determination be made as to classi-
fication.

Section 11. Declassification of Presidential
Papers. The Archivist of the United States
shall have authority to review and declassify
information and material which has been
classified by a President, his White House
Staff or special committee or commission ap-
pointed by him and which the Archivist has
in his custody at any archival depository,
including a Presidential Library. Such de-
classification shall only be undertaken in ac-
cord with: (1) the terms of the donor's deed
of gift, (11) consultations with the Depart-
ments having a primary subject matter in-
terest, and (iii) the provisions of Section 5.

Section 12, Historical Research and Access
by Former Government Officials. The Te-
quirement in Section 6(A) that ‘access to
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classified information or material be granted
only as is necessary for the performance of
one's duties shall not apply to persons out-
side the executive branch who are engaged in
historical research projects or who have pre-
viously occupied policy-making positions to
which they were appointed by the Presi-
dent: Provided, however, that in each case
the head of the originating Department
shall:

(1) determine that access is clearly con-
sistent with the interests of national secu-
rity; and

(i1) take appropriate steps to assure that
classified information or material is not pub-
lished or otherwise compromised.

Access granted a person by reason of his
having previously occupied a policymaking
position shall be limited to those papers
which the former official originated, re-
viewed, signed or received while in public
office.

Section 13. Administrative and Judicial
Action.

(A) Any officer or employee of the United
States who unnecessarily classifies or over-
classifies information or material shall be
notified that his actions are in violation of
the terms of this order or of a directive of the
President issued through the National Secu-
rity Council. Repeated abuse of the classifica~-
tion process shall be grounds for admin-
istrative reprimand. In any case where the
Departmental committee or the Interagency
Classification Review Committee finds that
unnecessary classification or over-classifica-
tion has occurred, it shall make a report to
the head of the Department concerned in
order that corrective steps may be taken.

(B) The head of each Department is di-
rected to take prompt and stringent admin-
istrative action against any officer or em-
ployee of the United States, at any level of
employment, determined to have been re-
sponsible for any release or disclosure of na-
tional security information or material in a
manner not authorized by or under this order
or a directive of the President issued through
the National Security Council. Where a viola-
tion of criminal statutes may be involved,
Departments will refer to any such case
promptly to the Department of Justice.

Section 14. Revocation of Ezecutive Order
No. 10501. Executive Order No. 10501 of
November 5, 1953, as amended by Executive
Orders No. 10816 of May 8, 1959, No. 10001
of January 11, 1961, No. 10964 of September
20, 1961, No. 10985 of January 15, 1862, No.
11907 of March 6, 1963, and by Section 1(a)
of No. 11382 of November 28, 1967, are super-
seded as of the effective date of this order.

Section 15. Effective Date. This order shall
become effective on June 1, 1972.

RICHARD NIXON.

Tue WHrre Housg, March 8, 1972.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I read one para-
graph from the statement.

The many abuses of the security system
can no longer be tolerated. Fundamental to
our way of life is the belief that when in-
formation which properly belongs to the pub-
lic is systematically withheld by those in
power, the people soon become ignorant of
their own affairs, distrustful of those who
manage them, and—eventually—incapable of
determining their own destinies.

That is only one paragraph. It is ut-
terly inconsistent with what he actually
does. It is another example of a very fine
principle in another Presidential state-
ment.

To the extent that the executive
branch is successful in its endeavor to
withhold information from Congress, the
legislative process is undermined and
nullified, and we in Congress become
little more than a rubber stamp for the
executive. Passage of the pending amend-
ment would have the effect of saying to
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the executive branch that we are a rub-
ber stamp; that any time the adminis-
tration wants to withhold information
from the Congress we will not object, and
that whenever the President claims ex-
ecutive privilege, we will not question
that claim or the reasons for it. All of
these considerations are now before us
in this amendment and I hope that every
Senator weighs them very carefully.

Mr. President, I want to assure my col-
leagues that the committee weighed all
of these considerations before recom-
mending to the Senate that the U.S. In-
formation Agency authorization request
be reduced substantially. Some believe
the committee’s decision was too indis-
criminate and drastic, but those who
hold such views should be reminded of
the damage, the violence done to the leg-
islative process by the executive's deci-
sion to withhold information vital to per-
mitting the elected representatives of
this body to make an informed judg-
ment about a matter involving an ex-
penditure of hundreds of millions of the
taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. President, in asking that the pend-
ing amendment be defeated and that the
committee’s recommendation be upheld,
I invite the attention of Senators to a re-
cent article in the New York Times by
Admiral Rickover entitled “The Decline
of Congressional Power.” The substance
of this article has particular bearing on
the issue before the Senate.

Admiral Rickover, it will be recalled,
received special consideration by Con-
gress some years ago, when it intervened
to rescue him from premature retire-
ment, I think Congress acted wisely in
doing so. On the whole, Admiral Rick-
over is a very broad gaged man who has
given much thought to our Government
and to the problems we face.

Admiral Rickover begins with the fol-
lowing observation:

As a realist, I must say the only real power

Congress has left is the negative power of
denying funds.

Mr. President, as lamentable as this
may be, I doubt that anyone in this
Chamber would take issue with it. Ad-
miral Rickover continues:

It is, of course, the immense scope and
complexity of the governmental activities
financed by taxes that has brought out the
enormous growth of bureaucratic influence
on the way the money collected from the
American people is spent. The chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee has
pointed out that Congress usually makes
only relatively small changes in the budget
submitted by the Administration. Beyond
this, the increasing use of Federal power
has—as Madison predicted—allowed the
Federal bureaucracy to exercise what in ef-
fect are discretionary powers in disposing of
public moneys.

In an effort to put the present situ-
ation in perspective, the Rickover article
goes on to point out:

Congress may change the Administration’s
budget by 1 or 2 per cent, but to all intents
and purposes Congress no longer has control
over the budget. Like any other parliamen-
tary body in a free soclety, it does, however,
have the power of legislative oversight as
well as the right to refuse to vote appropria-
tions if it judges that in the past they have
not been used in accordance with the laws
it has enacted.
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In conclusion Admiral Rickover, “as a
realistic,” is led to the following recom-
mendation:

Since Congress itself can no longer control
in detail how appropriated moneys are spent,
its constitutional control of the purse strings
now depends more than ever on the judicious
exercise of its investigatory function, and on
the negative power to refuse funds.

I might point out that these remarks
were presented originally in the Ad-
miral’s testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I endorse them whole-
heartedly and commend them to my col-
leagues.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article be printed in the Recorbp, to-
gether with the correspondence concern-
ing the U.S. Information Agency's refusal
to make the documents requested avail-
able to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

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

THE DeCLINE OF CONGRESSIONAL POWER

(By H. G. Rickover)

WASHINGTON.—AS a reallst, I must say that
about the only real power Congress has left
is the negative power of denying funds.
Surely this was never the intention of the
framers of the Constitution, nor has it come
about by the proper procedure of constitu-
tional amendment. Take the bill to limit the
ability of the executive to carry on indefi-
nitely an undeclared war. I thoroughly ap-
prove the intent of the bill. But ought it to
be necessary? Does not the Constitution vest
in Congress and in Congress alone the power
“to declare war?"

This clause occasioned hardly any debate in
the Constitutional Convention. The execu-
tive was at first envisioned, as Sherman of
Connecticut put it, as “nothing more than
an institution for carrying the will of the leg-
islature in effect,” Congress being declared
the ‘‘depository of the supreme will of the
soclety™!

When the debate opened on the powers of
the executive, even those favoring a vigorous
single executive, rather than a council or
committee set up by Congress, opposed giving
him the power to make war—a power which
at that time was everywhere the prerequisite
of the executive. Fear was expressed that if
the executive power within the Federal Gov-
ernment were to encompass peace and war,
the President would be rendered a monarch
“of the worst kind; to wit, an elective one.”

Power seemed extremely dangerous to the
founders of our Federal system. They were
anxious to vest it where the people could best
influence its exercise. I belleve we were at
that time the only country entrusting the
war power to the legislature.

I digress into these historic reminiscences
only to support my point that fatlure to exer-
cise the powers vested in Congress results in
their diminution, if not total loss,

It is, of course, the immense scope and
complexity of the governmental activities fi-
nanced by taxes that has brought out the
enormous growth of bureaucratic infiuence
on the way the money collected from the
American people is spent. The chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee has
pointed out that Congress usually makes
only relatively small changes in the budget
submitted by the Administration. Beyond
this, the increasing use of Federal power
has—as Madison predicted—allowed the
Federal bureaucracy to exercise what in ef-
fect are discretionary powers in disposing of
public moneys.

When Congress does not exerclse the power
vested exclusively in it to make the laws
that govern the United States, its power to
do so atrophies. Indeed, I submit that Con-
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gress has already lost much of its power by
not using it.

Congress may change the Administration’s
budget by 1 or 2 per cent, but to all intents
and purposes Congress no longer has control
over the budget. Like any other parliamen-
tary body in a free society, it does, however,
have the power of legislative oversight as well
as the right to refuse to vote appropriations
if it judges that in the past they have not
been used in accordance with the laws it has
enacted.

It is my firm belief that the present pro-
curement situation can be remedied only if
Congress will use these two important powers
to compel reform, It is not in the nature of
a powerful bureaucracy to improve its way
unless prodded by someone with power from
without.

Since Congress itself can no longer control
in detail how appropriated moneys are spent,
its constitutional control of the purse strings
now depends more than ever in the judicious
exercise of its Investigatory function, and
on the negative power to refuse funds.

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., March 16, 1972,
Hon. J. WiLLiam PULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to your
letter of March 1, I am enclosing herewith
the President's directive dated March 15
from which you will note that I am unable
to comply with your request for the USIA
Country Program Memoranda and associated
planning documents. I find that the material
you request clearly falls within the scope of
the President’s directive.

My staff and I have carefully examined
the so-called Country Program Memoranda
and find that, for the most part, these are
planning or working documents subject to
subsequent discussion and final approval.
These documents are under constant review,
and programs are changed in the light of
changing developments in Washington and
in the host countries.

You will note from the President’s direc-
tive that he wishes the Administration to
be wholly responsive to Congressional re-
quests subject only to restrictions neces-
sary for the proper functioning of the
Executive Department.

With this objective in view, I shall be
happy to supply your Committee with sum-
maries of the approved country objectives
together with a description of the activities
proposed to implement them. Also, our key
officers, including myself and the Assistant
Directors for each phic area, are
ready to provide your staff with country-by-
country briefings as well as being available at
all times for questioning by you and your
colleagues.

Sincerely,
FRANK SHAKESPEARE.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., March 15, 1972.
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
THE DIRECTOR, U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY

As you Eknow, by a memorandum of
August 30, 1971 to the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense, I directed “not
to make available to the Congress any in-
ternal working documents which would
disclose ventative planning data on future
vears of the military assistance program
which are not approved Executive Branch
positions. In that memorandum, I fully ex-
plained why I considered that the dis-
closure of such internal working papers to
the Congress would not be in the public
interest.

I have now been informed that the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
the House Foreign Operations and Govern-
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ment Information Subcommittee have re-
quested basic planning documents submit-
ted by the country field teams to the United
States Information Agency and the Agency
for International Development, and other
similar papers. These documents include
all USIA Country Program Memoranda and
the AID fiscal year 1973 Country Field Sub-
mission for Cambodia, which are prepared
in the field for the benefit of the agencies
and the Department of State and contain
recomme .dations for the future.

Due to these new requests for documents
of a similar nature to those covered by my
August 30, 1971 directive, I hereby reiterate
the pesition of this Administration so that
there can be no misunderstanding on this
point.

My memorandum for the Heads of Execu-
tive Departments and Agencies, dated
March 24, 1969, set forth our basic policy
which is to comply to the fullest extent
possible with Congressional requests for in-
formation. In pursuance of this policy, the
Executive Departments and Agencies have
provided to the Congress an unprecedented
volume of information, In addition, Admin-
istration witnesses have appeared almost
continuously before appropriate Committees
of the Congress to present pertinent facts
and information to satisfy Congressional
needs in its oversight function and to pre-
sent the views of the Administration on
proposed legislation.

The precedents on separation of powers
established by my predecessors from first to
last clearly demonstrate, however, that the
President has the responsibility not to make
available any information and material
which would impair the orderly function of
the Executive Branch of Government, since
to do so would not be in the public inter-
est. As indicated in my memorandum ot
March 24, 1969, this Administration will in-
voke Executive Privilege to withhold infor-
mation only in the most compelling elrcum-
stances and only after a rigorous inquiry
into the actual need for its exercise,

In accordance with the procedures estab-
lished in my memorandum of March 24,
1969, I have conducted an inquiry with re-
gard to the Congressional requests brought
to my attention in this instance. The basic
planning data and the various internal staff
papers requested by the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee and the House Foreign
Operations and Government Information
Subcommittee do not, insofar as they deal
with future years, reflect any approved pro-
gram of this Administration, but only pro-
posals that are under consideration. Fur-
thermore, the basic planning data requested
reflect only tentative intermediate staff level
thinking, which is but one step in the
process of preparing recommendations to
the Department Heads, and thereafter to me.

I repeat my deep concern, shared by my
predecessors, that unless privacy of prelimi-
nary exchange of views between personnel
of the Executive Branch can be maintained,
the full frank and healthy expression of
opinion which is essential for the success-
ful administration of Government would be
muted.

Due to these facts and considerations, it
is my determination that these documents
fall within the conceptual scope of my di-
rective of August 30, 1971 and that their
disclosure to the Congress would also, as in
that instance, not be in the public interest,

I therefore, direct you not to make avail-
able to the Congress any internal working
documents concerning the foreign assistance
program or international information activ-
ities, which would disclose tentative plan-
ning data, such as is found in the Country
Program Memoranda and the Country Field
Submissions, and which are not approved
positions.

I have again noted that you and your
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respective Department and Agency have al-
ready provided much information and have
offered to provide additional information
including planning material and factors re-
lating to our foreign assistance programs and
international information activities. In im-
plementing my general policy to provide the
fullest possible Information to the Con-
gress, I will expect you and the other Heads
of Departments and Agencles to continue to
make available to the Congress all informa-
tion relating to the foreign assistance pro-
gram and international information activi-
ties not inconsistent with this directive.
RicHARD M. Nixon.

MarcH 1, 1972,
Mr. FRANK SHAKESPEARE,
Director, U.S. Information Agency,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SHAKESPEARE: I am enclosing a
copy of Mr. Ablard’s letter of February 28 to
Mr. Robert Dockery of the Committee staff
concerning the status of the Country Pro-
gram Memoranda prepared by the United
States Information Agency. I understand
from Mr. Ablard's letter that the Memoranda
are regarded as “internal planning or work-
ing documents” and as such, the Agency be-
lieves that “it would not be appropriate to
provide these documents to the Committee.”

As you know, the “Agency in Brief 1972"
publication describes this material in the
following way:

“These CPM’'s (Country Program Memo-
randa) are designed to integrate USIS plan-
ning and resource allocation with overall
U.S. objections in the country. The CPM's
encompass total Agency resources devoted to
the country, including media products and
materials supplied from Washington.” (p.
19)

I believe this information would be of in-
terest to all Members of the Committee and
of particular assistance to them in connec-
tion with the Agency’s authorization hear-
ings, beginning March 20,

In view of this, I am requesting that the
Agency reconsider its decision and agree to
make this information available to the Com-
mittee. I should appreciate hearing from you
on this matter at your earliest convenience
and, hopefully, no later than March 10, If
the original decision is maintained, I should
like to know what the Agency’s legal author-
ity is for withholding this type of informa-
tion from the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FuLeriGHT, Chairman.

Enclosure.

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., February 28, 1972.
Mr. RoBerT DOCKERY,
Staff Consultant, Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, U.S. Senate.

Dear Bor: In preparation for authoriza-
tion hearings on March 20, you have re-
quested that USIA furnish you Country Pro-
gram Memoranda and USIA Planning Pa-
pers. An evaluation of these documents re-
veals that they are substantially in the na-
ture of internal planning or working docu-
ments which are in many cases unapproved
and in a raw form. In most cases the CPM is
not a final document as such but is an ex-
change of papers and proposals between the
post and the area offices, with suggestions
from other departments in Washington.
They are, in a real sense, planning docu-
ments which are constanfly under revision
as programs change and developments occur
both in the country of operation and in
Washington.

Accordingly, it would not be appropri-
ate to provide these documents to the Com-
mittee. However, we can provide you a sum-
mary of the approved country objectives,
activities to implement them, and principal
USIA audiences. Also, we can provide an oral
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briefing on a country-by-country basis to
you and your staff colleagues, as well as for
any Members of the Committee.

Of course, the Assistant Directors for each
geographic area will give testimony before
the Committee which can include specific
country objectives.

Sincerely yours,

CHARLES D. ABLARD,
General Counsel and
Congressional Liaison,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
think that Admiral Rickover states the
situation very well. The only thing left
to Congress to try to restore any influ-
ence of any consequence upon the ar-
bitrary exercise of power by the Execu-
tive is the power of the purse, and the
amendment of the Senator from Wyo-
ming is the best possible test of which
I can think.

I consented to the very unusual unan-
imous consent request of the Senator,
not only to accommodate him, but also
to get this test case before the Senate.

I regret that more Senators are not
interested. Obviously, from observing the
attendance in the Chamber at this time,
they are not. I do not know whether or
not they receive their instructions only
from the White House. That remains
to be seen. But it is very clear that this
is a test of the right of the Senate and
of Congress as a whole to have access to
fundamental information necessary to
the discharge of its responsibilities.

In connection with a comment made
by the distinguished Senator from Wy-
oming earlier, I wonder what his atti-
tude would be—this is just to inquire
about his attitude—toward a proposal,
in the nature of a contingency, that if
and when the Executive made available
the information which has been re-
quested by the committee, the amounts
as reduced in the committee bill, as I
have already stated, on page 51 of the
report, would then be made available.
Would the Senator be interested in that
kind of approach?

Mr. McGEE. On whose time is my re-
sponse to the chairman'’s question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On my time.

(Disturbance in the Visitor's Galler-
ies.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair reminds the visitors in the gal-
leries that approval or disapproval of
anything heard on the floor will not be
tolerated.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is simply to try
to get a fix on the Senator’s attitude. It
seems that the Senator would not wish
to use the power of the purse in any way
to force the executive to furnish infor-
mation.

Mr. McGEE. I would have to say that I
would not approve of that approach to
it, because I think it is the wrong agency
and the wrong circumstances. I would
not approve of it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is all I want
to inquire about at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield myself 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
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ator from Arkansas has 72 minutes re-
maining,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as I
look over the agencies in this Govern-
ment, I cannot think of one to which
it is more appropriate to apply the test
of whether or not Congress is really in-
terested in exercising its oversight re-
sponsibilities, whether it really is inter-
ested in having a serious role in our Gov-
ernment, than this one, dealing with an
information agency from whom we re-
quest information about its own activi-
ties.

It seems ironic that an agency de-

voted to informing the people of other
countries should decline to inform its
own Congress. This raises a serious ques-
tion whether the agency is really inter-
ested in information or whether it is not
essentially a propaganda agency that
has only incidentally any relation to in-
formation as an objective sort of thing.
We read many stories about those who
are capable of taking a particular candi-
date and, in a subtle and persuasive man-
ner, creating an image of the candidate
that will meet the approval of the people.
Apparently, USIA sees itself as doing
this sort of thing, rather than providing
straight information, and it contributes,
I suppose, to the attitude that informa-
tion as such, is not something to be dis-
cussed in public, and certainly not some-
thing to be distributed to a congressional
committee which has authority to au-
thorize its funds.

Mr. President, I yield the floor for the
moment, and reserve the remainder of
my time.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute before I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. BuckLEY) to
say that the New York Times on yester-
day published an interesting editorial
entitled “Wrecking USIA.” I quote from
the thrust of it—indeed, as some col-
leagues have contended that the USIA
was a slanted and high-powered soap
salesman project, tha’ would be one
thing, but as the New York Times edi-
torial writer suggests:

They are mostly trained professionals in
the writing, editing and broadcasting of
news and information who try to tell the
facts honestly about the United States.

If the U.B.1.A.'s output were heavily slanted
and ideological, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee would have a better case. But the
agency has generally in recent Years been
trying to “tell America’s story to the world”
and to tell it straight.

Therefore, it concludes that this is no
time for the meat ax to wreck the USIA.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have this editorial printed in the
RECORD.

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

WerECKING USIA

There is a strong probability that Senator
William Fulbright and his Democratic col-
leagues on the Forelgn Relations Committee
will miss the target in their campaign to redi-
rect the energies of the United States Infor-
mation Agency. The committee has voted
to reduce the U.S.I.A.'s budget request by
nearly 25 per cent, from $200 million to §155
million.

Ostensibly, Senator Fulbright and Frank
Shakespeare, the agency's director, are en-
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gaged In a dispute over the latter's refusal
to make available to the committee its “pro-
gram memoranda” of various countries.
These documents are supposed to set forth
the propaganda informational objectives in
each country. If the Nixon Administration
were to walve 1ts clalm of “executive privi-
lege,” the memoranda would probably turn
out to be boring and irrelevant.

Behind this paper battle, the antagonists
are really arguing over Mr. Shakespeare's al-
leged determination to make his agency a
vigorous spokesman for the anti-Communist
cold war, while Senator Fulbright protests
that such policies serve no useful purpose
when President Nixon is making overtures
to Russia and China. We characterize Mr,
Shakespeare's determination as “alleged” be-
cause—aside from some rhetorical flourishes
of his own, calculated to impress his boss in
the White House and right-wing voters in the
country—it is hard to see that he has had
much impact on the work of his subordi-
nates. They are mostly trained professionals
in the writing, editing and broadcasting of
news and information who try to tell the
facts honestly about the United States.

If the U.8.1.A.'s output were heavily slanted
and ideological, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee would have a better case. But the
agency has generally in recent years been
trying to “tell America's story to the world"
and to tell it straight.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, now I
yield my colleague from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY) 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, NEL-
son). The Senator from New York is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I should
like to thank my colleague from Wyoming
for yielding to me this time. I recall a
few minutes ago that he spoke of gn im-
portant factor in this debate and  also
conveyed some remarks from the junior
Senator from Washington (Mr, JACKSON)
echoing that same sentiment; namely,
discussion of the symbolism at this time
in world history of a significant curtail-
ment of some of the activities of the
USIA.

I understand from subsequent debate
that what is really the issue is not
whether there is any merit to the activi-
ties, but, rather whether an executive
has abused executive privilege in not
making information available to the
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Unfortunately, I think that the nice-
ties of our internal confidential debate
will be lost on those abroad, especially
those relying on some of the foreign lan-
guage broadecasts maintained by the
Voice of America as a window on the out-
side world. These constitutional niceties
will be lost if, suddenly, that window is
slammed shut. i)

I hope that my remarks will not be
considered irrelevant subject matter if
I confine myself to a discussion of the
functions of the USIA and, most im-
portantly, its radio informational arm,
the Voice of America and the potential
effect of its ability to perform its func-
tions if these cuts are not stricken.

I would like to consider at the outset
certain of the principal arguments which
in the past have been raised againhst the
USIA and particularly against the
broadcasting activities conducted mainly
through the Voice of America.

First, I think that I should state my
basic position, ore which is fortified—
from what I have been able to observe—
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through more than 17 years of extensive
private business travel around the globe
before my election to the Senate.

First, I believe that in both the shorter
and the longer term, it is indispensable
for the United States to have a strong,
credible, and well financed international
information organization.

Second, by and large, the USIA has
provided our Nation with just such an
organization, principally although not

solely because of the quality of its Voice -

of America programs. These broadcasts
have proved accurate and reliable and,
therefore, effective in projecting infor-
mation, news, and commentary which
we feel is required if we are to present
to the world a proper understanding of
events within the United States and of
the reasons behind our foreign policy
objectives.

Third, I believe that the radio and TV
programs which are maintained by the
USIA are a most important means by
which to convey information to the peo-
ples of the world, because it is the only
means of communication which can
penetrate the barriers of censorship still
erected by so many totalitarian regimes.

I recognize that many do not accept
these views but at least we should argue
on the merits of the case, based on
broad access to information which it is
the purpose of the Voice of America to
provide less fortunate people.

What are some of the arguments pre-
sented against the USIA and against its
broadcasting arm?

One is that, somehow, these activities
represent an anachronistic relic of the
cold war.

If is true that the USIA was created
at the outset of the cold war, in the early
1950’s. It is also true that the Voice of
America had its origins in the hot war—
having been founded in 1942.

But this argument fails to make the
necessary distinetions between origins
and purposes.

The USIA had its origins in the early
stages of the cold war, but because of the
continuing role which the United States
is required to play in world affairs, the
purpose of the USIA transcends this
origin, That purpose is to present and to
support the foreign policy objectives of
the United States, to present to the
world at large the information required
for it to understand the objectives of
that policy.

That purpose, stated in its simplest
form, as I have suggested, is to support
the United States foreign policy. And this
is a foreign policy which has not died
with a change in the shift or thrust of
our policy, but a purpose which must
coexist with our foreign policy objec-
tives, whatever they are.

This leads me to a second point which
the critics of the USIA have advanced
from time to time; namely, that the
USIA and the Voice of America are not
working to support our foreign policy
but are working rather to frustrate it.

These critics say that by carrying news
that is often critical of Communist ac-
tion or which highlights Communist
abuse, the Voice of America is working
at cross-purposes with President Nixon’'s
efforts to bring about a detente with the
Soviet Union.
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If this argument were valid, surely
we would find the President of the United
States among the principal objectors to
the activities. And if the arguments were
valid, the proper remedy would not be
to make arbitrary cuts in the budget, but
rather to change the procedures and the
management.

In point of fact, President Nixon not
only does not consider the activities to
be subversive of his effort, but supportive
of them.

Mr. President, at this point in the Rec-
orp, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp excerpts from a
letter from President Nixon to the Voice
of America on the occasion of its 30th
anniversary, outlining the importance
which he believes this organization con-
tinues to have in the implementation of
American policy.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

LETTER FrROM PRESIDENT NIXON TOo THE
VOICE OF AMERICA ON THE OCCASION OF
ITs 30TH ANNIVERSARY
Just as the world has changed in the last

thirty years, so too has the Voice of Amer-

ica. It was born in a world at war. Today it
continues its important mission in a world in
which international tensions have been low-
ered, even though peace is still not a reality.

More and more, men realize that if we are to

survive, we must learn to relate to each other

better than we have in the past—and that to
improve our relationship, we must under-
stand each other better.

Never has the role of the Voice of America
been more important than now, since it helps
so much in promoting mutual understanding
among nations and peoples. Day after day,
the Voice of America brings its audience a
reliable account of what 1is happening
throughout the world, and direct insights
into life and thought in the United States.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, in his
letter the President emphasizes the
Voice of America’s task to establish an
understanding among nations and
peoples. And I would like to stress
“peoples” because the USIA has a num-
ber of programs for cultural exchange
which result from negotiated treaties,
for example, with the Soviet Union that
allow thereby the circulation of a very
excellent magazine about American
affairs. This also enables us to maintain
certain exhibits and to have guides at
these exhibits who have direct contact
with the Soviet people. Nevertheless,
these activities are limited in their total
penetration. But these activities will
continue, subject only to the sufferance
of the Soviet Government.

The Voice of America, on the other
hand, is able to bring about a far broader
and more important dissemination of
information. It provides the people of
the U.S.S.R. and elsewhere with unique
sources of news which are beyond the
reach of official censors.

It provides these people with facts
about the outside world which they
otherwise would have no means of learn-
ing. It is as important to us now, 1
submit, that the people of the Soviet
Union and elsewhere have access to the
facts and to the clearly labeled com-
mentaries of Voice of America as it ever
has been. Whether a cold war still exists
or not, it is clear that the interests of
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the United States and the Soviet Union
will econtinue to play an important part
here and there around the globe, and
notably in the Mideast.

There is increasing evidence that the
Kremlin is not entirely insensitive to
these internal and external pressures
which have been generated by the USIA.
I think we saw that most spectacularly
in the trial in Leningrad of a group of
Jews who were accused of the “hideous
crime” of wanting to escape to Israel.

There can be no doubt that these
broadcasts have an important impact
behind the Iron Curtain.

Mr. President, I cite certain testimony
as to the importance of the Western
broadcasts.

Russian Author A. Anatoli Kuznetsov,
winner of the Stalin Prize, joined eight
other exiled scholars and writers to re-
port that these programs—

Were for us a substitute for a free press
nonexlstent in our countries ... to speak
the language of a free press and not of the
government propaganda . . . makes (them)

S0 attractive to their audiences. To deprive
them of that life-line would be indeed a
crime against liberty.

Nobel Prize winning Russian Author
Alexander Solzhenitzyn, in a New York
Times interview, referring to these
broadcasts said:

If we learn anything about events . . . it
is from there.

More recently, Representative James
ScHEUER, of New York, reported that
Jews in the Soviet Union came up to him
with tears in their eyes telling how much
they appreciated the broadcasts of the
Voice of America, saying that these
broadcasts “keep hope alive.”

True, the Kremlin does not like the
Voice of America broadcasts. We notice
the large amounts of money whick' the
Soviet Union spends each year trying
to jam them, with very limited success,
I am happy to report. However, for the
life of me, I cannot see why we in this
country should tailor our program to
help the Soviet Union protect their peo-
ple from the truth. We spend 780 hours a
week broadcasting in 34 different lan-
guages in the face of their own intense
broadcasting effort of 1,900 hours a week
ir 84 languages.

I do not see why we should, in order
to curry the dubious favor of the leaders
of the Kremlin, deny hundreds of mil-
lions of persons who thirst for knowledge
access to the news from the outside
world. Furthermore, I believe it matters
that they know the truth, because to the
extent that peoples around the world
have an understanding as to what is
happening in the world, to the extent
that they are accurately informed about
policies and events in the United States,
to that extent can we hope that sanity
will ultimately prevail in world affairs.

Yet, if the budgetary cuts provided for
by the Committee on Foreign Relations
are allowed to remain, it will mean not
just a paring back of the activities cur-
rently sustained by the USIA, and more
particularly by the Voice of America, but
it will result in the termination of 23
of the 34 foreign language broadcasts
which are now sustained.

These audiences which are being
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reached by these 23 language programs
now in existence will be cut off from
access to this sort of information. I
might add that these audiences were
built up over a period of years and can-
not automatically be put back together
if the broadcasts are interrupted for any
sizable period of time. :

We must understand that credibility
is hard to achieve. It has been a history
of truth and reliability on the part of
Voice of America broadcasting which has
developed that credibility and reliability
which is an important arm of the Amer-
ican informational system.

1t is quite possible that at the present
moment access to one or more of these
audiences is not critically important to
the fulfillment of the present U.S. policy
except to the extent that we have a per-
manent, abiding interest in the survival
of truth in the dissemination of infor-
mation around the world. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. )

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield 3
additional minutes to the Senator from
New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 3
additional minutes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. But we cannot t,_ell to-
day what emergency might arisq in the
future when it will be critically import-
tant to us that we be able to reach these
same audiences with the credibility re-
quired to make them effective.

I suggest, Mr. President, that my as-
sessment of the importance and effective-
ness of the Voice of America is shared
not just by the administration or other
colleagues who agree with my point of
view, but by the Soviet Union or it would
not have persisted in its sustained effort
at jamming.

Mr. President, I want to touch one
other aspect which I believe to be’ criti-
cally important in an understanding of
the present day function of the U.S. In-
formation Agency and its purpose. Its
purpose must be viewed in the cont,ext_ of
the communications revolution to which
Mr. Frank Shakespeare has referred
when he said that we live in a time when
hundreds of millions of people are receiv-
ing direct access to information through
radio and television. If we cut needed
funds from an agency engaged in the
dissemination of our side of the story, we
will have foreshortened our ability to
present the American story and thereby
support American policy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator 5 additional minutes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, it seems
to me that one of the reasons there is
objection to the activities of the Voice
of America in explaining Ameriea's story,
is that we have an instinctive distaste for
the word “propaganda.” It is a distaste
which is natural enough, given the fact
that we, as a nation, first became exposed
to the word in activities of Adolf Hitler

and more recently in activities of Radio
Moscow with their total reliance on the
big lie. I would like to suggest, however,
that this is not the sole meaning of the
word “propaganda.” Propaganda also
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means telling your story and to the ex-
tent we rely on truthful dissemination of
the facts, as has been the history of the
Voice of America, to that extent must
we distinguish between licit, respectable,
and responsible utilization of propaganda
and illicit forms with which we would
not associate ourselves.

But, if it is “propaganda” to tell the
facts about the United States, as the
Voice of America does every day, so be it.
If it is propaganda to attempt to put
those facts into context in clearly labeled
commentaries, so be it. If it is propa-
ganda to show pride in our Nation as
USIA’s public affairs offices do in 101
nations around the world, I am all for it.
The relevant question is not whether
USIA engages in propaganda—we can
leave that philosophical conundrum to
scholars and savants—but whether what
USIA engages in is needed by our Nation.

Perhaps the most important criticism
which can be made about USIA is the
criticism implicit in the wide misunder-
standing of this organization both within
and without the Congress. Such a mis-
understanding springs not from any re-
sentment against USIA activities but
from a lack of interest in the organiza-
tion for its own sake. Lack of interest can
be a fatal criticism to any Government
program. In one sense, then, the proposed
budget cut has done USIA a favor—it has
brought it before the gaze of the Con-
gress where it could be discussed.

I am glad that this happened, because
I am deeply convinced that Director
Frank Shakespeare is correct when he
says we are living in an age of a commu-
nications revolution of transistor radios
and television satellites, one of the most
decisive factors shaping the course of
our time. The international flow of infor-
mation can no longer be sealed off at na-
tional frontiers.

There are times, I know, when we all
wish it were otherwise. Too much infor-
mation too swiftly carried to too many
people for too many reasons in too many
ways—we have seen the world shrink be-
fore our eyes and it is as disconcerting as
it is strange.

But whatever else it may be, the com-
munications revolution is a fact and
within the lifetime of most of us it will
probably be one of the most decisive fac-
tors in international affairs. The question
is not whether we like the communica-
tions revolution, but what are we going to
do about it and what role should the U.S.
Government play in it.

For the first time in human history the
attitudes of millions of people have
moved from the periphery toward the
center of foreign policy decisions. In
1815, a few men could sit around a table
in Vienna and carve up Europe for a
hundred years. In 1919, a small group
of men could once more decide the shape
of the West—although the results of
their decisions did not last as long as
their diplomatic predecessors at Vienna.

Today, however, the phrase ‘“the whole
world is watching” is a reality of inter-
national affairs that each nation must
take into account. The diplomatic brief-
case is being matched by the television
picture and the transistor radio as a part
of international diplomacy.
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Whether we like it or not it does mat-
ter what millions of people thought
when President Nixon got off the plane
before the TV cameras in Peking.

Whether we like it or not it does mat-
ter what “received opinions” form the
basis upon which millions of people will
make up their own minds on complicated
international problems.

It is no longer, I feel, good enough to
use the term “imagemakers” for those
who are in the forefront of this revolu-
tion for our country. The USIA does not
now attempt and never has attempted to
make an “image,” some two-dimensional,
untelievable figure to fool the world. If
it did, it would long ago have been dis-
missed from every country in which it
operates. But today it operates in 101
countries. Now this does not mean that
USIA has convinced people in 101 coun-
tries about the U.S. position on interna-
tional issues. It does mean, however, that
USIA-VOA has attempted to do, against
tremendous opposition from the US.SR.
and other countries which generously fi-
nance their informational and propa-
ganda programs, what can be done: to
speak the truth about our Nation and
about the world. USIA-VOA has been ef-
fective because it has built a reputation
for reliability and truth.

The communications revolution is go-
ing to go on no matter what we do here
today. If the USIA is cut to the bone, that
will not stop the irresistible and all but
insatiable appetite of people all over the
world to use the new technology.

What is at stake here is the very po-
sition of the United States of America
toward international understanding. Cut
the USIA budget and we cut a link be-
tween our Government and masses of
people. We will still have our traditional
ways of diplomacy. We still need those
ways. But those ways no longer suffice.

Cut USIA’s budget and we are in effect
saying to millions of people: “We are no
longer interestec in you. We don’t want to
talk to you, but only to your government.
We have lost confidence in our ability
to convince millions of the soundness of
our foreign policy and of the principles
which guide our Nation.”

I, therefore, strongly urge that these
proposed cuts be restored and that USIA
be restored to its rightful place as an es-
sential instrument of American foreien
policy in this age of a communications
revolution,

CALL OF THE ROLL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. BUCKLEY. It will have to be on my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.
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The clerk will resume the call of the
roll.

The rollcall was resumed.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

The rolleall was resumed, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 1656 Leg.]

Fulbright
Griffin

Allen
Bellmon
Bogegs Hughes
Buckley Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Long
Cooper McGee Symington
Ellender Mcntoya Taft

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Sergeant at Arms be
directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
zeant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

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

Aiken Dole
Allott Fannin
Anderson Fong

Beall Gambrell
Bennett Goldwater
Bible Gravel
Brock Gurney
Brooke Hansen
Burdick Hart

B Hatfield
Hollings
Hruska
Inouye
Jackson
Jordan, Idaho
EKennedy
Cranston Metcalfl
Curtis Miller

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BavH), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CanwoN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLAND), the Senator from North
Carclina (Mr. ErviN), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HuMpHREY), the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. Jor-
pAN), the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MacNuUsoN), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. McIn-
TYRE), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpALE), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MuskIE), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PeLL), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TunNNEY), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) are
necessarily absent.

1 also announce that the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), and the Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) are
absent on official business.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-

Nelson
Percy
Proxmire
Ribiccft
Saxbe

Packwecod
Pastore
Fearson
Randolph
Roth
Schweiker
Smith
Spong
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker
Young

]"le

Harry F., Jr.
Case

Chiles
Church

Cook

Cotton
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NICK), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scort) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
soN) . A quorum is present.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time used in
the quorum call just completed not be
charged to either side.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, acting on
behalf of the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), I now yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PERCY) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I support
restoration of funds for the U.S. In-
formation Agency, because the loss of
these funds would severely cripple the
Voice of America and other USIA media
activities which have the important func-
tion of presenting a clear picture of
America to the world.

In an era when misinformation is so
common, the Voice of America has suc-
ceeded in presenting a fair picture of life
in the United States to the peoples of
many nations. Moreover, it provides a
generally objective view of the Western
world, which gives listeners in other
countries—and particularly in those
countries where there is no freedom of
information—a better basis for judg-
ments on national and international
events.

It is a vital service to those who want
to hear another opinion which is different
from the official opinion in their coun-
tries. And I submit that this is a legiti-
mate function of the U.S. Government.

On my trips to Eastern and Western
Europe, I have been told again and again
about the value of the Voice of America
broadcasts. An elderly refugee from Bul-
garia tells that the VOA broadcasts had
been an important factor in his life. He
called the VOA “an anchor of freedom”
which helped him keep up his hope when
he was fearful of expressing himself
about politics and international affairs.
He said he had been not only afraid to
speak candidly, but had even been afraid
to listen to others who had complaints
about the system in Bulgaria. But he was
not afraid to put his ear to the radio
to hear the Voice of America.

This old man, who now lives with rela-
tives in a Paris suburb, was no different
than thousands of others in Communist
countries who over the years have ex-
pressed their appreciation for the broad-
casts of VOA, Radio Free Europe, and
Radio Liberty in many ways. We should
not let them down.

As we vote today to restore funds for
the U.S. Information Agency and the
Voice of America, we will be expressing
our own support of the proposition that
the United States has a right and a duty
to speak out to the world and to speak
the truth as we see it so that all mav
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hear. At the same time, we will be ex-
pressing our determination that all peo-
ples—especially those in closed socie-
ties—may have the opportunity to know
more of the truth than their own govern-
ments may be willing to share with them.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, all of
the great powers of the world, as well as
some of the lesser powers, have interna-
tional broadcasting operations.

The program operated by the United
States, commonly known as the “Voice of
America,” has been recognized as one of
the best methods for informing other
peoples of the world about our country.
It has been described by the National As-
sociation of Broadcasters as—

An instrument of peace (which) has been
instrumental in creating a better under-
standing of this nation, its people and its
culture throughnut the world.

The Voice of America and its parent
organization, the U.S. Information
Agency, have been praised and supported
by Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy,
Johnson, and Nixon as an important
function of this Nation's foreign rela-
tions.

At the present time, the United States
broadcasts 779 hours a week to countries
overseas. In contrast, the Soviet Union’s
foreign broadcasts total 1,904 hours per
week—more than twice as much. China
is second to the Soviet Union, with 1,346
hours per week. Next is the Arab Repub-
lic of Egypt, with slightly over 1,000
hours per week.

None of these countries is accustomed
to wasting money. Yet they consider
international broadcasting important
enough to establish and keep maintain-
ing broadcast operations that are for the
most part bigger and costlier than that
of the United States. For example, the
United Kingdom broadcasts 725 hours
per week, 54 hours less than the United
States, yet the BBC has a larger staff
than the Voice of America.

The Soviet Union broadcasts in 82
languages, compared to the Voice of
America, which broadcasts in 35 lan-
guages.

Mr. President, this country’s inter-
national broadcasting operations, al-
ready modest by many standards, are
now threatened with a severe cutback
which could seriously undermine the
position of the United States in inter-
national affairs. I refer to the proposed
reduction of one-fourth of the agency’s
budget recommended by the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

If this $45 million cut is allowed to
stand, the Voice of America would be
forced to cut its operations to 454 hours
of broadcasting weekly in 11 languages.
This would put the United States even
further behind the Soviet Union, China,
Egypt, and other countries.

It would mean that in the arena of
world opinion, we would be competing
at the level of Portugal and Albania.

This proposed reduction in funds
would require the USIA to terminate




15118

the services of approximately 2,360 em-
ployees, many of them with technical
and language skills that would be diffi-
cult to replace.

In the words of syndicated columnist,
James J. Kilpatrick, “the VOA in short,
would be strangled.”

In a recent column, Kilpatrick offered
some strong reasons for keeping the
agency from being further crippled:

Such folly must be avoided. The USIA,
under director Frank Shakespeare, has not
engaged in empire building: It has 600 fewer
employees than it had four years ago. By
comparison with Russia, China, and the
United Arab Republic, the United States is
waging a modest program of information and
propaganda. But the program is vital to
our continuing national interest around the
world.

Mr, President, the United States has
sound reasons for trying to reach the
minds of men by means of international
broadcasting—to make sure the facts
are known, to explain our national poli-
cies, to create a climate of good will, to
foster cultural friendliness, to promote
the cause of peace. In the words of one
expert:

In the last analysis, the major interna-
tional broadcasters cannot afford to fall
behind. They fear to leave the field open to
others, whose interests are less than identieal
at best and sharply inimical at worst.

Mr. President, I have had occasion to
visit foreign lands and have heard the
Voice of America. I have also spoken at
length with some of the American na-
tionals who work in these countries and
I know how much they depend on the
Voice of America to get the facts about

what is going on in this country on a cur-
rent basis.

I also know. based on conversations I
have had with nationals of other coun-
tries, how much those individuals, often
in effect captives of their governments
which are not representative of the peo-
ple, depend on the Voice of America.

I am therefore at a great loss to under-
stand why the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee would recommend this cut.

I feel strongly that the Voice of Amer-
ica is one of the best things this country
ever brought forth in the world battle for
the minds of men. I feel that it would be
the worst kind of false economy for the
Senate to go along with this cut.

International broadcasting has risen
steadily to a total now of more than
16,000 hours a week. Obviously, other na-
tions attach great importarice to it. Be-
fore we fade from the field, we had better
take a good look at the game, the stakes,
and the rationale of both our friends and
our competitors. If we drop out of this
competition, we will probably never be
able to get back in.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
restoration of funds cut by the Foreign
Relations Committee from the requested
authorization.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I now yield
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RanpoLrH) in
order that he might propound a question
to the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CraNsTON) . The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized for 2 minutes.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. I wish to propound
a question to the able Senator from Okla-
homa but more than that, to commend
him for the cogent manner in which he
has discussed this most important devel-
opment.

My question is: Why, in the opinion of
the Senator from Oklahoma, would the
Committee on Foreign Relations request
a reduction in support for the U.S. In-
formation Agency when there is an effort
now going on to create better under-
standing among the nations of the world
and particularly with the leadership of
the United States involved? Can the Sen-
ator give me any reason why such a re-
duction is contemplated?

Mr. BELLMON. I thank my colleague
for his comments and his question.

I am afraid I have no answer. I am at
a loss even to guess. I have always looked
upon the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations as one
of the principal proponents of increased
international understanding to bring
about world peace. To me, this cut is en-
tirely contrary to that principle and all
the efforts the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee has put forth over
the years in the cause of world peace.

Frankly, I am at a complete loss to
understand this action.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I associate myself
with the Senator from Oklahoma and all
other Senators who are speaking against
the reduction in funding for the Voice
of America.

I think it is very important that such
a proposal be defeated by this body as
evidence that the Senate believes that
the program is constructive and aids in
international understanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from West Virginia has
expired.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield an
additional minute to the Senator from
‘West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. It is an opportunity
for clarification of our goals for peace
and of recognition of people in one coun-
try by recognition of the people in an-
other country. It is in nowise prop-
aganda per se. It is an effort, affirma-
tive in nature, to do what we can, not
only to understand other parts of the
world and of the peoples living there,
but also to present to other peoples and
other nations the dedication to peace and
understanding by the United States of
America.

It has been my privilege on a number
of occasions to participate in Voice of
America programs.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield me 1 minute,
in order to respond to the Senator from
West Virginia ?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELLMON. The Senator from
West Virginia and I are certainly agreed
on this question; but it strikes me that
this country, which is at presently gen-
erally disenchanted and perhaps frus-
trated by the war in Vietnam, should be
greatly interested in taking any reason-
able step to improve international under-
standing and thus help to lessen the
likelihood of future wars, wars such as
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the one we are now seeking ways to end,
both in the cost of American lives and of
material.

It strikes me that any investment our
country can make to help other coun-
tries understand us better, to help to let
them see that our purposes are peace-
ful, and that we are a nation that is
dedicated to building a better under-
standing, would be a far better invest-
ment than investments in some of the
other things we do.

I cannot understand why we should
try to cut back the small amount of
money that is here involved, compared
with other expenses we have, expenses
which perhaps could lead to other mis-
understandings and cause other Viet-
nams.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am sure that the
people of the United States, disagreeing
as they do on Vietnam and the level of
conflict, agree that it is essential that
the United States continue its program
of vital communication and the ex-
change of ideas as accomplished through
the Voice of America. I think we would
not be responsive and responsible to the
people of our country, regardless of their
thinking about the issues.

To cut it at this time would be mis-
understood. And we do not want that
to happen. I shall support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee) providing for
full restoration of funds for the USIA
and its Voice of America program.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I agree
with the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I sup-
port the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming to restore to the
USIA the funds which were stricken
in the Foreign Relations Committee.
May I say that the vote in the Foreign
Relations Committee was not unanimous.
There was strong opposition to the cut.
As I recall, at least four members of the
committee voted against the cut. I was
one of them. I did propose a cut across
the board on the ground of economy.

I have had some experience in the
past with the programs of the USIA. At
the time I was Ambassador to India, I
found that the programs which were
eagerly sought after and enjoyed, were
the book programs, straight news pro-
grams, exhibits, trade, and cultural
programs. It may be argued that the cut
does not reach these programs. However,
the 30-percent cut directed at admin-
istrative funds would indirectly reach
those very effective programs.

There has been the charge of propa-
ganda. The people of these countries are
able to distinguish between propaganda
and nonpropaganda. There is no great
difficulty upon that point, and the USIA
under the able leadership of Mr. Shake-
speare understand this.

Several years ago I made a trip to the
Soviet Union and spent about 10 days
in Moscow. It was a very unusual sensa-
tion and experience to be cut off from
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any news of the outside world. The only
news one had was either through their
papers, or their television programs, and
propaganda.

I see nothing wrong in the U.S. Gov-
ernment presenting to other countries,
in addition to its educational programs,
book programs, cultural, and straight
news programs information about our
own policies, and providing to people
throughout the world news and informa-
tion about our country.

I remember that Mr. James Michener,
the great author, testifying before our
committee, was asked about the value of
the USIA programs. He said that in his
many trips throughout Asia, they pro-
vided about the only information avail-
able concerning news of the world and
the TUnited States and TU.S. policies
and life. I support strongly the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming.

As I have said, I thought in the inter-
est of economy that a cut should be made
across the board. However, with respect
to the question of whether we should dis-
member the program, which I believe
the committee measure would do, I have
made my decision and will vote for the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I was one
of the members of the committee who
voted to amend this bill to provide for
the full 30-percent cut. Actually I
thought that a 10-percent cut would have
been about right. But I said that if we
were to amend it to provide for the full
30-percent cut, we would find out what
the public thinks about it.

I found out very soon that every radio
station, every television station, every
newspaper, and every weekly periodical
in the country that took notice of this
amendment favors restoring the full 30
percent. Maybe they would go further if
it were possible. I believe there may be a
reason for the outpouring of support,
which I do not plan to go into now. How-
ever, I still believe that the USIA can
take a 10-percent cut without hurting in
any way the work for which it was orig-
inally established, and probably the work
which should be continued now because
of the rather more tense situation with
Russia.

So, although I will vote to restore the
full amount, I want to make it plain that
10 percent is the cut which ought to be
made. I hope that the House of Repre-
sentatives will enact legislation that will
make possible a 10-percent cut, because
I believe that 10 percent of this nearly
$200 million can be saved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my-
self T minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 7
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I support
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the amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. McGeg) to
grant the USIA all the funds it has re-
quested for the coming fiscal year; in
other words, to restore the cut in the
USIA funds recommended by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. President, at a time when many
are critical of the President for sending
our planes into North Vietnam and
bombing strategic areas, when there is
criticism of a military presence in Viet-
nam, how much better it is if we had a
program that projected ideas, informa-
tion, and intelligence to foreign nations;
how much better it is to seek to win them,
to win their minds, with persuasion, with
information and with ideas instead of
with bullets. So, Mr. President, I feel that
the program of USIA, the Voice of Amer-
ica, is a most constructive program. It is
a program that gives much more benefit
to this country and the cause of peace,
and to a better understanding between
nations than any other similar amount
of money spent on any other programs
of this country.

If the budget cuts proposed by the au-
‘thorization bill of the Committee on
Foreign Relations is sustained, it will
wreck the Voice of America and will, to
a large degree, seriously damage the U.S.
Information Agency. It will thus effec-
tively reduce the communication be-
tween this Nation and a great part of
world’s inhabitants.

The Voice of America will lose some
958 employees and 25 languages. The
Voice of America will drop to ninth
place between Albania and Portugal in
the number of hours carried by interna-
tional broadcasters. Can you imagine
that, Mr. President? It will drop to ninth
place between Albania and Portugal in
the number of hours carried by interna-
tional broadcasters. This leaves the
U.S.S.R. with 1,904 hours broadcast per
week versus VOA's 454, VOA will drop to
tenth place in number of languages. VOA
will be on the air in 11 languages—
U.S.S.R. in 84. The magnitude of Soviet
distortions about news about the United
States is startling and one of VOA's most
effective efforts is to offset that distor-
tion by broadcasting the truth. Not prop-
aganda but the truth. To have Soviet
distortions go unchallenged and uncor-
rected is a very serious matter to this
Nation and to the world.

USIS will close 35 branch posts in 31
countries and eliminate virtually all
centrally produced regional magazines,
USIA will also discharge 2,300 employees.
In short, the Agency will virtually be
gutted.

Considering the necessity of commu-
nication between people in this day and
age this meat ax reduction, devoid of
planning or consultation, will be a tragic
thing for the United States of America
and should not be permitted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
“Summary of Impact of $45 Million Cut
on USIA Activities.”

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

15119

SUMMARY OF IMPACT OF $45 MILLioN CUT ON
USIA ACTIVITIES

If USIA must take the $45 million cut pro-
posed in the Senate Authorization Bill, it
will mean:

1. Voice of America must terminate broad-
casting in 26 languages, including all thdse to
Eastern Europe and the Baltic states; close
at least 6 and probably 8 ot its powerful re-
lay stations; drastically reduce its broadcast-
ing In Spanish and Portuguese to Latin
America, Arabic to the Middle East, and spe-
cifically tailored English broadcasting; and
eliminate the US contribution to RLAS, all
special program centers at Beirut, Rhodes,
and Cairo, and all special programming. De-
tails are avallable on the attachment headed
“Radio-VOA",

2. Close USIS operations completely in 31
countries and close out 35 branch posts and
reading rooms in the remaining countries.

3. Eliminate all centrally produced regional
magazines and the prestige magazine Amer-
ika Illustrated in the Polish language, as well
as reducing all posts’ one-country magazine
publications between 80 and 90%.

4. Terminate the services of approximately
2300 employees, of whom approximately 1000
will be Americans. Tabulation appears on the
attachment entitled “Staffi Reductions™.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorDp a compilation of the number
of hours and the number of languages
used by countries and programs in for-
eign broadcasts.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

From the list of top 20 broadcasters:
Hours
(rounded)

I B B R e G e s e 1,904
2, China
3. United Arab Republic
4. BBC
5. West Germany._
8.
7
8
9
1

Languages
. China

1
2
3. BBC
4, West Germany

(PRC) -

5. United Arab Republic
6. All India Radio

8. China (Taiwan)

7. Albania

9. Radio Liberty

1

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, to permit
the crippling cuts recommended by the
Committee on Foreign Relations to stand
would be cause for rejoicing by those
governments that have chosen to be our

adversaries. They, above all others,
would be hard put to believe that Amer-
ica had willfully inflicted such damage
upon its own self-interests.

On the other hand, the partial, and
in many cases, the total elimination of
USIS cultural centers and the dismissal
of local staffis would be viewed with
shock, dismay and disbelief by govern-
ment and intellectual leaders who both
welcomed and supported our presence
and activities over the years, as a valu-
able adjunct to the relations between
their countries and ours. Few would be
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persuaded that all this had resulted from
parliamentary differences or the need to
economize—especially since the cultural
centers sponsored by other mnations
would continue to vie for their atten-
tion—prominently among them the
U.S.S.R. and the countries of East Eu-
rope.

No, our departure, which would not
be believable in terms of our own self-
interest, would inevitably be interpreted
by the host countries as a sign that
American was losing interest in them—
that they had fallen in esteem and im-
portance in our eyes.

This would deal a most damaging
blow to the many efforts of this coun-
try, over the years, to demonstrate the
very opposite—that we do care about the
well-being of others, and that we have a
decent respect for their opinions. Cer-
tainly, such a unilateral withdrawal
would in no way serve to dispel the “cold
war,” which results not from this coun-
try’s attempts to explain its position to
the world, but rather from the increas-
ing attempts of certain countries to im-
pose their will and their way on others.

Let us examine here for a moment the
charge that USIA and its radio arm, the
Voice of America, are a “remnant of the
cold war,” and, therefore, an impedi-
ment to bettering our relations with the
Soviet Union—a charge levelled even
more vigorously against Radio Free Eu-
rope and Radio Liberty.

The Soviets will, of course, continue to
allege that this is so and will require no
encouragement from us to do so. Obvi-
ously, they would like to be rid of these
voices because they speak truth, and
have thus obliged the Governments of the
U.S.S.R. and East Europe to tamper less
with the truth at home. But, a reduction
rather than an increase in arbitrary at-
titudes has resulted, and a more mean-
ingful dialogue with the Soviets has be-
come possible.

Prof. de Sola Poole, an expert on
international communications, said the
following in a symposium on “Communi-
cations with the people of the US.SR":

Most of the things of a positive character
that are happening in the Soviet Union to-
day are explainable only in terms of the in-
fluence of the West, for which the most im=-
portant single channel is radio. There is now
enough communication to keep us part of a
single civilization, to keep us influencing
each other, to assure that any Western idea
circulates in the Soviet Union, too. The pes-
simistic expectation that totalitarianism
could develop an accepted heinous civiliza-
tion of its own by 1984 or any other year
has been defeated primarily by the forces of
communication, and above all by interna-
tional radio.

Professor Poole made that statement
back in 1965 and he reports that infor-
mation amassed over the intervening
years has further confirmed it.

There is also good evidence that the
Soviets themselves no longer regard
broadcasts from the West as “cold war”
instruments.

The Washington Post, of this April 9,
in an article by a very knowledgeable
writer on the U.S.3.R., Susan Jacoby,
carries a most revealing excerpt from a
Soviet book “U.S. Radio in Psychological
Warfare,” published in 1967.
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The excerpt reads as follows:

In practice, propaganda for the overthrow
of the Communist regime has almost disap-
peared from all American broadcasts to the
socialist countries of Europe. Even Radio
Free Europe no longer broadcasts such propa-
ganda, . . . The tone of the radio broadcasts
has changed significantly. . . . Direct inter-
ference in the internal affairs of one country
or another in the form of all sorts of advice
to radio listeners has almost ceased, and un-
dercover propaganda has left the scene.

That from the mouth of a Soviet
spokesman.

And what of the people themselves—
do they share the view that the Voice of
America is an instrument of the “cold
war''—or do they look upon it as a link
with a country they view with avid in-
terest—perhaps even with affection?

Let me cite a passage from a letter
received this week by the Voice of Amer-
ica from one of its staff members, a young
lady now serving as a guide with the
U.S. “Research and Development” ex-
hibit, which is attracting tens of thou-
sands of visitors in Moscow:

The reaction when we tell them . . . we
work (at the Voice of America) is incred-
ible—the idea you get is that everyone listens
to us. Thejf immediately start naming names
(of the people who are featured in our broad-
casts). They're interested in everything . . .
who works there, who chooses the material,
etc. ete.

Christian Science Monitor correspond-
ent, Charlotte Saikowski, sensed some of
this when she observed another Voice
of America Russian Service staff mem-
ber, also serving as a guide at the Amer-
ican exhibit in Moscow, being mobbed
“like some matinee idol.”

Miss Saikowski witnessed an auburn-
haired girl, nudging her friend and
whispering excitedly—"It's he—it's Nik-
ita—I recognize him by his voice.”

“Far from evidencing any hostility,”
writes Miss Saikowski, “crowds burst into
knowing smiles when they learn who he
is.”

There is abundant evidence of this
kind, not only from the Soviet Union
and East Europe, but from every coun-
try where the Voice of America is heard.
Praise outnumbers the brickbats by
about a thousand to one. The same
applies to our USIS installations around
the world. We would be well advised to
heed this evidence, and seek to strength-
en rather than to muffle the instruments
that are contributing to bringing under-
standing and peace to this troubled
world.

Several speakers have already de-
scribed the effect the proposed reductions
would have on the Voice of America.
Unfortunately, the end result could be
even worse than the statistics show, be-
cause of the increase in jamming that
could result. Russian language broad-
casts might continue to go out over the
transmitters that survived the cut, but
few if any listeners in the U.S.S.R. might
be able to hear them.

For years, the governments of the
U.S.8.R. and East Europe have tried to
prevent their subjects from hearing news
from the outside world, by generating in-
tense patterns of radio interference
“jamming.” For each VOA—and RFE
and Radio Liberty—transmitter there are
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sometimes a5 many as a dozen large jam-
ming stations and additional local “jam-
mers"” in each heavily populated area,
assigned to making it difficult, if not im-
possible for listeners to understand what
is being said under the roar and hiss of
the artificial “static”.

Even as matters now stand, there are
times when the jammers succeed in blot-
ting out much of what is being said, de-
pending on the season, time of day and
weather. That is why the VOA has under
construction a number of high powered
broadecast stations abroad, and has plans
for modernizing and beefing up its sta-
tions in the United States. The budget
cuts would reverse all this, and depend-
ing on their severity, limit or even
obliterate the U.S. capability of instan-
taneous communication in time of crisis
to the millions of people in this area of
the world.

Even VOA's English language broad-
casts beamed to Eastern Europe could be
seriously affected. Presently unjammed,
and thus easily tuned in by the large
number of intellectuals to whom Eng-
lish has become the strongest second
language, these broadcasts would un-
doubtedly come under heavy, jamming
since the cut would eliminate not only
some of the VOA transmitters, but all of
the present VOA programs in Polish,
Czech and Slovak, Hungarian, Bulgarian,
Romanian, Latvian, Estonian, and Lith-
uanian. The dozens of large and the hun-
dreds of small “city’” jammers, thus freed,
would be available to concentrate on the
one remaining channel of information
from the United States.

The proposed elimination of RFE and
Radio Liberty, whose transmitters now
draw the largest share of Soviet and East
European jamming would, of course,
compound this effective to the limit. U.S.-
sponsored messages to the peoples of
East Europe and the U.S.S.R. would
face an unprecedented blackout, with un-
predictable effect on our very security in
any future world crisis. And given the
role that international communications
can and should play in preventing or at-
tenuating serious misunderstandings,
their absence may well make future crises
more likely.

I urge Senators not to permit this to
happen.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp an
article entitled “Who's Winning the
Propaganda War?", published in the U .S.
News & World Report issue of May 1,
1972, which is an interview with Frank
Shakespeare, Director, U.S. Information
Agency.

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

WHo'S WINNING THE PROPAGANDA WAR?
(Interview With Frank Shakespeare, Director,
U.S. Information Agency)

Q. Mr. Shakespeare, just what is the job of
the U.S. Information Agency?

A. Its purpose, fixed by law, is to support
the foreign policy of the United States. We
do that through the process of: one, making
clear to the world what that policy is; two,
seeking support for that policy where we
can gain support, and three, minimizing op-
position where it is not possible to gain sup-
port. It is also a purpose of USIA to assess
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international attitudes as they appear rele-
vant to U.S. foreign policy for consideration
by the President and the Secretary of State
in their formation of that policy.

Q. How do you do all this?

A. We make worldwide radio broadcasts,
through the Voice of America, in 35 different
languages. We produce television and motion
pictures. We have libraries in many countries
which contain books, magazines and exhibits.
We have press and cultural offices through-
out the world.

Q. Can you tell us in more detail how the
USIA operates—its radio broadcasts, for
instance?

A. The Voice of America operates its own
transmitters in key locations around the
world. The programs originate here in the
U.5., but the transmitters pick up the pro-
grams and relay them into every area—such
as Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, China,
Southeast Asia, Africa and Latin America.

Q. Do you have any idea of how many hear
your broadcasts?

A, No estimate—but it would be in the
hundreds of millions.

Q. What sorts of programs do you broad-
cast?

A. There are three types: news, commen-
tary and music—or, if you will, entertain-
ment. News constitutes roughly 55 per cent
of our programing,.

Q. What is the nature of your commentary?

A. We quote expressions of American opin-
ion. Those typically would be editorials from
leading newspapers or television networks.
What we are trying to do is show the gen-
eral attitude on various issues.

“We also do commentary of our own, which
is so labeled. And in addition to editorial
comment, we frequently give background in-
formation, so a news event can be understood
by foreigners not familiar with the United
States.

Q. All this is for audiences abroad?

A.Yes.

Q. Are these same programs available in-
side the U.S.?

A. When the U.S. Information Agency was
founded under President Eisenhower in the
early 1950s, Congress was very concerned that
some American President might build up a
propaganda organization that he could, in
effect, turn on his own people and use to his
own political advantage.

In USIA we have a lot of people who are
very skilled in the communications art. The
temptation for some President to use that
skill to seek support for his programs among
his own citizens could be very strong. So
Congress said the Information Agency could
not be used at all in any way that might in-
volve it politically in anything inside the
u.s.

That has advantages—and disadvantages.
The advantage is obvious. It protects the
country from the misuse of an organization
of this sort.

The disadvantage is that it creates a cer-
tain mystery about what we do and makes
it difficult for the American people to learn
what their country is doing abroad. There-
fore, it’s hard for them to make an In-
formed judgment whether to support it or
oppose it.

Q. Hasn’'t USIA been permitted to show
some of its work inside the U.5.?

A. The law is a little bit imprecise. It quite
clearly says, however, that we can't show
anything to the American people which in-
volves a political figure or issue,

Thus, when a film was made by USIA in
1963 on the life of President Kennedy—
called “Years of Lightning, Day of Drums"—
the film was shown overseas but not here.
True, Mr. Kennedy was dead by that time.
But there was still the Kennedy family and
the Democratic Party, so political considera-
tions were still involved. But this film stirred
an enormous reaction overseas. American
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tourists would come back and say, “Hey, you
ought to see this terrific film."” So Congress
passed a one-time exception to permit the
showing of this Kennedy film in the US.
under certain conditions.

We have also been permitted to make
available here on an educational basis some
of our products that don't relate directly to
domestic politics. We recently made an ar-
rangement with a nonprofit, governmental
organization called the National Audio Vis-
ual Institute, under which that Institute
can take films which are not political and
make them available for educational use
within the U.S.

IF CURBS ON USIA WERE RELAXED—

Q. Do you think the law should be changed
S0 the American people can see more of what
USIA does?

A. From my own point of view, I think that
some way should be devised for the people
of the United States to have more-ready
access to USIA materials, provided there are
restrictions that would prevent the mate-
rial from being misused. It’s madness, for
example, for us to make a film which wins
an Academy Award and which is shown all
over the world and the only people who
;::m't. see it are the Americans who paid for

Q. What films have you made that you
think it would be good for Americans to see?

A. Oh, many films. In the last three years
we have had three films nominated for Acad-
emy Awards. One was a film on the Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Another
was a film on the life of John Steinbeck.
And the third was a film called “The Num-
bers Start at the River,” which is a picture
of small-town America.

I frankly think there would be much more
public support for doing the types of things
that need to be done—and that we're trying
to do—if people knew more about what we
are doing.

Q. How large is the USIA, in terms of
people?

A. We have approximately 9,700 people but
that can be a misleading figure because
roughly 5,000 of those people are foreign
employees who work in our libraries and that
sort of thing abroad. We have fewer than
4,500 American employees, of whom 1,300
serve overseas and 3,200 serve in the United
States.

Q. How much do you spend each year, ap-
proximately?

A. Two hundred million dollars.

Q. Does the U.S. need to spend that much
for what can be called propaganda?

A. We need it if we're to continue the
functions that we now have.

Spending by the U.S. Information Agency
today is within 4 per cent—in terms of con-
stant dollars—of the annual appropriation
it had the year it was formed, in 1953. Al-
though our budget has gone up from 85
million dollars in our first year to roughly
200 million dollars now, in terms of actual
purchasing power our budget is the same,
or even smaller,

Q. When the USIA was formed in 1953,
the cold war between the U.S. and the Com-
munist world was at its very height. Has
the need for the USIA lessened in recent
years?

A. If I catch the implication of your
question correctly, you imply that the cold
war has ended. That, of course, gets into
the definition of what the cold war is.

If the definition of the cold war is a
struggle of ideologies—a war carried on by
means other than military conflict—then
the cold war evidently still exists, in terms
of a struggle for men’s minds.

The question of what we should spend on
USIA involves the question of whether we
have come to understandings between the
major powers of the world which obviate
the need for an informational, propaganda
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effort by the U.S. of the type that we're
making.

In my judgment, we obviously have not
arrived at such a position. I think it is still
necessary—perhaps even more necessary than
ever—to continue an important informa-
tional effort throughout the world by the
United States. If that is to be our national
policy, then it requires funds to do it.
Whether the funds should be 200 million
or not—that is a relative detail.

Q. How successful has the USIA been in
its effort to get its story across to people
in other countries?

A. I don't know whether I can give you a
categorical answer because, in assessing our
effectiveness through the years, you would
have to assess it on an area-by-area or a
country-by-country basis. There obviously
have been some cases where we have done
well, and some cases where we have not.
But you're asking me a general question, so
I'll answer it in a broad way:

I think that the Soviet Union has been
much more successful than the West, gener-
ally, in propagating its point of view and
in getting support for it. And I think this
is especially remarkable when you consider
the substance of what the Communists have
to offer and the substance of life in the So-
viet Union, as contrasted with the sub-
stance of our life and what we have to
offer. So.1I feel that we in the West have
done a very inadequate job of presenting
the issues in a way in which people can judge
them with perception.

Q. How can you measure the relative suc-
cess or fallure of a propaganda program?

A. You can't measure it precisely, because
you're talking about changes in the human
mind, and you can't put a caliper on that.

In the last decade, there has been an
increasing questioning in much of the West-
ern world about our root premises, about
the philosophy that we stand for, about our
traditions and about the rightness of our
approach to human freedom, to the orga-
nization of society. In part, that's because
we're in a constant stage of evolution, and
Americans are a questioning people.

The other side—led essentially by the
Soviet Union—adopts a very simplistic,
iterative, hard-line, nondeviating approach
in saying that its system is the best and
that it is the wave of the future, the way
the world is going. The other side tells
nothing about itself which is bad. The out-
side world rarely hears about the bad ex-
cept when it involves an external action of
a major sort, such as the Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia in 1968. It is very, very
difficult to get a continuing flow of news
stories out of the Soviet Union because of
the restrictive nature of their soclety.

In the West, on the other hand, there is a
constant flow of news—both bad and good,
We have been in ferment, and many of the
problems we are wrestling with are widely
reported abroad—often in a disturbing way.
So what gets through to many parts of the
world is a picture of turmoil and uncertainty
in the West, as against an appearance of a
sort of solidity within the Communist
regimes. This impression of Communist
solidity is, in fact, just a cover—but it's what
they present to the world.

Now, in that context, I think ideas are
formed in the minds of many people that
are not in accord with reality. And to the
extent that that's true, the Soviet Union
has done a better job in the promulgation
‘of its concepts than the West has done.

Q. Under the free American system, is it
possible for this country to do a better
propaganda job than the Soviets?

A. No, I suppose not.

Now, you have used the word “propa-
ganda,” and I have been content to go
along with that because in the dictionary
sense of spreading information, it's correct.
But what we really do in USIA Is try to
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reflect in a panoramic form the sort of life
that is lived in the United States.

I think we have not really got down to
the fundamentals. We don't concentrate
nearly enough on the root, philosophical dif-
ferences between ourselves—our system—
and the alternate cholces offered people.
We have avoided this out of a certain diplo-
matic politeness—out of our policy of not
interfering in the internal affairs of other
countries.

Under the restrictions we impose on our-
selves, we never make clear to other people
our perception of what are the real choices
they face. We in USIA are much more of a
reporting agency than an analytical agency.
The West generally is that way.

But I do think it would be possible for the
West to be much more effective than it is in
the propaganda war.

Q. What is the biggest problem you face?

A. Our biggest problem is the lack of a
realization in this country that we are in-
volved in psycho-political war—a struggle
for ideas, If you weren't in a war of ideas,
then you wouldn't need an Information
agency. But as long as you face strong, ag-
gressive powers that are imperialist by na-
ture—and the Soviet Unlon is imperialist by
nature—then you must have an information

ney.

Q. What do you think should be done to
improve your effectiveness in this propaganda
war?

A. Our basie problem is that we—the United
States—have never really decided what our
end posture should be in countries such as
the Soviet Union and China. We don't have
a clear, specific propaganda objective. Until
we have that, we can’t address ourselves to
the problem directly.

So I think that would probably be the cen-
tral point: We have to decide what, as a peo-
ple, our objective is as regards influencing
minds about the Soviet Union.

Q. Is this a question of national policy?

A. I think it's a whole mix of gquestions,
but that's one of the key considerations.

Q. How is USIA policy set now?

A. Policy, in terms of foreign policy, is set
by the President and the State Department.
The USIA itself 1s not a policy-setting agency.
It's a policy-implementing agency.

Who decides what policles you implement?

A. There are three or four levels of declsion.
The top decisions are made at the highest
levels, and are passed to us either by the Na-
tional Security Council or by senior officials
in the State Department.

Once a decision Is made, then the imple-
mentation of that decision is entirely the job
of the USIA. In other words, we do the or-
chestration. But even when we orchestrate on
a worldwide basis, the U, S. public-affalrs of-
ficer in a particular country also has a cer-
tain degree of latitude as to the extent to
Wwhich he emphasizes certain things in his
particular country.

Q. Do you agree with this system?

A. I think USIA as an institution is not
properly structured within the Government
if we are to have a really serious informa-
tion and propaganda effort.

Let me tell you what I think is needed, and
then talk about how it would have to be done
structurally:

In an information program, doing a good
Job does not consist of just brilliant master
strokes. There may be brilliant master strokes
from time to time if you are lucky and have
very good people. But that’s not the name of
the game.

What is required is a constant, steady
effort, because you're dealing with human
minds—and that takes time. You have to
have clear objectives—know exactly what
the nuances are, what are the ultimate ob-
jectives—and you have to know exactly the
interplay of considerations and forces to
accomplish them.

Now, all this means that the head of the
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Information Agency—and I impersonalize
this; I'm talking about structure rather than
personalities—the head of the Agency must
be involved in those planning sessions and
those conferences and those decision meet-
ings in order to know exactly what it is we're
trying to achieve. This type of thing cannot
be done in a vacuum.

You know, in the United States and in our
Government—and this has nothing to do
with political parties or Administrations—
the word “propaganda” is a scare word. It's
related to the work of the Nazl Propaganda
Minister, Joseph Goebbels. It's regarded as
the big-lie technique, brainwashing. It has
the connotation, in effect, of being unclean.

Now, that's absurd. What you're really
talking about are the fundamentals of what
our country believes, what the West be-
lieves in, what we stand for—the root of the
whole Judaic-Christian philosophy, the De-
claration of Independence.

This whole cold war that is going on In
the world is essentially a clash of ideas. If
we are not prepared to at least portray and
advocate the ideas we belleve in, we won't
survive.

Certainly the other side is very, very clear
about what it wants, about its ultimate ob-
jectives. It's very clear that they are seeking
to convert men’s minds. They do it with ideas
when they can. They do it with guns when
they can. But they do it.

We, on our side, sort of wish that the
whole concept of propaganda and cold war
would go away. But it isn't going to go away.
Yet we do our propaganda work sort of
piece-meal, without careful planning, with-
out even knowing precisely what it is we are
trying to bring about. We deal in general-
ities. We “support the foreign policy of the
United States.” Sure, everybody here is for
the success of the foreign policy of the
United States, But the question is: What,
specifically, do we want our propaganda to
achieve?

So I think that if we are ever to have an
effective propaganda operation within the
U.8. Government, we must put the direc-
tor of that operation right into the scheme
of things and use the organization as a very
finely orchestrated mechanism to achieve
our goals. This is not being done in our
country, and I think it should be done.

Q. How does Russia or China do this job?

A. In the Soviet Union, everything is to-
tally controlled. The newspapers, the press
agencies are Government implements. So
is Radio Moscow. All are tightly controlled.

You've noticed that when something hap-
pens of a sensitive nature, the Russians
won't put out a news story about it for two
or three days. Why? Because the guys at the
top haven't yet approved the story line—
haven't decided exactly what to tell.

Now, we're never going to have any system
like that in the United States—and we never
should. But the men who understand propa-
ganda warfare more than anyone else are
those on the other side—the totalitarians.
They deal in it. The Nazis were master prop-
agandists. The Communists are frequently
master propagandists. They deal in propa-
ganda as a commodity, and they know its
value.

Let me give you an example of how they
operate:

During the President’s China visit, there
was an occasion when a young girl walked
into & meeting with something for Premier
Chou En-lai that looked like a front-page
layout. One of the Americans present asked,
“What is she doing here?" And he was told:
“She’s got the layout for tomorrow’s news-
paper, and the premier has got to go over
the layout of the storles and pletures.”

The point is that in Communist countries
anything they publish has only one purpose:
to advance their aims. Truth is irrelevant.
The concern is: Will this help foreign policy?

Propaganda is part of their foreign poliey.
And that's the reason it’s so effective.
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MAKING THE MOST OF U.8. KNOW-HOW

Q. Is there any way American propaganda
can be made effective without copying the
Communist system?

A. Sure. The whole communications revo-
lution was created by the United States. The
technology which is the essence of the com-
munications revolution was created in this
country. In the use of that technology for
the dissemination of ideas and information
and entertainment, we were the world's
leaders. We dominated motion plctures and
television for years. We still do. "Madison
Avenue” has become a worldwide cliché for
referring to the technique of marketing, and
that's the dissemination of ideas.

But when it comes to using this tech-
nology or these techniques for disseminat-
ing ideas outside our own country—to act in
opposition to those who would thrust their
ideas down our throats—we don't do that
very well. And I think it's basically a matter
of will and of planning.

Q. To do the kind of job you think should
be done, would you need a greatly expanded
USIA, with a lot more people and a lot more
money?

A, No. It isn't a question so much of
money. It's a question of emphasis and
clarity.

Q. If you had a free hand, what would you
do?

A. Well, let's take the guestion of the
Soviet Union and talk in terms of specifics.

You have the Soviet Union embarked on a
buildup of conventional and nuclear weap-
onry. They've got their military accelerator
down to the floor. They've become a power of
awesome military potential. Senator Mar-
garet Chase Smith [Republican, of Maine] a
member of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee has recently warned that if the pres-
ent trends continue the United States will
soon find itself in a position of military
inferiority.

Now, one does not postulate that when
the Russians get military superiority they
will jump us in a direct attack. But they will
have much greater freedom for aggressive
acts. They can move into areas to their
south—around the Persian Gulf, Iraq, Tur-
key—with considerably more freedom from
fear of the United States than they could
in the past.

" They might gain control of some of these
strategic areas by subversion and merely say
to us: “"Come and get us out If you don't
like it.”” They said it to us in Cuba, and we
made them get the missiles out because we
were infinitely stronger.

Professors Brzezinskl at Columbia and
Pipes at Harvard—two of the most knowl-
edgeable and dispassionate observers—are
extremely concerned about what might hap-
pen to Russian attitudes when they finally
get to the point where they can confront us
with a Cuba in reverse.

When you have an inherently aggressive
ideological society run by limited men, that
presents a very dangerous situation for the
things that I believe in, and I think we're
heading into a very perilous decade for
which the American people are not prepared.

Q. Just how does propaganda relate to all
this?

A, There is a great deal of discontent
within the Soviet Union. It is caused by two
factors. One is the dissent of people who
want human freedom: civil rights, freedom
of religion, freedom to write and publish
what they think. That's an intellectual dis-
sent.

The second type of dissent is purely na-
tionalistic, people of other nationalities who
don't want to be ruled by the Russians—who.
after all, are a minority in the Soviet Union.

So you've got two types of ferment inside
the Soviet Union. If in the imperialistic So-
viet society there are these broad currents
of dissent, then it is clearly to the interest
of the West, in my judgment, to relate to
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those dissents so that they will cause cau-
tion on the part of the Soviet regime.

These internal dissents are a great satel-
lites that would stay loyal to Russia if it
could get out from under. These are maiters
that we ought to be addressing ourselves to.

It’'s essential that we broadcast to the dis-
contented people inside the Soviet Union.
Why? One reason is because the dissent of
the leading intellectuals is never made known
to the people of the Soviet Unlon except by
Western radio. If we don't broadcast such
information, it doesn’t get in. The Soviet
people are not told about [Nobel Prize win-
ner| Solzhenitsyn's dissent, of the Sakharov
letter [a letter by nuclear scientist Andrel
Sakharov asking freedom for Russians to
leave the country at will] or about the fact
that 17,000 Catholics in Lithuania signed a
protest against the Government.

We must make these discontented people
inside the Soviet Union aware that they are
not alone, but that there are millions of
people who feel the same way they do.

You can do this in a very objective way.
You can simply read the novels of Solzhenit-
syn, as Radio Liberty does, Or you can report
the facts on the Soviet repression of the
Nobel Prize to a Soviet citizen—as the Voice
of America does. Or you can report the fact
that sugar is being rationed in Cuba.

Our policy of not involving ourselves in
what is defined as “internal affairs” of the
Soviet Union leaves me very uncomfortable.

The Russians have no such qualms. They
are very methodical about commenting on
the internal affairs of the United States and
portraying it as a country torn by racial, re-
glonal, political and economic problems.

Now, publicly, it’s very difficult to say these
things. But look: What we're doing is
running libraries and having exhibits, send-
ing paintings around the world. That isn't
enough. If any business tried to sell a prod-
uct—any product—the way we're trying to
sell our ideas, then you ought to sell that
business short.

NO LONGER ‘A MARGIN FOR ERROR™

Q. Do you think this country is ready for
the kind of effort that you're suggesting?

A. In today’s climate, and with the trauma
that the Vietnam war has put the American
people in, and with its tragic impact on
youth, I think it’s very questionable whether
we can measure up to the type of effort that
we're going to need in the years ahead to
withstand the pressures that we're going to
be up against.

Once we had the big muscle. We had a
margin for error, and we could make all
kinds of mistakes and still survive. But with
Russia's enormous and growing power, we
don't have a margin for error any more.

Q. What is your answer to this situation?

A. One answer is: We've got to stay strong.
But the other answer is we've got to recog-
nize the nature of the enemy, that we are
in a psycho-political war—and we'd better
shape up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
InouyE). The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. Who yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senator from Alabama refers to Radio
Liberty as if it were a separate operation.
He fails to say that it is ours, that it is
directed by Americans, and that it is just
a part of our over-all communications
program overseas. It should not be iden-
tified as something apart from the Gov-
ernment’s overseas broadcasting efforts.

There are two aspects of this debate so
far. The primary reason for the commit-
tee’s recommendation was to try to pro-
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tect or reestablish the right of the Sen-
ate, the Congress, to obtain information
which is necessary for an intelligent
evaluation of the effectiveness of a pro-
gram. The debate subsequent to that cen-
tered around whether or not USIA is ef-
fective.

The proponents of this amendment
simply assume one of the main issues in
the debate, namely that USIA performs
a useful and necessary function. The
Voice of America seems to be attracting
the most attention. The committee's ac-
tion would certainly not stop VOA. The
recommendation would simply reduce
funding for all radio activities from $52
million to $36 million.

With reference to Radio in the Ameri-
can Sector of Berlin—RIAS—we should
not be paying for that; it should be paid
for by the Germans. I am told it is a very
good radio station that it broadcasts ex-
cellent programs in music, as well as dra-
matic productions. In many parts of the
world we spend a great deal of money
that is quite useless.

I never understood why we should
pay for programs, informing, for ex-
ample, as we found out during the hear-
ings, the people of Great Britain about
the nature of communism, which is what
USIA does through the publication of
one of its pamphlets. There was an
enormous number of these pamphlets be-
ing distributed in Great Britain.

I want to mention again the duplica-
tion of facilities. In Germany we have
any number of radio stations paid for
by the armed services. Over the world,
there are hundreds of radio-television
stations, all paid for by the Department
of Defense. That does not appear in this
program at all. That covers most of the
English-speaking world where our troops
are stationed, which is a very large part
of the world—certainly all of Germany,
much of Western Europe, and parts of
Asia. In addition we have such programs
as Radio Liberty and Radio Free Eu-
rope. They are currently funded at the
rate of $32 million for broadcasts to
Eastern Europe and Russia——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield myself 2
more minutes.

So we cover all of that area at least
twice, but the assumption that the more
you have, the better it is, I think it is
an erroneous one.

I was struck by the comments of the
late Ambassador to India, Mr. John Gal-
braith, who was quoted in the Washing-
ton Monthly as follows:

When he was Ambassador to India, John
Kenneth Galbraith was subjected to the
agency product. He described it In his diary
for May 2, 1961: “The Washington USIA is
horrible. Day after day it belches out dreary
and boring attacks on the USSR and China
in the most repulsive and stinking prose.
Nothing could do more to promote neu-
tralism, or anyhow total inattention.” De-
spite frequent cosmetic reassessments, noth-
ing in'the intervening nine-plus years in-
validates that description.

“Each morning over the air, comes the
day’s American story,” Galbralth wrote
President Kennedy. “I can no longer read
it for simple reasons of health; five minutes
of this wireless file and one loses his break-
fast and cannot eat the rest of the day. In
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two weeks it caused me to lose 20 pounds
and I have prescribed it for the Saudi Ara-
bian Ambassador who is badly overweight.”

That goes more to the quality of the
program, and I think it is instinetive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, I yield 15
minutes to the Senator from New York
(Mr, JAVITS).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my reason
for speaking in some depth is the similar
experience to the one with which we are
dealing today which arose when I first
came to the Senate—the cut of USIA
funds over the so-called Arthur Larson
incident. The consequences of that ex-
perience were vivid, as they would be too,
should we proceed in this matter as the
committee bill would have us proceed.

May I say first, Mr. President, that I
voted against this cut in committee, that
I supported a more modest cut, in the
hope of heading off this cut, that T am
glad the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGeg) has done his utmost to restore
the former amount.

My own feeling is that this committee
action is compounded 50-50 by the charge
that they do not need this much money,
and the charge that it is the only way
we can levy a sanction against the ad-
ministration for refusing to disclose in-
formation which we feel we should have.
The issue has to be examined on both
counts. If it cannot be justified on either
count, then we should restore the full
amount. If it can be justified only on one
count, we should determine what is the
best thing to do on that one count.

I referred to what happened in 1957,
the first year I was in the Senate. On that
oceasion the budget of the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency—the very same agency in-
volved here—was sought to be cut by
about 40 percent, under the leadership
of Senator Lyndon Johnson, who was
then majority leader of the Senate. His
reason was somewhat like this one. The
USIA Director, Arthur Larson, made &
political speech in Hawaii he had no busi-
ness making. It was uncallec for. Sen-
ator Johnson felt that he ought to be
punished for that by having the agency
cut to ribbons, which he then proceeded
to do.

I was a new Senator, and I hardly had
the ability to stand up to the then major-
ity leader, and he had the votes. The
Senate rolled over the opposition to this
massive cut mercilessly.

What happened? What happened was
that for a number of years—this agency
limped along and was not nearly the
“voice of America’ we need to deal with
the problems which the United States
faces in the world. Good people left and
did not come back. It was hard to find
new ones. It was difficult to get a really
top person to head the Agency; and it
took some years before the Agency finally
rounded the corner and became, in terms
of service to the United States, what it
ought to be.

I have my own speech made at that
time. The same problems persist in re-
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spect to the objections made to the USIA
appropriations and the reasons for them.
The Russians, at that time, were engaged
in a big campaign which they called
anticolonialism, but which was, for all
practical purposes, anti-United States-
ism. They were engaged in a big cam-
paign to unify Germany, but to unify it
on Communist terms, with a nonelected
democratic government. They were en-
gaged in a big program of de-Staliniza-
tion at that time.

In all of these things the voice of the
United States could hardly be muted.
What were we doing? We were first
commenting on the de-Stalinization pro-
gram undertaken by the Soviet Union.
We were commenting on the events in
Hungary and Poland, where an effort
was made to break the grip of the Iron
Curtain. We were engaged in protest-
ing—so reminiscent of the present—the
furnishing of arms to Egypt and the
effort to subvert Syria on the part of the
Soviet Union. We were engaged in an
explanation to the world of the enormous
nuclear tests the Soviets were under-
taking without any notice to anyone,
including the United States.

Mr. President, the fact is that we are
kidding ourselves about the idea that
all is love, peace, and harmony between
ourselves and the Soviet Union. It is not,
and a lot has to be done to correct our
joint situation. I do not think you can
end, or even abate, the cold war by uni-
laterally silencing the Voice of America.

I strongly support the SALT agree-
ments or any agreement which can settle
any war or ease any tension. But, Mr.
President, this struggle between our re-
spective views continues being waged,
and the advantages gained in the
struggle—and the propaganda advantage
is no inconsiderable factor—will weigh
heavily in what concessions the Soviet
Union may ultimately be willing to make.
Anyone who has visited with the leaders
of the Soviet Union, as many Members
here have, know that they are very tough,
and they have been trained in a hard rev-
olutionary school, and are trying very
hard to indoctrinate the world.

We are talking in this bill about ex-
penditures in the range of $150 million
and $290 million, Mr. President. The esti-
mates I had seen even then, in 1957,
were that the Soviets spent five times
that in 1957, in 1957 dollars, which would
today be 50 percent more even in those
terms, to do their part in the indoetrina-
tion of the world.

Mr. President, I deeply believe that we
have to maintain at least an effort the
size of the USIA. I think as a matter of
fact we are being too parsimonious in
that, and much too liberal in respect to
our defense budget when it relates to the
power of diplomacy and the power of
persuasion, both of which are very
powerful.

I hazard the guess, that even today,
with all the bad knocks the United States
has taken, what the Voice of America
says is still more eredible in the world
than what Radio Moscow says. I want to
keep it that way, and maintain our rep-
utation for credibility by countering
the base effects of propaganda and lying
over the radio. We should profit from
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that instead of muting the Voice, and
having to put all our eggs in the
military hardware basket, through the
unbelievably expensive hardware and
weapons systems which are costing us
so very much already. Indeed, it is almost
ridiculous to make the comparison be-
tween these two types of expenditures.

Mr. President, my argument is based
upon the fact that experience as long
ago as 15 years is now being repeated,
and because we resent—as we have a
right to resent, as Senator Johnson had
a right to resent—the fact that the USIA
misbehaved, in this case by denying us
information on the President’s behalf,
in that case by an ill-advised policy
speech by the head of the agency, it is
proposed that we are going to punish
them. We will only be punishing our-
selves, Mr. President, and I do not want
to do that. I do not think it is wise, nor in
the interests of our country.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not understand
the Senator’s view that the committee is
punishing them. Does not the Senator
accept the theory that the U.S. Senate is
entitled to basic information relative to
these programs?

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator not only ac-

cepts the theory, the Senator accepts the
fact and the requirement. But the Sena-
tor from Arkansas interrupted me too
soon. I have only laid out half my argu-
ment, which is the argument regarding
the wisdom of cutting the money on the
basis that they do not need it or it is
going to waste.
« Mr. FULBRIGHT. On the basis of our
experience, there is no other way that I
know of to influence the administration
to give basic information to the commit-
tee. We have tried writing it in the law.
There was an explicit provision in the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1971, passed
earlier this year, I read it earlier: the
executive branch simply ignores it.

This assertion of executive privilege
goes beyond any law, and there is nothing
else we can do. If we do not wish to have
the information, we might as well give
up our legislative oversight responsibil-
ities.

Mr. JAVITS. With all respect to the
chairman, I have only developed half my
argument, as to whether the administra-
tion needs the money. We have yet to
come to the question as to what is the
best thing to do in order to produce the
information.

What is the best thing to do to produce
the information we have a right to get?
In the first place, Mr. President, execu-
tive privilege is, after all, a question of
their point of view and our point of view.
The President, too, is an elected official,
and, as I have argued here with some
success and with the tremendous aid of
my chairman on the War Powers bill,
it is a shared responsibility we are look-
ing toward.

We do not want to be the sole judges,
but we do not want the President to be
the sole judge, either. Therefore, in my
view, Mr. President, there are many ways
in which we can approach this problem
as it really comes to issue. For one, we
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can subpena the information and ac-
tually move to prosecute the official who
refuses to produce it. That would throw
the matter in the courts. We do that all
the time before the Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary, and we do it with other wit-
nesses. There is no reason why we can-
not do it with someone out of the execu-
tive department or with a Government
official of the USIA, and test the issue
out in the courts. Let the Supreme Court
decide whether there is a doctrine of ex-
ecutive privilege, or let them wash their
hands of it. Then we will know there is
no more orderly remedy than the guer-
rilla warfare of denying the money.

Second, Mr. President, if we are going
to really deny the money, let us do it as
a blockbuster. If we really want to—and
we have a right to—say “No information,
no money,” then let us escrow the whole
State Department authorization, so that
there will be no State Department or
USIA unless we get the information we
are entitled to. But to aim at a few par-
ticular activities because that happens to
be the subordinate organization which
has denied us the particular piece of in-
formation, with a letter from the Presi-
dent himself telling them not to do it, I
think is a mistaken way to proceed. It is
a mere flesh wound, a glancing blow,
ineffective. It will not zero in on express-
ing our sanction against the President
because of the attitude he is taking, es-
calating the struggle between ourselves
and the President to the level at which it
ought to be based, to wit, the whole State
Department, or the whole Federal Gov-
ernment, for that matter.

Mr. President, there is nothing in the
Constitution which requires us to appro-
priate a thing. We can sit on our hands
and do absolutely nothing with regard
to any appropriation if we are dissatis-
fied. One reason I am convinced that
Members of the House of Representa-
tives ought to have only 2-year term
is that it gives the people a chance to im-~
mobilize the Government, if they choose,
at very short periods of time. I think that
is the reason why the Founding Fathers
wrote it as they did into the Constitution.

So, Mr. President, I believe it is unwise
to cut the USIA as the committee has
done but chopping hard a few of its ac-
tivities, activities which I believe are im-
portant to our national interest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator 1 more minute.

Mr. JAVITS. If we are going to use
sanctions, it should be a much bigger and
much more effective sanction than this
one, directed at this relatively small ele-
ment of a very major operation on the
part of the United States.

For those reasons, I hope the McGee
amendment will be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yvield the Senator from Missouri 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on
February 7, 1972, Congress passed a law,
Public Law 92-226, I quote section 407
(b) of that legislation:
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The Department of State shall keep the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives fully and cur-
rently informed with respect to all activities
and responsibilities within the jurisdiction
of these committees. Any Federal depart-
ment, agency, or independent establishment
shall furnish any information requested by
either such committee relating to any such
activity or responsibility.

But despite this law, we again find
ourselves in a position where the ad-
ministration in effect says, “We do not
want to give you any information re-
gardless of any law.”

In this case, it might be considered to
request this information, as a com-
promise, only on a classified basis; but,
as I understand it, we are now under
unanimous consent have no amendment.
Therefore, we must vote it up or down.

I worry about all this money continu-
ing to go out of this country, for many
reasons. It is clear as light that we are
getting into steadily more serious trouble
with respect to the value of our currency.
In the Wall Street Journal this morning
is an article entitled “Gold Quote in
Europe Pushed to New High as Specu-
lators Still Doubt Dollar’s Worth.” It
gives the astonishing information that
gold sold at the end of the trading last
week at more than $50 an ounce. But
each time we come to this floor and re-
quest information believed pertinent to
any effort to analyze whether there is
really justification to authorize and/or
appropriate money, there are particular
reasons given in each case why we should
not bite the bullet of refusing money
until we obtained normal adequate in-
formation as to plans for its use.

There has been just one case in recent
vears when the administration was put
on notice that unless we received infor-
mation considered necessary, we would
not agree to what was wanted. That was
when the distinguished senior Senator
from North Carolina said, in effect, “No
Flanigan, no Kleindienst.” We there-
upon received the information in ques-
tion.

Time and again on this floor, we note
well-meaning and dedicated Senators
who go the resolution route.

As said before, that is like the man
who says, “When I die, I'll leave my wife
a million dollars.”

His lawyer says, “Don’t be silly.” You
don’t have a million dollars.”

The man replies, “I know, but it will
look great in the papers.”

That is what I have come to believe
the thrust of these resolutions really
amount to, especially in that, to have
legislative effect, said resolution must
be approved by the House of Represent-
atives.

Once more, we are faced here today
with a clear-cut issue: Should we ap-
propriate money—taxpayers’ money, not
our money—despite being denied infor-
mation that would make it possible for us
to understand what the money was being
asked for? We are now denied that in-
formation even on a classified basis.

I have no doubt the influence of the
administration will be such that it will
be difficult to defeat this amendment
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and the Senate will decide to give this
money to this agency. But it is an issue
that will come up more and more before
this body, if there is any justification
under the Constitution, for us being here
at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
yields time?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. McGEE. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I rise to sup-
port the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming, and I
commend him for taking the initiative to
restore the $45.6 million that was cut
from the USIA request of $200.2 million.

1f we allow the drastic reduction of the
USIA budget—amounting to over 22.7
percent—to prevail, we will be jeopardiz-
ing the effectiveness of not only the U.S.
Information Agency but also our whole
program to bring truth and hope behind
the bamboo and iron curtains.

If the action taken by the Foreign
Relations Committee is allowed to stand,
the results would be devastating and
tragic. Such a drastic reduction would
force the Voice of America to decrease its
broadcasts from 780 hours a week in 35
languages to 454 hours in 11 languages.
On the other hand, the Soviet Union
broadcasts 1,903 hours a week in 84 lan-
guages; the People’s Republic of China,
1,304 hours a week in 38 languages;
Egypt 1,022 hours a week in 33 lan-
guages; BBC 725 hours a week in 38
languages.

In addition to the reduced hours of
broadcasting. Voice of America would
have to shut down seven of its 15 relay
stations in the United States and over-
seas: the motion picture and television
service would have to close one of its two
production studios; overall motion pic-
ture and television production would be
cut by nearly 50 percent; television trans-
missions by satellite would be elimi-
nated; centrally-produced regional
magazines and some 85 percent of one-
country periodicals be dropped; other
press and publications support activities
would be reduced between 30 to 50
percent.

Mr. President, that is not all. The com-
mittee’s recommendation, if adopted,
would require the Agency to terminate
the services of approximately 2,360 em-
ployees—about 1,000 Americans and
1,360 foreign nationals.

USIA would also have to terminate
operations in 30 countries and close out
34 branch posts and reading rooms.

Furthermore, the cut would include up
to 40 percent of research and training—
activities designed to strengthen the
quality of USIA operations.

Mr. President, I must confess that I
am at a loss to understand the reason-
ing behind this precipitous and totally
unwarranted cut in the USIA budget re-
quest. Unlike the proposals for the other
departments and agencies of the Federal
Government, USIA’s budget request, if
we allow for the efforts of inflation, is
about the same as when the Agency was
established in 1953.

Who

15125

More important, I am convinced that
such a gagging of the Voice of America,
such a smothering of our press and pub-
lications, such a blackout of our motion
pictures and TV programs, and such a
near elimination of U.S. Information
Centers overseas would obstruct and
weaken America’s influence abroad.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
amendment offered by the senior Sena-
tor from Wyoming, because I think it
absolutely essential to our foreign policy
operations that the United States have
the opportunity to tell its story in a
reasonably effective way to the peoples
of the world, especially those behind the
Iron and Bamboo Curtains.

Gagging the broadcast and informa-
tion apparatus of the leader of the free
world would mark a tragic turn in our
attempts to promote the ideas and ideal
for which America has stood for 200
years.

America needs the USIA. People
trapped behind the Iron Curtain and the
Bamboo Curtain need the USIA to inform
them of life in the free world. Now is
not the time to silence the voice of free-
dom.

It should not happen; it must not
happen; we cannot afford to let it hap-
pen: too much is at stake for too little.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BuckLEY). Who yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and 1
ask unanimous consent that the time not
be charged to either side.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield 10 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, T rise
to support the bill as reported by the
Committee on Foreign Relations. It is
my judgment that the amounts author-
ized in this bill could have been reduced
a good deal more than what the com-
mittee has seen fit to recommend. This
program has been on the books for a long
time. In fiscal 1954 the USIA required
an appropriation of $84 million for its
operations. The program has grown un-
til now the original request for funds is
over $200 million for the next fiscal year.
There must be a reduction somewhere
on these programs, particularly in light
of the reasons cited by the committee as
well as by my good friend from Missouri
(Mr. SYMINGTON) .

I wish to say that the cuts recom-
mended would not bring these programs
to a halt. It merely curtails them. For
instance, consider Radio Free Europe.
For the current fiscal year, there was
appropriated $50.8 million. This bill
would cut the cost back to $36.3 million.
That is a cut of only about $14 million,
which means the program will keep on
going.

For movies and television in the 1972
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appropriation, there was $16.2 million
and the committee allowed $11.2 million
for 1973.

For press and magazines, $28.3 million,
and the committee recommended $17.9
million.

For cultural centers, $33.5 million, and
the committee recommended $29.6 mil-
lion—not much of a cut there.

For program direction and adminis-
trative expenses, $52.6 million, and the
committee recommended $40.9 million.
A total here of $136 million was recom-
mended by the committee for the pro-
gram for the next fiscal year, as against
$179 million spent in the current fiscal
year.

Mr. President, it has been my observa-
tion that the more of these programs
we have abroad, the worse things get for
us. We have our fingers in the hair of too
many nations now.

Take for instance, in Germany, where
we have the RIAS program which is op-
erated entirely by the Germans with
about two or three Americans to super-
vise it. Why does not Germany, which is
as well off as we are—maybe better to-
day—pay that entire cost? It is for the
benefit of Germany. We have had the
expense of operating it for many years.
It strikes me that since Germany is
the principal beneficiary they should as-
sume the cost of operation. But we are
told we should bear the expense, to the
tune of about $4 million annually, so
we can show the Germans that Amer-
icans have an interest in them. I think
we have shown enough interest in Ger-
many.

We have thousands of soldiers there
now. Aside from the RIAS program, we
have quite a few radio stations operated
by the Army and Navy in that area. It
strikes me we are simply doing too much
of this type of thing.

The program presented to the Con-
gress by the USIA would employ or pay
for the employment of 9,860 people, 4,394
of whom are Americans. Of that amount,
3,173 Americans are employed in this
country, as against 1,221 Americans
abroad and 5,397 foreigners who operate
the programs.

With the condition of our treasury
today, I believe it is high time we begin
to cut corners. Here is a good place to
do it.

Can you imagine, Mr. President, our
spending in Western Europe $19.2 million
this year to tell them how good we are?
A good deal of that money is being used
to pay for press services like the AP, the
UPI, and other services, in order to fur-
nish information to local papers in Eu-
rope. That is above and beyond all of our
other contributions to their military se-
curity and economic well-being.

Mr. President, those people are well
able to take care of themselves. They
have a good press there. I do not see why
we should be continuing to spend money
in that direction.

As I have just indicated, the sum of
money we are spending on the RIAS pro-
gram is over $4 million. It is operated en-
tirely, except for two or three Americans,
by the Germans for their benefit. We are
told that there is a little contribution
coming from the German Government
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for that program. Because the Germans
are so well off—as a matter of fact, finan-
cially they are better off than we are
now—it is ridiculous to me that we are
being asked to contribute this sum en-
tirely from our Treasury in order to take
care of a program that inures to the
benefit of the Germans, It strikes me, as I
have said, that they should be the ones to
pay for it.

It strikes me that we should make a
beginning to curtail our expenses abroad,
and this is a good place to start.

I do hope that the bill as reported by
the full committee will be adopted by the
Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BuckLEY). The Senator from Arkansas
may proceed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
has been pointed out, there are two ma-
jor aspects of the problem. One is ac-
cess to information bearing on the leg-
islation before us. That is the principal
reason why the committee took the ac-
tion it did. It expressed the view that
the Senate has certain constitutional
responsibilities and to carry these out
it requires certain basic information. T
do not know that much further needs
to be said about it. If Senators are not
sensitive to their role and if they do
not believe the Senate has a very im-
portant role to play and are perfectly
willing for the executive branch to run
their affairs, so be it.

As a matter of fact, most people in
the world are run hy executive depart-
ments of one variety or another. Very
few legislative hodies are left in the
world that have any influence at all.
So I guess that one could well say the
trend of history is for the abolition of
effective legislatures and it may seem
foolish to resist the trend. I do not
know.

I know there are very few left. T would
say that not more than one-third of the
human race is run by governments in
which there is an effective legislative
body. At least two-thirds are run by gov-
ernments, whether dictatorships or
otherwise, in which legislatures take no
part. This goes to the fundamental issue
before us. It is a question of whether we
should insist upon the Senate having ac-
cess to relevant information gathered at
taxpayers’ expense by employees of the
Government in accordance with the law
passed earlier this year.

The other question which has been
raised, primarily by the proponents of the
pending amendment, is that USIA is a
great operation, that it is the salvation
of our country.

Mr. President, yesterday I received at
my home a special delivery letter from an
employee and officer of the USIA. This
is written to me on a personal basis by
an employee of the USIA with some years
of service. I read part of it into the
RECORD:

The word is out around the Agency to brace
for high noon, the Monday confrontation,
when the friends of the Agency will try to re-
store your budget cuts, and with them the
Agency can go back to doing business as
usual.

May 1, 1972

May one FSIO with years of service in USIA
cast a dissenting vote and urge you to hold
fast to your cuts? The Agency is sick and in-
effectual at the moment and there can be no
cure without surgery, possibly not even with-
out death and resurrection. At the moment,
work is pro forma as everyone walts for the
RIF list. Anxiety is understandable in this
time of economic depression, high unemploy-
ment, the constant demand of costs.

Mr. President, I digress to point out
that it is always difficult to vote for any
measure that reduces jobs. However, as
the Senator from Louisiana brought out,
half of the jobs paid for by this Agency
are those of foreigners employed abroad.
They are not American jobs at all,

Mr, President, I continue to read from
the letter:

The top ranks have taken care to save
themselves, the other jobs go first, of course.
Pension rights be damned. Execution lists
circulate, members only, never names. Not
yet.

And here’s the rub. No one seems to have
given serious consideration to whether the
cut is merited, to whether it would be a use-
ful exercise to take a long cool look at how
USIA operates and with what calibre of per-
sonnel and to what purpose. No one has de-
veloped a plan for a more effective informa-
tion operation, indeed, to my knowledge, no
one has even tried, officially. In short, no one
has been doing any discernible constructive
thinking at the poliey level, apart from “how
can we get the cuts restored and save our
Jobs.”

But there are a few simple truths which
ought to be stated by someone in the
Agency: USIA suffers from a plethora of me-
diocrity, mediocre men who are highly paid
but poorly gifted and who regularly pro-
mote each other to higher levels in a pa-
thetic protection society; mediocre programs,
mediocre leadership, mediocre output. Stand-
ards are low, products are second-rate, policy
is ad hoc and simplistic, politically subservi-
ent, often naive, always uninspired, It lacks
professionalism. The Agency’s relationship to
the world around it at home and abroad is
too often tenuous and hampered by lack of
sound, imaginative judgment. The system fa-~
vours the sycophants, penalizes the independ-
ent mind. USIA, as presently constituted and
led, suffers from harden arteries, poor hear-
ing, dim logic, adled judgment, ulcers from
insecurity, too much rich food at the top
and poor circulation at the extremities, and
a total inability to stand off and look objec-
tively at itself.

I disagree with you, Senator, on the rea-
sons you have given for eliminating USIA,
Radio Free Europe, Radio Liberty. I have
lived long enough in foreign lands to under-
stand the vital importance of variety in com-
munications and how essential information
is to the intellectual growth. You would con-
demn a people to intellectual isolation in
order to placate a government which is itself
only a link in the process of social change, I
think you are wrong.

I disagree with your reasons but agree
with the USIA action because the Agency
will not reconstitute itself without your
surgery. If the cuts are restored, nothing will
change, the same people will go on making
the same mistakes and promoting people
like them to perpetuate those dreary pro-
grams,

And after you have eliminated the prob-
lem, consider this, Senator. There is a need
for a United States information program
abroad. You wrote about the “arrogance of
power” and so should recognize the arrogance
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inherent in telling the rest of the world
that we have no further interest in what
it knows or thinks of us. USIA, as presently
constituted and led by its upper echelons,
does not do the job but a lean, flexible, imag-
inative, professional information program,
stripped of the present institutionalized mis-
takes, human and conceptual, could do a
solid, low-keyed, factual job. There is a need
for both cultural attaches and press attaches,
professionals, in our embassies; there is a
need for an exchange program managed by
thoughtful, seasoned people who don't seek
refuge in regulations; there is a need and an
intellectual place for small, excellent libra-
ries presenting a wide range of American
thought processes, concerns and possible so-
lutions to the problems which bedevil both
the US and the rest of the world. What one
wants is a small, excellent information serv-
ice which can reflect and present the best
work of our society in the remaining decades
of this century. What one sees now is an in-
formation agency which is a haven for tired
programs and untalented men,
Hold fast, Senator.

That is as good a description of one
aspect of this problem as I have ever
seen. The USIA has simply grown up
without any real examination of its basic
premises and of its programs.

Mr. President, this reminds me of the
study which was made in depth of these
activities some years ago by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. These are
some of the conclusions reached then
with regard to motion pictures, reading
from the report of the overseas informa-
tion program of the United States, the
Foreign Relations Committee report of
1953:

MOTION PICTURES

The showing of films will-nilly merely to
attract mass attention for the moment is
abortive and expensive. On occasions it is
detrimental.

PRESS AND PUBLICATIONS

The Committee has received diverse com-
ments on the press and publications program
from all parts of the world, many of them
critical. . . . There has been advocacy of the
complete abolition of the wireless file on
the grounds of its relatively minor wvalue
and its competition with the regular com-
mercial news service.

The information service should not be-
come & competitor of commercial news and
related services In any areas in which they
serve.

Then, on page 20 it states:
VOICE OF AMERICA
The Committee has paid much attention
to a review of the scripts sent out by the
Voice. It cannot rate many of them high in
message value or purpose. Many of them
might well have been omitted.

Mr. President, everything would in-
dicate that it is high time after the more
than 20 years existence of this program
that something be done. Actually the
program developed from the old Office
ot War Information which was created
during wartime. And it has carried on the
tradition of broadcasting propaganda. In
many cases, I think it presents a very dis-
torted picture of the United States as
well as of other countries.

The Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits) and others have sought to make a
case on the merits. I submit that one of
the obstacles he was talking about does
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exist, that the cold war with Russia and
the other Communist countries is not
any better. It is naive for us to think that
love and peace are in the offing. I do not
disagree with that,

We have many problems with Russia,
but I submit that one of the obstacles
to better relations with Eastern Europe
and Russia and most of those other
countries—although I think our rela-
tions have improved over time—but in
any case, among the principal irritants
are these broadcasts from Voice of Amer-
ica, Radio Free Europe, and Radio Lib-
erty. They contribute to keeping alive the
animosity and suspicion which exists be-
tween our country and Russia. I said be-
fore with regard to Radio Free Europe it
seemed to me with the President going to
Russia and having just been to China,
and having announced a policy of trying
to normalize and improve relations with
those countries that it is inconsistent to
continue a propaganda program de-
signed to arouse the suspicion of the peo-
ple of those countries against their gov-
ernments.

I do not think it accomplishes our
purposes; it harms our relations. I can
well imagine that there are people in
Russia who disagree with their leaders’
policy of meeting with the President of
the United States and who make the
same arguments that are made on the
floor of this body that there is no hope
for better relations with the United
States, or that they are kidding them-
selves to think they can do business with
the United States. One of the things
they would point out would be the prop-
aganda we engage in.

It has always puzzled me why the
Russians have such suspicion with re-
gard to the SALT talks. They had one
meeting interrupted by the U-2 incident.
Those not disposed to normalized rela-
tions with us can point to the Voice of
America and Radio Liberty and say,
“They do not really mean it, they are
kidding us. They continue the old war-
time programs of propaganda intended
to undermine the stability of our gov-
ernment.”

I ask very seriously on the merits
whether the program is well designed to
accomplish the announced purposes of
the President and what I believe to be
the overwhelming view of the people of
the United States, and that is to bring
about better relations with the people of
Russia, China, and Eastern Europe.

It seems to me it is high time in this
world with nuclear weapons that some
other approach to the solution of these
international differences be developed;
that greater emphasis be placed on co-
operation and discussion such as the
United Nations offers, than to keep alive
the traditional anticommunism which
we have been subjected to for so long,
to keep that alive by spending $200 mil-
lion in this case, and many millions of
dollars more in the case of Radio Liberty
and Radio Free Europe. I am not under
any illusion it is going to be easy, but I
think some different approach than the
one we have had is called for.

Mr, President, I referred earlier to an
article by Bruce J. Oudes, who, I see,
served with the USIA overseas from
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1961 to 1965 and is now an international
reporting fellow at Columbia University.
So he speaks from substantial experience
in the USIA.

Mr. President, the article entitled “The
Great Mind Machine” relates to the
problem I am talking about and that is
the value of the USIA itself.

Just to give a sample of the article,
I wish to read one part:

Much of the time there is a gnawing
suspicion that whatever the project of the
day might be, you're participating in a giant
charade, a hoax.

“What am I doing here?” is a question
that often intrudes in the mind of the USIA
officer as he goes about his appointed rounds.
Why was I hauling those pamphlets across
the Sahara? In time the two of us delivered
our “freight”—the agency term for its mes-
sage—to the .American Embassy in Nouak-
chott, and it was duly distributed to its
Mauritanian audience. Yet it is hard to
imagine that any minds were altered by
our pamphlets, either among the illiterate
nomads who make up most of the popula-
tion, or among the tiny literate ruling class,
whose ears are tuned to Cairo and Paris,
Certainly our message did not prevent Mauri-
tania's rulers from breaking relations with
the U.S. during the 1967 Arab-Israell war.
And why was I hustling votes for Moise
Tshombe in the Congo? Tshombe won the
election with American help, but not because
of anything USIA did; the constituency that
mattered was the white mercenaries, who
voted with their guns, and the kind of US.
help that mattered was money and arms, and
planes supplied by the Central Intelligence
Agency. If we won any votes in Katanga,
which I doubt, they weren’t counted—that’s
not how power is won and lost in the Congo.
Thus the USIA officer’s self-criticism centers
around feelings of futility; harmless in
Mauritania, but distasteful in the Congo.

- * *® - L]

USIA produces a lot of noise. Whether
that noise wins any hearts and minds out
there is a question to which, fortunately for
the agency, there is no statistical answer—
for propaganda, unlike soap, cannot be meas-
ured in bars sold.

; ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the full article by
Mr, Oudes.

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

THE GREAT WIND MACHINE
(By Bruce J. Oudes)

The sight of a wheel rolling off into the
desert is of distinct interest if it is one of
four carrying you to Nouakchott, the capital
of Mauritania,

It happened the visit was a goodwill, more
correctly a misguided will, mission. The oc-
casion, replete with rising sandstorm, pro-
vided time and conditions for a unique reas-
sessment of the heavy cargo, principally
hundreds of pounds of pamphlets explaining
the American way of life, which had con-
tributed to the breakdown,

My companion, who had been sent from
Washington to see if the United States In-
formation Agency (USIA) was hitting the
“target” in West Africa, blew the sand off
a brochure on the American economy, one
which desecribed the marvelous Detroit motor
vehicle, and broke up laughing.

On another occasion, the scene was the
Congo and my companion was an American
newsmagazine correspondent. We spent a
rather wry afternoon driving around the
precinets of Katanga distributing a station-
wagon load of American-produced “get out
the vote” leaflets in Swahill in preparation
for an election which, to no one’s surprise,
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ratified Moise Tshombe as the Congo's
Prime Minister.

Any officer in USIA has a store of such
stories. They are rooted in the frustration of
determining the message, the audience, and
how the audience is supposed to react to the
message. Much of the time there is a gnaw-
ing suspicion that whatever the project of
the day might be, you're participating in a
giant charade, a hoax.

“What am I dolng here?” is a question
that often intrudes in the mind of the
USIA officer as he goes about his appointed
rounds. Why was I hauling those pamphlets
across the Sahara? In time the two of us
delivered our “freight"—the agency term for
its message—to the American Embassy in
Nouakchott, and it was duly distributed to
its Mauritanian audience. Yet it is hard to
imagine that any minds were altered by our
pamphlets, either among the illiterate
nomads who make up most of the popula-
tion, or among the tiny literate ruling class,
whose ears are tuned to Cairo and Paris.
Certainly our message did not prevent
Mauritania’s rulers from breaking relations
with the U.S. during the 1967 Arab-Israell
war. And why was I hustling votes for Moise
Tshombe in the Congo? Tshombe won the
election with American help, but not be-
cause of anything USIA did; the constitu-
ency that mattered was the white merce-
naries, who voted with their guns, and the
kind of U.S. help that mattered was money
and arms, and planes supplied by the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency. If we won any votes
in Katanga, which I doubt, they weren't
counted—that's not how power is won and
lost in the Congo. Thus the USIA officer’s
self-criticism centers around feelings of
futility: harmless in Mauritania, but dis-
tasteful in the Congo.

The agency that sends its people on such
missions is a 17-year-old cold war hybrid, the
descendant of the World War I George Creel
committee and then in World War II the
Overseas Operations Branch in Elmer Davis's
Office of War Information. At the end of
the war OWI was transferred to the State
Department where William Benton, the ad-
vertising man, later a U.S. Senator, nursed
it for two years. As the cold war got under-
way, Benton’s office drafted a bill which be-
came the Smith-Mundt Act and put propa-
ganda permanently into the American de-
fense arsenal. Under the Eisenhower Admin-
istration in June, 1953, John Foster Dul-
les rid his beloved State Department of the
dirty linen of propaganda work and the name
U.S. Information Agency was born. The USIA
budget passed the $100 million mark dur-
ing the Eisenhower years and floated up to
its present $175 million mark during the two
subsequent Democratic Administrations.

Today USIA produces 66 magazines in 27
languages. Its Volce of America broadcasts
932 hours weekly in nearly three dozen lan-
guages using 104 transmitters with a total
of 19 million watts. It has assisted foreign
book publishers in producing more than 120
million copies of over 14,000 editions since
1950. It operates more than 22 libraries vis-
ited by 20 million or more persons annually
(down from over 31 million in 1856). It
radioteletypes abroad a 10,000-word daily file
of Administration statements and packaged
stories ready for foreign newspapers to lunk
in their columns. It does all this with a
staff of 2,139 Foreign Service personnel, a
total which will be reduced to about 1,760
by mid-year by Presidential order. Foreign
Service personnel, however, are substantially
outnumbered by the 2,410 permanent Wash-
ington-based employees who try to commu-
nicate America to a world they never see.

USIA produces a lot of noise. Whether that
noise wins any hearts and minds out there
is & question to which, fortunately for the
agency, there 1s no statistical answer—for
propaganda, unlike soap, cannot be measured
in bars sold. True believers in the agency pro-
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claim its success, their reasoning based on
the most powerful of arguments: without
USIA, they would be out of a job. The es-
sence of evidence is turned into an asset.
Thus, Edward R. Murrow, when he was USIA
director, to Congress: “No computer clicks,
no cash register rings when a man changes
his mind or opts for freedom.” True enough,
and it is equally true that no computer
clicks, etc.,, when a man doesn't change his
mind or when he opts for freedom from noise
by turning off whatever message the agency
is beaming at him. It is, indeed, hard to avoid
the suspicion that without the USIA the
course of recent history would have been the
same, except a bit less nolsy, An environ-
mentalist would condemn the agency on
charges of word pollution,

Word pollution is a seriocomic reality to
the USIA man overseas, flooded as he is by a
kind of international junk mail which he
must try to folst off on the natives. If he has
any concern for the welfare of his audience,
he consigns most of what he gets to what is
known in the agency as the “circular file"—
the waste basket.

When he was Ambassador to India, John
Kenneth Galbraith was subjected to the
agency product. He described it in his diary
for May 2, 1961: “The Washington USIA is
horrible. Day after day it belches out dreary
and boring attacks on the USSR and China
in the most repulsive and stinking prose.
Nothing could do more to promote neutral-
ism, or anyhow total inattention.” Despite
frequent cosmetic reassessments, nothing in
the intervening nine-plus years invalidates
that description.

“Each morning, over the air, comes the
day’'s American story,” Galbraith wrote Presi-
dent Kennedy. “I can no longer read it for
simple reasons of health; five minutes of this
wireless file and one loses his breakfast and
cannot eat the rest of the day. In two weeks
it caused me to lose 20 pounds and I have
prescribed it for the Saudi Arabian Ambas-
sador who is badly overweight.”

In my years with USIA, out of the welter
of dreary, hackneyed stories we received
overseas, one remains in my memory as typi-
fying the essential silliness of the message
I was supposed to feed to the local media. An
editor in Washington found a report of a
conference on world peace through law that
he apparently decided portrayed the U.S.
as a peace-loving nation and therefore should
be peddled as “news.” The “story” quoted
the report as saying that 24,000 international
treaties had been drafted in the past 20 years.
“This represents 80 per cent of all treaties
drafted throughout history and indicates a
heartening trend toward the avoidance of
disputes between nations through resort to
treaties.” A recent USIA product is the film
“The Silent Majority” which was distributed
following the November 15 anti-war march
in Washington. It was but another in a long
line of “policy” films produced by first-rate
technicians who have all too little experience
abroad. Therefore, the film was produced
with a domestic audience in mind more than
anything else, a characteristic fault of many
USIA productions. The reaction of a non-
American to the film is predictable: “The
American Embassy wants me to see this film.
It says most Americans support President
Nixon's Vietnam policy. Hmmm. There must
be a lot of Americans who don't support his
policy, otherwise they wouldn't have gone
to the trouble of making the film."” The smart
USIA post abroad will not show the film, but
will have the political acumen, since it is
politically hot, not to be too critical in re-
ports to Washington of what obviously is a
sensitive subject. At one point, when only
26 of 106 overseas posts reported screening
the film, still fewer posts, 17, reported that
they had not shown it; the majority of the
agency's posts maintained a tactful silence.

Considered together, the USIA products
give one the profound and ironically accu-
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rate impression of a country that is trying
too hard. The image Is not of a nation that
is mature, relaxed, confident, capable of tak-
ing care of itself and inspiring confidence in
others—but rather of one that is young,
nervous, uncertain, defensive. It is of course
demeaning for the United States govern-
ment to hustle the votes of the silent ma-
Jjorities from Hong Kong to Ecuador, More
than that, the agency’s frenetic efforts to win
foreign votes for policies already decided
upon by the United States give tho deceptive
impression that the people of those coun-
tries do somehow have a say in what America
does. When this inevitably proves to be un-
true, the backlash of foreign anger is likely
to be directed at the propaganda agency,
which may be why the USIA's libraries are
the preferred target of foreign rioters intent
on expressing a hostile opinion of the United
States.

Discerning the purpose behind all this
sound is not easy. At the agency's Washing-
ton headquarters at 1776 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue (the street number was changed when
USIA moved in), there is a plague bearing
the statement “Telling America's Story
Abroad,” a slogan that cries out for a graffito
reading "It Floats—particularly appropri-
ate since the present director, Frank Shake-
speare, used to work for Procter & Gamble.
But telling America's story abroad is a job
already being done by the press, both Amer-
ican and foreign; indeed, no nation is as well
covered by the media as the United States.
The trouble with the media, in the view of
USIA, is that they fail to put events in *con-
text.” As the Vice President has observed,
the media tend to stress bad news over the
good. When, for example, the National Guard
kills ghetto rioters, the media focus on the
number of dead, overlooking the much great-
er number of Americans—about 200 mil-
lion—who were not killed that day. The pur-
pose of USIA, then, is to put events “in con-
text” for the foreign audience by shipping
out backgrounders, Interpretation, and “in
depth” analyses. What emerges is a fill-in-
the-blank litany reading something like this:

“President John F./ Robert Kennedy/
Martin Luther King was assassinated/ blacks
rioted in American cities/American soldiers
killed Vietnamese clvilians/ yesterday but
the vast majority of Americans are law-abid-
ing citizens who do not/murder their lead-
ers/riot/kill foreign civilians/and therefore
they support their President and the pro-
gram of bringing them together/rehabilitat-
ing the citles/finding a just peace in Viet-
nam/will continue."

Despite such efforts to put America’s story
in its proper context, USIA is losing ground
in the contest for the world’'s eardrum, The
revolution in communications technology
has multiplied the means of reaching the
audience, leaving the agency, in the words
of Dr. Robert Delaney of the Fletcher School
of Law and Diplomacy, as a “declining pub-
lic information voice in a welter of compe-
tition.” The agency has lost influence even
within its own government. During Demo-
cratic Administrations, its director sat on the
National Security Council, where he ecould
advise on phrasing the American story—but
no more, to the regret of Frank Shakespeare,
who, in answer to a question about what he
would want for his agency, replied: “The
USIA Director should sit on the National
Security Council.”

If you measure where USIA puts its effort,
you get the impression that the agency's
mission is to Tell the Story not of America,
but of America’s client governments. Nowhere
in the agency’s various statements of mission
is there specific mention that USIA should
try to influence the domestic politics of a
host country. Yet some of the agency's big-
gest operations have been in the Congo, Thai-
land, Laos, and above all Vietnam: countries
where the U.S. has been heavily involved in
supporting a local government. USIA's brass
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in the past has fought with other agencies for
recognition of the notion that since it has
expertise in convincing people of the right-
ness of the policies of the American govern-
ment of the day, it should have responsibility
for efforts to convince these same host coun-
try citizens of the correctness of the policies
of their own government of the day. USIA
virtually ran the Congolese Ministry of In-
formation while Tshombe was Prime Min-
ister. USIA's empire-building in Vietnam
reached its zenith in the 1965-67 period when
its agile director in Saigon, Barry Zorthian,
managed to bureaucratically capture overall
coordinating responsibility for the psycho-
logical warfare effort. The agency poured in
so much of its limited resources, that at one
point it had more officers in Vietnam than
i1 all of Africa. Ultimately, however, USIA,
lacking the muscle of the Pentagon, had to
relinquish control to the military.

USIA simply is not geared for the secrecy
necessary to provide tactful propaganda sup-
port to a client government. Its efforts in the
gray and black areas, if they become known,
ultimately destroy whatever credibility it
might have in its open and attributed propa-
ganda. But USIA is a loud-mouth organiza-
tion that has found it impossible to conceal
its comparatively innocuous activities, like
the books it has commissioned and the paper-
back editions and films whose overseas dis-
tribution it has subsidized, supposedly in
secret. Numerous news stories in the U.S.
press have blown the cover on these activi-
ties. Lyndon B. Johnson personally blew one
himself in 1966 when he revealed to the Afri-
can diplomatic corps that USIA had produced
& new volume on African art that he was
presenting each of them—the book billed it-
self as a private-market publication, with no
indication of government subsidy.

USIA’s origin in times of war and cold
war Is doubtless responsible for the agency's
curiously old-fashioned style. The 1960's
passed unnoticed at the information agency.
‘When the agency goes after heart and mind,
it comes on like those pitchmen who dom-
inated the early years of television; word
that the soft sell is now in vogue has not
reached headquarters. The agency's political
style—ferociously anti-communist, terrified
of Congress—owes a great deal to the late
Senator Joseph McCarthy. McCarthy terror-
ized USIA during its early days, and the
agency seems never to have recovered from
that infant trauma. Especially in its choice
of books not to put in the shelves of its
libraries, USIA acts as if McCarthy and his
investigators, Roy Cohn and G. David Schine,
were still peering over its shoulder. This gives
the agency an antigue flavor that is not
without a certain charm. Where else but in
USIA can you find officials who think that
James Baldwin is too black to be read by
Africans, and Norman Mailer too raw for
Europeans?

People who work for USIA are frustrated
for reasons that go beyond the futility of the
agency’s mission (a thought against which
most succeed in insulating themselves). Any-
one who joins USIA has professional aspira-
tions in one of three directions: he conceives
of himself as a professional diplomat, a jour-
nalist, or a cultural administrator. Under the
USIA system, he becomes a bit of each but
never enough of any one to satisfy his as-
piration for professionalism. To a journalist
or cultural administrator, a career within the
confines of policy guidance cannot be any-
thing but frustrating. Few talented people,
told to run a U.S. library abroad, can be
happy when they must portray U.S. culture
not through book orders based on Books in
Print, but rather from a sanitized list
pouched periodically from Washington, Sim-
ilarly, a career diplomat feels silly trying to
place propaganda in the local press or playing
nursemaid to visiting musicians. Although
USIA says It can't glve preclise figures, it is
no accident that one-third or more of those
young officers who enter the agency resign
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after five years or less. USIA's standard de-
fense is that those who leave couldn't meas-
ure up in the heat of the diplomatic forge. It
Is nearer the truth to say most leave to
escape a torporific warmth that saps creativ-
ity.

The agency's separate-but-unequal rela-
tionship to State is particularly resented by
those with diplomatic ambitions. The
younger USIA officers were recruited, and in
part trained, jointly with the State Depart-
ment. They took the same Foreign Service
exam as their State colleagues, becoming sec-
ond-class citizens only when they checked
the wrong box on the question asking
whether they would rather work for USIA
or State. Now they find their upward mobil-
ity blocked, because they are at a disadvan-
tage in competing for any diplomatic post
higher than public affairs officer. Only two
ambassadorships are held by career men who
came up through USIA rather than State.

“Hell, I''m not inferior,” one of my former
colleagues remarked. “I want to be an ambas-
sador some day but it's highly unlikely I
ever will be as long as I'm wedded to USIA
as an organization with its own personnel
system.”

Those who resent the agency’'s outdated
ways have formed the Young Officers Policy
Panel (YOPP), dominated by career officers
under 35 years old. The movement began
spontaneously as a revolt against a new and
particularly saccharine training program that
brought them back to Washington and ghet-
toed them off together for an extended pe-
riod—as it turned out, long enough for them
to collectively realize that they were pro-
foundly disturbed by what they learned in
their first several yvears abroad with USIA.

One YOPPie sald recently that the move-
ment's success depends on taking advantage
of the “old cold warriors’ massive inferiority
complex.” An early problem for them has
been internal communication. When they let
it be known they planned to start an “under-
ground” publication of their own, agency ex-
ecutives quickly granted them space in the
official house organ, “USIA World.” Thus,
while morale among top-ranking USIA of-
ficers is at an unusual low, partly due to the
decision to eliminate mostly older officers
during the personnel cutback, younger officers
are feeling their oats for the first time in
USIA’s history. YOPPies also make it clear
that theirs is an establishment revolution.
They have obtained Shakespeare's blessing,
and as long as he continues to remain open
to their suggestions and moves in what they
consider the correct general direction, they
say they dec not intend to cross him. How-
ever, several YOPPles indicate that if things
do not change, they will back up their “de-
mands” by quitting while they are still young
enough to get a challenging job outside
government.

In all fairness to the much -criticized
Shakespeare, his merits or lack of them are
not relevant to a critique of USIA. If he is
like his predecessors, he will spend a great
deal of time studying the agency’s prob-
lems, make a few cosmetic changes, and then
move on to another job.! The only memo-
rable USIA director will be the one who ex-
ecutes a Presidential and Congressional man-
date to execute USIA.

1 The recent instruction to overseas libraries
to order “conservative” books if their exist-
ing collections are “preponderantly liberal”
was a classic cosmetic gesture. The library
shelves are not preponderantly liberal, nor

conservative for that matter; they are
preponderantly bland. The library directors
may or may mnot order the conservative
gospel; they may or may not display what
they order; in no case can one imagine that
world opinion will be affected. The real
“target” audience for the order was conserv-
atives in the U.S. who would presumably be
pleased by reading the news stories about
Shakespeare's action.
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Shakespeare, in fact, deserves a bit of sym-
pathy for the unwarranted inferences in the
press that he is trying to change the funda-
mental role of USIA, The advent of the Nixon
Administration and Shakespeare “has added
a new dimension to the agency's dilemmas,”
The New York Times wrote. “This dilemma,
and the latest USIA controversy, is whether
the information agency is to speak to the
world as the voice of the United States or
the voice of the Nixon Administration.” That,
of course, is nonsense: there is no new “di-
lemma'" under Nixon. The agency has never
been the “voice" of the United States, only of
the United States government, and what that
voice says is dictated by its internal charac-
teristics and by the pressures of Congress and
the Administration currently in power.

Although USIA does not lack for would-be
reformers—Shakespeare, the YOPPies, a host
of outsiders—what they have to offer is sim-
ply tinkering with the existing organism. The
reforms they propose do not go to the heart
of the matter, which is that USIA is offending
the eyes and ears of the world with a flow of
propaganda that is at best harmless, some-
times dangerous, and always embarrassing to
the citizens of a supposedly adult nation, The
only way to stop that flow is to turn off the
faucet: abolish USIA.

Abholition of the agency does not neces-
sarily mean that all of its functions would
be abolished. Three activities might survive
the abolition, although at a much lower noise
level: a reformed Voice of America, cultural
relations, and public diplomacy in the State
Department. The first two must be detached
from policy guidance by being placed under
the control of autonomous corporations,
while the third simply means that State
would perform what little is worthwhile in
USIA’s overseas information operations.

The rationale for government-financed
broadcasting lies in the fact that nearly one
per cent of the American population is
abroad as government employees, including
the military and their dependents. In addi-
tlon, perhaps a million more Americans are
abroad in private roles. These three million or
s0 Americans, as well as foreign audiences,
deserve an intelligent external U.S. broadcast
service. There are still many countries that
censor incoming mail shipments of news-
papers and magazines and “selectively edit"
the international wire services before dis-
tribution to their local press. Thus, only in
international radio broadcasting can a lis-
tener be certain that he is getting the entire
message, and all the messages, that the
sender intends. Intelligent people in most
parts of the world rely on the BBC as the
most disinterested international news broad-
caster. Surely, however, there is room for
competition from the U.S., a sort of inter-
national Huntley-Cronkite,

Present U.S. broadcast policy originated in
wartime. The Voice of America broadcast
first in German, Its message to the German
people was that the Yanks were coming, keep
the faith. In one way or another it was
preaching. At the same time the U.S. military
recognized the need for “troop information
and education” to be carried in its radio
broadcasts to American soldiers to counter
Axis Sally and Tokyo Rose. It was an easy
step then to set up post-war broadcasting
along similar lines: one broadcast for for-
eigners and another for American soldiers
abroad. Since Congress wouldn’t stand for
any possibility that U.S. propaganda might
be beamed at Americans, it was logical that
VOA broadcasts overseas could not be beamed
at Americans overseas,

Foreigners were to listen to propaganda as
embodied by the VOA, while American forces
abroad were to listen to the whole truth, em-
bodied in the Armed Forces Radio and Tele-
vision Service (AFRTS). Conveniently ig-
nored was the fact that both broadcast on
the same bands. The mere existence of
AFRTS confirms to the foreign listener that
in VOA he is getting some special package
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beamed at him and not Americans and there-
fore, of course, a less credible one. Mean-
while the G.I. who happens to pick up a VOA
program can’t help but think what strange
and different people foreigners must be it
they listen to all that stuffy VOA broadcast-
ing. AFRTS, for its part, contributes to the
world stereotype of the parochial American.
Its treatment of world news is of the depth
you might expect from & five-watt “rip and
read” radio station in the Corn Belt.

The distinction between foreign and U.S.
military audiences would disappear if the
present VOA and Armed Forces radios were
merged into a single operation. Congress, in
accepting the principle of publicly funded
domestic television, has paved the way for
the new Voice to be the external service of
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. Its
main competitor, the BBC, is also funded by
a parliamentary grant and is independent
of day-to-day polley control.

The BBC external service was analyzed last
year by Britain’s review committee on over-
seas representation headed by Sir Val Dun-
can. “Because of its independence from gov-
ernment control, which indeed is its main
asset in malntalning overseas listeners’ be-
lief in the credibility of its news reporting
and comment,” the Duncan report says, “the
BBC, in our view, should continue to be re-
garded as one of the most effective means of
projecting British news and views, and
should certainly have a high priority com-
pared with official printed publicity and
hand-outs.”

Similarly, cultural affairs—most notably,
the USIA’s libraries, exchange visits, Eng-
lish-teaching overseas, and so on—should be
detached from direct government control.
Once again, the model is found in Britain:
the British Council, which functions much
like the BBC. Summing up its review of the
British Council, the Duncan committee wrote
that it should not “be regarded in any way
as a mouthpiece for government policy. To
attempt to use it in this way would undoubt-
edly detract from its status as a cultural or-
ganization whose activities are independent
of the control of the government of the day.”

On this side of the Atlantic, this concept
of liberating culture has been widely dis-
cussed and endorsed over the years by many
people, including at least two former assist-
ant secretaries of state for Educational and
Cultural Affairs. At the forefront of the
movement are USIA's two Congressionally
created watchdog bodiles, the Advisory Com-
missioLs on Information and Cultural Af-
fairs. Their handicap Is that, as full-time
news executives and academics, they devote
but a fraction of their time to the agency,
and therefore they operate on instinct more
than any solid operational experience with
USIA.

During the Johnson Administration, one
of the schemes before the Rusk commission,
set up in the wake of the publiclty about the
channeling of CIA funds to private organiza-
tions, would have done much the same thing.
Known as Alternative IV, the proposal would
have involved creation of a quasi-public
commission controlling an organization that
would have administered all international,
cultural, and educational matters, including
USIA libraries.

The details of each of the many schemes
proposed over the years differ, but the one
point on which they are all most hesitant
is whether cultural programs can in fact be
untied from propaganda. They seem afrald
to approach Congress, afraid that it would
never understand the notion that the best
propaganda is no propaganda.

Yet Congress long ago established the
precedent of a federally-funded, Independ-
ent cultural body when it created the Smith-
sonian Institution. The Smithsonian is not
without its own problems, but it does serve
as a useful model. Private funds are mixed
wtth federal funds. Thus, U.S. cultural pro-
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grams might be associated directly with it
as an international division. Alternately,
Congress might prefer to link the interna-
tional cultural programs with a new Na-
tional Library. A possibility of considerable
potential is that the Smithsonian-type or-
ganization would be a suitable vehicle in ex-
panding cultural ties with the Soviets and
Eastern Europe, countries which do not now
permit a USIA presence separate from that
of State.

Operationally, the depoliticized cultural
organization would include all USIA libraries
and bi-national centers, the English-teach-
ing programs now scattered through several
government agencies, and all exchange-of-
persons programs now handled by State with
the exception of those involving government
VIP's. The center director should not be part
of the American Embassy's “country team"
and should not have diplomatic rank. His
status would be something that he, perhaps
with his British Council and Alliance Fran-
calse and other cultural colleagues, might
negotiate with the host government. The
cultural organization should have close ties
with American universities and foundations,
and its personnel should be encouraged to
rotate in and out of academe.

All remaining information and research ac-
tivities, together with qualified personnel,
should be absorbed into the State Depart-
ment. When the USIA library becomes hon-
est, the USIA officers who now are physically
located on the library premises would move
back to the chancellery. These would be the
public affairs and information officers. Their
jobs would be on a par with other embassy
jobs such as political, economic, commercial,
consular, and administrative work. Public
affairs and information officers would be
charged specifically with the responsibility
of presenting the policies of the U.S. govern=
ment to those of influence or potential in-
fluence who are not formulators of host coun-
try policies—in other words, those that the
Ambassador does not routinely see. These
officers would serve as the Ambassador's press
representatives. The public affair officers
would no longer be burdened with respon-
sibility for periodic mass mailings around the
country, trying to “place” as many inches
as possible of wireless file copy in local pa-
pers, organizing a large-scale program of film
showings, and in general concentrating on
the mass approach to communications.

Meanwhile, the “stinking prose” of the
wireless file would be eliminated. This radio-
teletype bulletin would be moved back to the
State Department where it originated in 1935.
It would be prepared by State's Bureau of
Publiec Affairs and would include texts in
English and translation, a summary of the
Department'’s daily noon news briefing, a
domestic news summary, and material of
regional significance. This would be part of
the background material supplied to em-
bassies primarily for their own information
rather than for propaganda.

These modest proposals, it should be
stressed, are far less iImportant than the pri-
mary goal of abolishing the information
agency. If the reforms cannot be done well—
if, for example, broadcasting and cultural ac-
tivitles cannot be detached from policy con-
trol—then it is far better to abandon them
along with the rest of the agency's activities.
This i3 a case where it is more important to
get rid of the bathwater than to save the
baby.

USIA must be abolished for reasons that
are essentially aesthetic, not political. We are
too mature a people to allow ourselves to be
demeaned by the silly huckstering of
propaganda, and in a noisy environment
everyone owes his fellow creatures a moment
of silence. There could be no better time to
sllence USIA than in the Administration of
the man who came into office advising us to
“lower our voices.,” When President Nixon
tears down that plaque reading “Telling
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Amerlca's Story Abroad,” he might well sub-
stitute for it the maxim: that nation sounds
best that blathers least.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do hope that the
Senate will indicate that it has a strong
interest in receiving the information re-
quested from the executive branch in
connection with the legislation which is
before us.

This is a recurring problem. If the
Senate in its wisdom does not wish to
have the information, I shall be content.

“DON'T SILENCE THE VOICE"

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, during
much of its 30-year history, the Voice
of America’s broadcasts to nations with
Communist regimes in Europe and Asia
have been purposely jammed by elec-
tronic interference. However, through
persistence on the part of its listeners,
and thanks to some ingenious technical
devices, the Voice generally has been
able to reach its intended audiences.

Today, we in the Senate are faced
with the opportunity to succeed where
the Communist leaders have failed. If
we sustain the crippling cuts in the
USIA’s budget, the Voice will be silenced
in 24 of its 35 languages, including all
of those to Eastern Europe and the Bal-
tic States. If we fail to restore the funds
that have been cleaved from the USIA’s
budget, Communist leaders will indeed
have special reason for celebration to-
day, which is already observed as May
Day in the Communist world.

It is ironic that those same nations
which some among us are afraid of in-
sulting by continuing the Voice’s work
are already far ahead of the United
States in their international broadcast-
ing output. The Voice of America cur-
rently broadcasts 780 hours weekly in
35 languages.

This is well behind the Soviet Union’s
1.903 hours in 84 languages, Commu-
nist China’s 1,304 hours in 38 languages,
and Egypt’s 1,022 hours in 33 languages.

If we sustain the fund cuts in the
USIA budget which, incidentally, will in
effect mean a 30 percent reduction for
the Voice of America, the Voice will be
cut back to 454 hours weekly in 11 lan-
guages.

But quantifying the results of such a
drastic cut hardly begins to tell the true
story of what a silencing of the Voice
will mean. It is documented beyond rea-
sonable doubt that millions of persons
living under totalitarian regimes look
to the Voice of America for the truth
about the United States—a truth that
cannot be found in their own censored
media. Once that truth is no longer
available, the Voice’s listeners them-
selves will suffer, but the biggest loser
will be America.

Mr. President, we cannot allow this
to happen. We must vote to restore
USIA’s funds so that all of its programs
will continue at a high level and so that
this vital instrument of U.S foreign pol-
icy will not be undermined.

A recent editorial in the Washington
Star tells of the need to save the USIA
and the VOA. The editorial, “Gagging
the Voice,” appeared on April 26. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
following these remarks.

There being no objection, the edito-




May 1, 1972

rial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:
GAGGING THE VOICE

For reasons best known to himself, Sena-
tor J. William Fulbright is trying to gut the
United States Information Agency and re-
duce the Voice of America to a faint croak.
He must not be allowed to do so.

What Fulbright proposes (in his capacity
as chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee) is that USIA's budget re-
quest of $200.2 million for fiscal 1973 be
slashed to #1544 million, a reduction of
about 23 percent. Further, the senator from
Arkansas would deny Director Frank Shake-
speare the right to shift funds from pro-
gram to program, which would mean a cut
of about 30 percent in the activities of the
Voice of America.

At its present level of 780 hours weekly
in 35 languages, VOA tralls badly behind
the Soviet Union (1,903 hours in 84 lan-
guages), Communist China (1,304 hours in
38 languages) and Egypt (1,022 hours in
33 languages), and just barely ahead of
Britain (725 hours in 38 languages). If Ful-
bright has his way, VOA will be cut back to
454 hours weekly in 11 languages, which
is about as bush league as you can be and
still remain in business., Much of the Voice’s
service to Eastern Europe and Africa would
go by the board and seven of its 15 transmit-
ters would be shut down.

USIA would have to shut its doors in 30
countries. About 1,000 Americans and ap-
proximately 1,360 foreign employes (of a
total of 9,877), would lose their jobs. Tele-
vision satellite transmissions would be ended
and all other activitles would be curtailed.

Why this savage cutback? Has the strug-
gle for men's minds ended? The Russlans
and the Chinese apparently do not believe
so. Has USIA been profligate? Hardly: Its
requested staff for fiscal 1973 is 17 percent
below the 1968 total; its request for operat-
ing funds, in constant dollars, is 14 percent
below the 1968 allocation.

The truth is that Fulbright is trying to
eviscerate USIA because he Is still rankled
about the Herschensohn flap, doesn't like
Shakespeare personally or ideologically (the
USIA director is a conservative) and is
piqued at the administration for its re-
fusal, on grounds of executive privilege, to
turn over to his committee USIA's “country
program memoranda” dealing with proposed
propaganda years beyond 18973.

Herschensohn, who called Fulbright
“naive and stuplid,” has since left the agen-
cy, and Fulbright ought to be a blg enough
man to forget that unfortunate incident.

Shakespeare may not be the most brilliant
or effective director USIA has ever had, just
as Fulbright may not be the finest senator
Arkansas ever sent to Washington.

The administration might (or might not)
have been wiser to take Fulbright more into
its confldence in regard to the question of
country programming. But none of this, in
the long run, is very important.

What is important is that the TUnited
States should have the opportunity to tell
its story in a reasonably effective way fo
the peoples of the world. If USIA lacks that
capability, the security of this country will
be endangered. Fulbright would deny the
agency that capability and still the Volce
of America. The Senate should not let him
get away with it.

FULL FUNDING FOR TUSIA

Mr, BROOKE. Mr. President, I rise to-
day in support of the amendment offered
by my distinguished colleague, the sen-
ior Senator from Wyoming, to restore
funds for the USIA.

In doing so, Mr. President, I can well
understand the considerations which led
the Foreign Relations Committee to cut
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the USIA budget by $45 million. Congress
is charged with the responsibility for ap-
propriating funds to the departments,
agencies, and branches of this Govern-
ment. The appropriations function can
best be carried out on the basis of full
information regarding both the current
and anticipated levels of operation.
Where such information is not available,
or where it is deliberately withheld, the
capacity of the Congress to act respon-
sibly is correspondingly reduced.

I realize that some of these considera-
tions entered into the proposed cutback
in funding for USIA. Even so, I cannot in
good conscience support so large a reduc-
tion in operating funds for this agency.
Some Federal programs can sustain
budget reductions, and either reduce
their operations or concentrate their ef-
forts on securing supplemental funding,
without grave injury either to their own
function or to the welfare of this coun-
try. Such is not the case with the U.S.
Information Agency.

The USIA is, quite literally, the “voice
of America” to hundreds of millions of
people around the world. USIA, and its
broadcasting service, the Voice of Amer-
ica, is the only contact which millions of
Asians and Africans have with our Na-
tion. Virtually every village in the devel-
oping world has at least one radio. In-
expensive transistor radios are the first
and sometimes only companion of hun-
dreds of thousands of homeless young
men and women seeking work in the
teeming cities of the Third World. What
will it benefit us, or them, if the only news
they hear on their radios is broadcast by
the Soviet Union, or China, or Portugal?
Where will they learn about American
civilization and culture, where will they
acquire the capacity to identify with our
Nation and its ways, if their only source
of contact with the United States is shut
off ?

Mr. President, I was appalled to learn
of the effect which this proposed fund-
ing cutback would have on the area of
the outside world with which I am most
familiar: the continent of Africa. Broad-
casts to Africa in English, Swahili, and
Arabic would be completely eliminated,
as would special VOA placement mate-
rials in French, Swahili, Hausa, and
Yoruba. This reduction alone would
mean that the nearly 30-million people
of the East African community—EKenya,
Tanzania, and Uganda—who speak Eng-
lish and Swahili, and who are being
wooed increasingly by the Soviets and
the Chinese, would be left without any
radio broadcasts from the United States.

In West Africa, the elimination of
English, Yoruba, and Hausa program-
ing would mean the end of all radio con-
tact with the 60 million people of the
largest and most important nation in
sub-Saharan Africa: our friends, the Ni-
gerians.

Our good relations with the peoples of
Africa would be further undermined by
the anticipated closing of 15 of our 28
U.S. Information Service posts, and the
closing of an additional 11 branch posts
and reading rooms. Eliminated from the
program entirely would be such small but
friendly nations as: Burundi, Chad, the
Central African Republic, Dahomey,
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Gabon, Guinea, Mali, Malagasy, Malawi,
Niger, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Togo, and
Upper Volta. Also eliminated entirely
would be Lesotho, a small black African
state completely surrounded by South
Africa, yet striving to be free.

In addition, the African area of USIA
estimates that branch posts and reading
rooms would have to be closed in three
major Nigerian cities—Kaduna, EKano,
and Ibadan—in four major cities in
Zaire—Lubumbashi, Bukavu, Lulum-
bourg, and Kisangani—in Douala and
Buea in Cameroon; in Asmara in Ethi-
opia; and in Kumasi in Ghana.

Mr, President, I could cite compelling
reasons why each of these posts should
remain open. Instead, let me mention
just a few examples:

The United States maintains a satel-
lite tracking station and military forces
in Asmara, Ethiopia. Yet this is a re-
bellious province which several times in
recent years has attempted to break
away from the Ethiopian Government.
The presence of a USIA post in this
area provides a constructive counter-
point to what must seem to be an unpop-
ular and even inflammatory presence on
our part.

Lubumbashi is the former Elizabeth-
ville in the breakaway Katanga Prov-
ince in the Congo, scene of dreadful
fighting and strong separatist demands
during the tragic years of the 1960’s. Our
presence there serves as a vital and con-
structive link in our overall policy of
favoring the development of a true na-
tional consciousness in this giant coun-
try girding the waist of Africa.

American policy also favors a strong
and united Nigeria. Yet if we close our
posts in Kaduna, Kano, and Ibadan, we
will cut off our links with two-thirds of
the people of this increasingly powerful
state, and with a major intellectual cen-
ter as well. To confine our influence to
Lagos and the coast is not in our inter-
ests or the interest of the Nigerian Fed-
eral Government.

Mr, President, so far I have spoken
primarily in terms of America’s inter-
ests in maintaining a viable and effec-
tive communications program with Af-
rica. I would like to dwell for a moment
on what our program means, in human
terms, to the Africans themselves.

I have landed at remote airstrips in
central Africa—bare stretches of hard
dirt without terminals or landing
lights—and heard the transistor radios
of the mechanics and porters blaring out
American jazz and American news.

I have visited USIA reading rooms and
seen the intensity with which Africans,
young and old alike, devoured the books
and magazines available there. I have
talked with the people using these read-
ing rooms and learned that in many
cases they had walked 10 or 20 miles on
their day off to spend a few hours in the
only library for hundreds of miles
around.

I have seen the eagerness and excite-
ment on a man's face as, after traveling
for many hours, he arrived at a USIS
post and was granted his request for an
American made film to show to his club
or village.

I have seen the joy on the face of a
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teacher when the local USIS officer told
him “Yes, I was able to get the textbooks
you requested.”

Mr. President, we must never forget
that for great numbers of people around
the world, the only book they may ever
read or the only film they may ever see
comes from an American information
agency post.

Good will for America comes in many
packages and many forms. It comes in
a bag of better seeds, in the construction
of a dam, in medical attention, or in a
fleet of buses. But perhaps the most sat-
isfying, most personal—and for us least
expensive—kind of good will is that
which comes in the books, films, and
broadcasts that help to satisfy a world's
thirst for the knowledge long denied
them. We should be proud to be a part
of the effort to educate the peoples of
the world, to lift them, and help them
lift themselves, from the deep trenches
of ignorance and despair. USIA, and the
Voice of America, are an important part
of this process, and I pray their good
work may be allowed to continue.
MAINTAINING OUR CAPABILITY IN INTER=

NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. BROCK. An important question
has been raised recently, in this House
and in the public forums, as to whether
or not the U.S. Government should be
engaging in international cross-cultural
communications, or public diplomacy, or,
if you prefer, propaganda. Our Govern-
ment's instrument for this effort, the
U.S. Information Agency, has been
quizzed and probed and criticized as an
anachronistic holdover from the cold
war which no longer has a valid reason
for existence in this new era of negotia-
tion rather than confrontation.

Anyone who has traveled abroad in
recent years, who takes a realistic and
mature reading of the forces and the
ideas around the world today, will rec-
ognize that this question is based on false
premises. Those false premises are, first,
that the conflict of ideology between
communism and freedom is the only con-
cern our Government has had about
public attitudes abroad in the post-war
world, and second, that that ideological
ronflict no longer exists in this new era.

No government involved in world af-
fairs today—and ' especially a major
power—can afford to ignore the attitudes
of the people, the media, and the politi-
cal forces they influence. In the free
world, those attitudes find their echo and
their reflection in the parliaments—the
Diet in Japan, the Lok Sabha in New
Delhi, the Bundestag in Bonn, the House
of Commons in London—and there, in
turn, they have their influence on the
policies of the governments with which
we coexist on the international scene.

If the foreign policies of our own Gov-
ernment are to succeed, they must be
understood. The interests and rationals
on which they are based must be real-
ized, and the interests and prineciples
which we share with other free countries
must be grasped. It would be naive to
rely on blind faith that our policies and
their rationale, our principles and our
concerns, or even that the selfless hu-
manitarianism which has so often in-
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spired our deeds, are self-evident and
need no elucidation.

Even if one were to set aside the role of
the Communist ideologists there are oth-
er forces, other motivations at work to
distort, to twist, to misrepresent what
we do at home and abroad and why we
do it. In Latin America, in Africa, and in
South Asia, there are strong forces of
nationalism, which openly seek to stim-
ulate anti-American attitudes. In many
countries with whose governments we
have friendly relations, there are opposi-
tion forces seeking to create distrust of
us as a weapon against their own gov-
ernments. In many parts of the less de-
veloped world envy of our high standard
of living and perhaps fear of our econom-
ic power breed hostility and a readiness
to believe even illogical criticism of us.
Many of us in this Chamber today have
heard reports from our constituents or
seen reports in the press about the willful
distortions of American policies, actions,
and motivations that appear frequently
on some European television networks.
And even when malicious ill-will is not
involved, the complexities of American
life and the seeming size of many of our
problems lead many interpreters abroad
astray in their analyses and judgments
of us.

Thus, even leaving aside the role of the
Communist ideologists, it should be evi-
dent to all that a need exists for our Gov-
ernment to measure the cause and de-
gree of those distortions and try to cor-
rect them, to act positively to explain our
policies, the motives giving rise to them,
and the actions we take to implement
them. And it is certainly in our own in-
terest to seek foreign understanding of
our American complexities, to encourage
rational proportions in foreign assess-
ments of our problems. Reasonable men
and women around the world will listen
and take into account what we say, but
only if we are equipped to speak to them
in their language, according to their
terms of reference, and with understand-
ing of the point of view from which
they see us. I submit that this was a ma-
jor purpose behind the creation of the
U.S. Information Agency, and that this
is a vital need which that Agency should
be meeting today. There is nothing
anachronistic about such an Agency and
such a role in the furtherance of our
foreign policies.

We Americans have a deeply ingrained
revulsion for the basis implicit in one
meaning of “propaganda,” but the word
has other meanings as well; setting the
record straight, righting the imbalance,
correcting the many biases that already
exist, and providing enlightenment where
understanding is obscured. Recognition
and acceptance of the legitimacy of these
meanings is a fact of life for the major
countries of the free world. Great Brit-
ain is known around the world through
the BBC, and it has information and
cultural programs channeled through 118
centers and 204 libraries abroad. West
Germany spends nearly $33 million a
year on its international radio broad-
casting activities, and its worldwide prop-
aganda activities cost well over $152
million. It has 119 cultural centers in
66 countries. France spends $182 million
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a year in its international information
efforts and has 221 centers and institutes
abroad. These so-scalled propaganda
activities are accepted as legitimate, in-
deed as a necessary adjunct of realistic
foreign policy, for the major nations of
the free world, and are decidedly not
regarded as anachronistic.

I said earlier that there would be a
legitimate need for the United States to
maintain an international information
program even if we set aside from our
consideration the competitive role of
the Communist ideologists, for there are
other considerations than ideological
conflict of concern to us and our govern-
ment. But unless we were so blind as to
accept the second false premise, that
ideological conflict no longer exists be-
tween communism and freedom, we can-
not ignore that conflict and what it
means in terms of our national interests
and indeed our security.

There are those who argue that in a
period when we are seeking to negotiate
with the Soviet Union, we should not
impede these efforts at reconciliation by
annoying the Russians with expressions
of faith in our own ideals of freedom or
even with broadcasts of factual news
into the closed societies of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe.

The argument strikes me as a craven
retreat from principle. It reminds me of
Neville Chamberlain’s desire not to an-
noy Hitler over the Nazi occupation of
the Sudetenland and Austria. In all tha
statements that I have read to date by
Russian leaders, whether about detente
in Europe or the negotiation of specific
agreements, they have made it stark-
ly clear that rapprochement will not ex-
tend to ideological accommodation on
their part.

The latest example of this was
Leonid Brezhnev's statement to the 15th
congress of Soviet trade wunions on
March 20. In explaining the official
Soviet attitude toward the forthcoming
visit to Moscow by President Nixon, he
said:

In the USSR's foreign policy a firm rebuff
to imperialism’s aggressive designs is com-
bined with a constructive approach to ripe
international problems, and implacability
in ideological struggle combines with readi-
ness to develop mutually advantageous rela-
tions with states of the opposlte social
system.

It should be obvious that this “im-
placability in ideological struggle” rep-
resents a dualism in the Soviet approach
to detente which should neither surprise
us nor deter them as negotiations be-
tween us proceed.

But the broadcasts by our official
radios into the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe are not intended solely to meet
their thrusts in the ideological battle-
ground. We know from much accumu-
lated evidence that people sealed off in-
side the close societies have a great thirst
for information about what is going on
in the rest of the world. They know they
cannot expect to learn the whole truth
through the ideological filters of their
own state and party controlled media.
So they listen, sometimes with difficulty
and with danger. As Nobel laureate
Aleksandr I. Solzhenitzin boldly stated,
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it would be a tragedy if such broadcasts
were to be discontinued.

Some may label these broadcasts “cold
war,” but if so they are not without bene-
fit. They provide the subjects of the
closed societies with information they
need to compare what Brezhnev called
“the opposite social system” with their
own. They provide a basis for judgment
of American and other western inten-
tions and values. They provide relief from
the cultural inbreeding which isolation
causes. And repeatedly they have pro-
vided Soviet citizens with their first in-
formation about developments within
their own country. “If we ever hear any-
thing about events in this country,” Solz-
henitzin said, “it is through them.”

While direct evidence probably can
never be obtained, there would seem to
be little doubt that the window on the
world such broadcasts provide is respon-
sible to some degree for the popular pres-
sures on Soviet authorities to provide
more and better consumer goods, to allow
greater intellectual freedom of expres-
sion, to permit even token emigration of
Soviet Jews to Israel, to soften the for-
merly harsh police state controls, and
perhaps even to seek detente through
specific political negotiations and agree-
ments with “the opposite social systems.”

Therefore, these broadcasts as well as
the exhibits, the exchanges, the maga-
zine Amerika, and the other activities
which the U.S. Information Agency un-
dertakes in regard to the people of East-
ern Europe and the Soviet Union are
vitally important elements in the exer-
cise of our foreign policy and cannot,
with any regard to verity, be called
“anachronisms” of no value today.

I should like to make one final point.
In the past, whenever this Nation faced
a major crisis in the world, we had to
scramble to create a corps of hastily as-
sembled amateurs with little experience,
equipment, or effectiveness to initiate an
international information program. After
the Second World War, we had the wis-
dom to recognize a continuing need for
such a program—even though there was
such detrimental hesitation and confu-
sion in the effort.

We cannot know what crises our coun-
try will face in the future, but it would
seem to me to be a matter of elemental
prudence to maintain a sound crises ca-
pability in international communica-
tions. We should have a corps of pro-
fessionals who have the experience and
up-to-date equipment, the knowledge
and the calibre to meet the needs of a
crisis situation. We can best get this
capability by maintaining an adequate
information agency geared to provide
steady support for the execution of our
national policies. We cannot get it by af-
flicting that agency with fluctuating
budgets, repeated personnel cuts, and a
failure to recognize the contribution it
can make to our national security. These
afflictions breed low morale, insecurity,
a lack of confidence in public support,
and the flight of professional ability
from government service.

There is much misunderstanding about
us abroad in the world today, much
ignorance about our policies and our
actions, about our principles and our
intentions, about our problems and our
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will to overcome them. We can never
right the balance and set the record
straight for all of this in every corner
of the world, but as we play our role of
a great power in this imperfect world, I
believe it is important that our Govern-
ment and our people have the best agen-
cy of international communication that
we can devise, To recognize this need and
provide for it would be a mark of our
maturity in world affairs and of our
realism in the execution of our foreign
policy.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of James J. Kilpatrick’s editorial and a
transcript of Forest Boyd's commentary
on this subject be printed in the REcoRrb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbD,
as follows:

FULBRIGHT'S ASSAULT AcGaiNsT USIA
MISGUIDED

If the U.S. government were run in the
fashion of a major university, it would be
necessary to list among the cataloged courses
a whole department of J. William Fulbright.
Here the persistent student could begin with
Introduction to Fulbright, advance through
Organic Fulbright, and conclude with semi-
nars in Fulbright. After extended graduate
studies a dedicated scholar might understand
one of Washington’s most puzzling men.

The chairman of the Senate’s Foreign Rela-
tions Committee was 67 years old this month.
A one-time Rhodes scholar lawyer, and uni-
versity president, he has served in Congress
for almost 30 years—two years in the House,
28 years in the Senate. An acknowledged ex-
pert in foreign policy, he is widely respected
in other fields also.

Surely it would seem Inconceivable that
such a man, geared to global thinking and
trained in the importance of ideas, would set
about deliberately to destroy the one agency
whose task is to publicize the American idea.
Sad to say, that is precisely the course on
which the senator from Arkansas is em-
barked. He is proposing to slash the budget
of the U.S. Information Agency by more than
20 percent; in the process, he is proposing to
reduce the Voice of America to a whisper.

Three reasons are advanced to explain the
senator's inexplicable assault.

It is said that Fulbright gazes in distaste
upon Frank Shakespeare, the USIA director,
and finds him personally obnoxious. Falr
enough. Shakespeare takes a hard line on
communism; the senator's approach, if not
exactly soft, is perhaps flexible. But direc-
tors come and directors go, and the damage
that would be done by the proposed budget
reduction is far more Important than a per-
sonality conflict. In the long haul, neither
Fulbright nor Shakespeare matters. This pro-
gram does.

More to the immediate point, it is said the
senator is reacting with personal pique to the
recent incident in which a USIA filmmaker
appeared in a televised interview with Con-
servative Sen. James Buckley of New York.
The filmmaker, Bruce Herschensohn, tact-
lessly described Fulbright as “naive and stu-
pid."” He then resigned, and Shakespeare did
not help matters—though he apologized—by
giving Herschensohn the USIA's highest
award. A fiasco. But, again, Fulbright is too
big & man—and he has been called names
too many times before—to let a personal
indignity provoke so grave a retaliation.

A more plausible explanation lies in the
refusal of the USIA, acting on White House
instructions, to make publicly available to
the Foreign Relations Committee its “coun-
try planning papers.” These are confidential
in-house memoranda, spelling out our propa-
ganda plans, country by country. As such,
they are covered by the doctrine of executive
privilege. Their publication could cause em-
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barrassment. If this is the sticking point,
surely it could be eased by rational com-
promise.

But we are at this sorry pass: The Foreign
Relations Committee, at Fulbright's behest,
has voted 9—4 to cut USIA’s authorization for
fiscal '73 from a requested $200.2 million fo
$1556 million. The recommendation could be
overridden, of course, by floor action, but a
committee’s verdict carrles respectable
weight.

The Voice of America now carries 850
broadcast hours a week, In 35 languages
beamed around the world. The Fulbright
slash would cut this program to 454 hours
in 11 languages. We would be competing at
the level of Portugal and Albania. More than
3,500 professional broadcasters, most of them
with irreplaceable language skills, would have
to be fired, The VOA, in short, would be
strangled.

Such folly must be avoided. The USIA,
under Shakespeare, has not engaged in em-
pire building: It has 600 fewer employes than
it had four years ago. By comparison with
Russia, China, and the United Arab Repub-
lic, the United States is waging a modest
program of information and propaganda.
But the program is vital to our continuing
national interest around the world; and Ful-
bright, who is genuinely a man of the world,
must see the need to keep it strong.

ONE MAN'S OPINTON

This is Forest Boyd in Washington with
today’s comment, “One Man’s Opinion."”

There's an old saying that goes, “don't
cut off your nose to spite your face.” The
idea being that for spite one can take some
actions that not only hurt the object of your
spite but your own vital interests as well.

There is some reason to believe that this
kind of spiteful and harmful aetivity has
been going on In Washington in regard to
the United States Information Agency. The
Senate Foreign Relations Committee has
slashed the USIA budget request from $200
million to $156 million which is considered
a large slash for one year. Indications are
that the cut was not made strictly for econ-
omy reasons. It’s not that the United States
cannot afford $200 million for its Informa-
tion Agency.

The word going around here is that the
Foreign Relatlons Committee Chairman J.
Willlam Fulbright favored the cut just for
spite. It seems that the Committee had re-
quested that the USIA provide what is called
its Country Program Memoranda. President
Nixon ruled that the Agency should not pro-
vide the report to the Committee citing that
much heard reason now days, “Executive
Privilege.” So according to the stories Ful-
bright declared “‘no report, no money, or at
least full funding of the USIA.” It’s under-
stood that if the President should change
his mind the Committee would consider a
supplemental appropriation that would bring
the funding for USIA up to full strength.

The Washinglon Post declares that Ful-
bright wielded the axe in large part to force
the President’s hand on Executive Privilege.
But is it the President who is suffering? Weil,
at least not just the President. For it seems
it is the country of which Fulbright is a
part that is harmed by this kind of decision
making.

USIA's media programs have been slashed
30 percent across the board without regard
for the merits of the various programs. Voice
of America's programming would be dras-
tically reduced. I've heard that it means
dropping all Spanish language programs,
which means no programming beamed to
South America except in English. And let's
face it, that's no way to reach Spanish
speaking people.

It would mean dropping many other for-
eign language services by the VOA and I be-
lieve would drastically curtail programming
to Africa. Programs in the Russian language
would be retained and beamed to the Soviet
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Union. But the cuts in service to other coun-
tries would be little short of tragic.

Just take the Spanish programming as one
example. When you have the propaganda of
Castro, the Soviet Union and Red China
flooding the Latin American countries, and
when you have already had one big coun-
try, Chile, electing a Marxist President, this
in my estimation is a very poor time to for-
feit the information game to the ideological
enemy. It's a little difficult to sell the Voice
of America to the American people because
we can't hear it here except poorly with a
shortwave radio. And hardly any Americans
litsen to such propaganda broadcasts as
Radio Moscow and Radio Peking.

But it's different in the other countries.
They do listen to the Voice of America. When
I was in China at the time of President Nix-
on's visit in February, a number of Chinese
questioned me about radio in the United
States. They would ask about the Mutual
Broadcasting System, my company, and then
one asked If it was strictly a domestic serv-
ice. I would asssure them that it was, that
we did not broadcast to foreign countries.

“No connection with the Voice of Ameri-
ca?” they would ask, and I would answer,
“No connection.”

It was hard for them, it seemed, to con-
ceive of private broadcasting companies that
were not part of government propaganda.
And the conclusion I drew was that they
were very familiar with the Voice of America.
Just as the Russian author Alexander Sol-
zhenitsyn said the only way he could get in-
formation about his country was through
Radlio Liberty, so I am convinced the only
way the Chinese and many other nationali-
ties, particularly Communist countries, can
learn what's going on in the world is through
such Western broadcast services as the Voice
of America, The British Broadcasting Cor-
poration, the BBC, is also popular.

It's just a shame that a dispute between
the Forelgn Relations Committee and the
White House, in which neither side will yleld,
should curtail the effectiveness and the
scope of the Voice of America, and the other
functions of the USIA.

And it should be acknowledged that there
is probably blame on the administration side
too. Bome say that the Director of the USIA,
Frank Shakespeare, has been an abrasive per-
sonality so far as Senator Fulbright is con-
cerned and that by providing the Country
Reports as requested by Fulbright all this
trouble could have been avoided.

There seems also to be a conflict of ideol-
ogy or at least of philosophy over the pur-
pose of the USIA and the Voice of America.
Shakespeare seems to see it as a propaganda
organ, Fulbright thinking it should be an
objective information agency. In this regard
Fulbright appears to be in conformity with
the philosophy of former President Kennedy.

Edward R. Murrow was USIA Director un-
der Kennedy and put out the rule that read
something like this: "Always report the
truth even if it hurts.” He meant that what's
happening in the United States should be
reported as it is, without glossing over the
truth or avoiding the adverse happenings. In
that way, by tellilng the good and the bad,
the Agency would be more believable,

Shakespeare has seen the Agency as some-
thing more than that. It's been rumored that
Mr., Shakespeare will soon leave the USIA
to join the Committee for the re-election of
the President. Perhaps when he does, the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee will be
more liberal with USIA money. In the mean-
time the situation could be quite difficult for
USIA and VOA employees and there could be
permanent damage to the Agency’s work.

This is Forest Boyd in Washington and
that's my comment for today.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Wyo-
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ming, which would restore to the U.S.
Information Agency the budget reduc-
tions made by the Foreign Relations
Committee, is sensible and worthwhile.
It should be adopted.

As a longtime member of the Senate
Appropriations Committee I have be-
come familiar with the operations of
the U.S. Information Agency. I have
visited its installations in the field and
have participated in the regular exami-
nation of its budgets. The Appropriations
Committee has made regular and con-
scientious examinations of USIA’s funds
and activities. This Senator remains
convinced that the activities of the USIA
are highly advantageous to our Govern-
ment.

Of serious concern is the real prob-
ability that, if the reduction of $45
million is allowed to stand, we may be
taking action that will severely damage
an organization which it has taken
many years to develop. On the physical
side, I understand we would have to give
up radio transmitter sites which may be
irreplaceable because the agreements
under which they were established could
not be renegotiated. The loss in human
resources could be even more drastic.
According to the U.S. Information Agen-
cy, the committee’s proposal would re-
sult in a loss of some 2,400 employees—
Americans and foreign nationals. These
are professional people for the most
part, with unique language and com-
munications skills, It would take years
to replace them. To cripple the orga-
nization in this way without the most
careful examination of its effectiveness
would be a tragic mistake.

I have also learned that these cuts
would deny to the Director of the Agency
the right to shift funds from one activity
to another, and that radio, press ac-
tivities, motion pictures, television, and
most other activities would be cut 30
percent. The cut in radio would mean
that the Voice of America would have
to stop broadcasting in some 25 out of
36 languages, including all or most of its
languages to Eastern European coun-
tries. The Agency’s excellent magazine,
America, which is widely distributed in
Russia and Poland would have to be
dropped in Poland.

S. 3526, the bill now before us, con-
tains other provisions which would create
a nonpartisan study commission to ex-
amine in detail the operations involved
in our Government's overseas activities—
a “Hoover Commission” of the foreign
policy and operations area. To make
these cuts in the overseas information
programs of this country in advance
of the benefits of this review and the
insight it would provide seems very much
lacking in good sense.

Mr. President, this Senator is con-
vinced that it is in the best interests
of our country to grant the U.S. Infor-
mation Agency the funds that its needs
to do its job. I, therefore, urge approval
of the amendment of the Senator from
Wyoming to restore the funds cut from
USIA's budget.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp a statement by the distin-
guished Senator from California (Mr.
TUNNEY).

May 1, 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR TUNNEY

Sharp reductions equivalent to about 23
percent of the total budget of the U.S. In-
formation Agency would at this time serious-
1y impair the overseas cultural and informa-
tlonal program of the United States. The
Senate should carefully consider whether it
is wise or in the national interest to hinder
the valuable function of presenting this na-
tion's experiences, views and policies and
fostering mutual understanding with other
countries.

It is my understanding that the sharp re-
ductions called for in Administrative support
would force the Agency to totally eliminate
posts and programs in some 30 countries,
shut down smaller branch posts and reading
rooms and make reductions in the remain-
ing countries in which it could operate.
Implementation of the Cultural and Educa-
tional Exchanges program of the State De-
partment would be lost in the countries
affected; English teaching would not be pos-
sible; the range of inter-personal contacts,
seminars and lectures, cultural presentations
and informal exchanges would drop. A pre-
cipitous closeout in what amounts to two
reglons—much of sub-Sahara Africa and
Central America—as well as a reduction in
other countries signifies a great deal more
overseas—especlally in the present interna-
tional context—than we realize.

It iz also my understanding that the re-
duction of several media elements of USIA
inevitably will also hurt the cultural activi-
ties of USIA. The Agency’s overseas stafls
draw widely on the press services, the Voice
of America broadcasts and program ma-
terials, the periodicals and publications, mo-
tion pietures and other materials which
would be sharply curtailed by the proposed
cuts.

A Natlon's culture encompasses all of its
ideas, images and symbols, deeds, products,
accomplishments, problems and aspirations,
A cultural affairs program conveys the most
significant and relevant elements of our so-
ciety to people in other countries. All media
are valuable for this exchange.

The proposed reductions would drastically
limit the comprehensive exchange of views
and ideas.

The wvarious media products of USIA
achieve a high standard of technical and
substantive quality and fulfill a very special-
ized need to explore critical areas of mu-
tual interest between this country and others.
These materials are needed in any cultural
effort overseas because they try to commu-
nicate across the wide cultural, social and
political differences that exist internation-
ally. They specifically relate Amerlcan expe-
riences to the needs and interests, aspirations
and problems of people in other countries.

Therefore I support the amendment to
restore the authorization request for the
U.S. Information Agency proposed by my
honorable associate Senator McGee.

However, while I do support the McGee
amendment, I would like to add that Chair-
man Fulbright is absolutely correct in urg-
ing that the concept of executive privilege
has been expanded beyond reasonable limits.
I strongly support my colleague from Ar-
kansas' request for access to the USIA's
“Country Program Memoranda'. It is my be-
lief that the USIA is a hostage in this mat-
ter and that they have no part in the decl-
slon on whether or not to release the Memo-
randa to the Congress.

Although I share Senator Fulbright's frus-
tration at the President's use of executive
privilege I feel that I must support Senator
McGee's amendment. I would hope that be-
fore the next USIA-State Department Au-
thorization Bill is considered that steps are
taken to provide the Congress with the var-
ious "“Country Program Memoranda."

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I am
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voting against the amendment of the
Senator from Wyoming though I do not
now support a 25-percent cut in the
operating budget of the USIA.

There are both useful and question-
able aspects of our information pro-
grams. But whether, or to what extent,
the USIA budget should be cut, I cannot
say. The doctrine of Executive privilege
has been invoked by the administration
to withhold necessary information from
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
The committee is of the apparent belief
that the privilege has been improperly
invoked. I will vote with it, knowing that
funds can be restored to USIA in con-
ference or by a supplemental authoriza-
tion. But since we cannot be assured
that the $45 million sought to be restored
by the McGee amendment is necessary,
I will not now support the amendment.

Mr. McGEE., Mr. President, as far as I
know everyone has had a chance to speak
who wanted fo say something. I am won-
dering; if the Senator is willing to yield
back the remainder of his time, I could
yield back the remainder of my time and
we could proceed to vote.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Yes. If no one else
wishes to speak.

How much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming has 5 minutes and
the Senator from Arkansas has 28 min-
utes.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. If no one wishes to
comment further, I am ready to yield
back my time.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, the situation
that faces the Senator from New Jersey,
and I think other Senators, presents a
great deal of dilemma. The Senator from
New Jersey favors this program. He rec-
ognizes it can be useful but he is not for
cutting it. He is equally, as I think his
colleagues are, generally interested in
obtaining information from the execu-
tive branch or anywhere else which the
Senate needs to act on matters before it.

The Senator from New Jersey, if there
is an opportunity after this vote to ex-
press his interest in getting the informa-
tion from the executive branch on this
bill, in another section, perhaps, or in an-
other piece of legislation, will pursue
that with interest and as hard as he can.
He does not, however, feel that he wants
to have his support of this amendment
misunderstood by insisting upon a cut
which would, if it became law, ma-
terially affect the soundness of the pro-
gram, in his judgment. So he will hold
himself ready, after this vote, to pursue
the matter of information, if there are
ways in which it can be done and an op-
portunity presents itself, but not by vot-
ing to continue the cut. The Senator
voted in committee for a 15 percent cut,
I think it was, offered by the Senator
from EKentucky, as I remember. That
failed. It represents the deepest cut, he
thinks, that could be made with some
safety and without damage to the pro-
gram. He wishes that there had been a
chance, before the vote on the amend-
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ment itself, to put these matters in as
amendments, The unanimous-consent
agreement precluded that. We will have
to see what he can do after the vote is
taken.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the debate
on this amendment today has centered
primarily around the issue of executive
privilege. This, indeed, is unfortunate
because it makes the USIA the victim of
an executive-legislative disagreement
of principle which is vastly beyond the
agency's authority.

The right approach, and I support it
wholeheartedly, is the establishment of
a study commission as proposed in title
VI of this bill, rather than taking a meat-
axe approach to an agency which would
fall as a victim to the dispute over execu-
tive privilege.

The study, which the proposed com-
mission would undertake is, in my view,
a welcome and much needed one. The
results of the study could make a great
contribution to the more effective organi-
zation of the foreign affairs agencies of
our Government.

But would we not look foolish if we
were to make a crippling cut in the U.S.
Information Agency, only to have the
Commission present us with a recom-
mendation that this agency be restored
to its present -capabilities—or even
augmented?

In my view, this makes little sense. The
course of logic would be to await the
Commission’s findings—not to preempt
them now by hastily cutting with no sure
sense of the direction we should follow
or the damage we would do.

As I had mentioned earlier in the de-
bate when I submitted today’s editorial
from the New York Times in support of
the full authorization for USIA, the
Agency is making a good effort to dis-
seminate an accurate and professional
image of this country and its involvement
in world affairs.

The inferences which could be drawn
from the concluding remarks of the sen-
ior Senator from Arkansas is that the en-
tire USIA effort is marked by inefficiency
and waste—and that this typifies the
agency today. However, the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas draws upon the

‘conclusions of a report now nearly 20

years old, and even then he fails to pre-
sent the full impact of the report.

This is a new day and the Agency as
now functioning, and not how it func-
tioned 20 years ago, has overcome the
criticisms regarding the efficiency of
their operation and their technical abili-
ties. It should be pointed out that even
in 1953 there was no criticism as to the
basic validity of the established pro-
grams, including motion picture, broad-
casting and press, and publication func-
tions.

We have heard debate on how the
USIA’s media costs and services have
soared over the years.

Yet, the record illustrates that the
USIA’s real resources and the budgets of
all services have declined since 1953 in
terms of constant dollars.

USIA as a whole is now 30 percent be-

low where it was 20 years ago in real
resources. In the last 5 years it has
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been cut some 15 percent in money and
people. The cut proposed by the Senate
committee would leave it over 20 percent
below where it has been at any time in
its existence.

The overseas information program is
now much smaller than it was in the
early postwar years. In fiscal year 1953,
the last full year before USIA was estab-
lished, the budgets for programs trans-
ferred to the new Agency totaled $123
million, with staffing totals of 14,130.
Congress, in setting up USIA, cut these
programs back sharply at that time, op-
erating funds were set at $84 million, and
staffing was reduced to less than 11,000.
The comparable staffing figure in the
current year is 9,877.

The requested regular operating budg-
et—excluding the separate appropria-
tions of Special International Exhibi-
tions and Radio Facility Construction—
is $194 million. When inflation factors
such as pay increases and rising fixed
costs are taken into account, this budget
figure is approximately $87 million in
terms of 1954 dollars, USIA’'s actual
budget in fiscal year 1954 was $84
million.

Therefore, I strongly urge Senators to
join my attempt to restore the full au-
thorization for the USIA’s budget for
fiscal 1973.

I am willing to yield back my time if
the chairman of the committee is willing
to do likewise.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendments has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to the
amendments (No. 1172) of the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGee). The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BenTsEN), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannoN), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. EasTtranp), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS),
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuMm-
PHREY), the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. JorpaN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnuson), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoOVERN), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr, McINTYRE), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MonpaLE), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Maine (Mr. Muskie), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. Peir), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPAREMAN), the Sen-
ator from California (Mr. TUNNEY), and
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
LIAMS) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLEToN) and the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) are
absent on official business.
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On this vote, the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. EasTLanD) is paired with the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “yea’” and the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma would vote “nay”.

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErvIN) is paired with the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Hum-
PHREY). If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina would vote
“nay” and the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr, JorpaN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnuson), the Senator
from California (Mr. TuNNEY), and the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
riams) would each vote “yea.”

Mr., GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) , the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr,
MaTHIAS) , and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PAcKwooD) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScorT) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DominNick), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), and the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD)
would each vote “yea".

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 15, as follows:

[No. 166 Leg.]
YEAS—57

Cotton
Curtis

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Jackson
Harry F., Jr. Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, Idaho
Case McGee
Chiles Metcalf
Cook Miller
Cooper Montoya

NAYS—156

Hart
Hughes

Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth
Schweiker
Smith
Spong
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
‘Welcker
Young

Gambrell
Goldwater
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hatfield
Hollings
Hruska

Church
Cranston
Ellender Inouye
Fulbright Eennedy Stevenson
Gravel Long Symington

NOT VOTING—28

Humphrey Mundt
Jordan, N.C. Muskie
Magnuson Packwood
Mansfield Pell
Mathias Scott
McClellan Sparkman
McGovern Tunney
McIntyre Williams
Mondale

Nelson
Proxmire
Saxbe

Baker
Bayh
Bentsen
Cannon
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Harris
Hartke Moss

So Mr. McGee's amendments (No.
1172) were agreed to.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill (S.
2713) to amend title 18 of the United
States Code to authorize the Attorney
General to provide care for narcotic ad-
dicts who are placed on probation, re-
leased on parole, or mandatorily re-
leased.

The message also announced that the
House insisted upon its amendment to
the bill (8. 2770) to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, disagreed
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. JonEs of Alabama,
Mr. WricHT, Mr. Jounson of California,
Mr. Rog, Mr. HarsHA, Mr. GROVER, Mr.
Don H. Crausen, and Mr. MiLLEr of
Ohio were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the following
concurrent resolutions:

S. Con. Res. 9. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the loan of the Cornelia Fasset
painting, “The Electoral Commission of 1877",
to the National Portrait Gallery of the
Smithsonian Institution; and

S. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent resolution to
urge each American family to plant a
vegetable garden.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1029)
to authorize the President to issue a
proclamation designating the month of
May of 1972 as “National Arthritis
Month”,

The enrolled joint resolution was sub-
sequently signed by the President pro
tempore.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BuckLey). Under the previouus order,
the vote on the McGee amendment hav-
ing been concluded, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 14582,
under a unanimous-consent agreement
limiting debate on the bill and on amend-
ments thereto. The clerk will state the
bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (HR. 14582) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, and for other purposes,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to proceed for not to exceed
5 minutes without the time being charged
to either side.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
for the information of the Senate, the
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second supplemental appropriation bill
for 1972 will be disposed of this after-
noon.

Anticipate at least one rollcall vote,
certainly, on final passage. There may
be amendments to the bill, I know of
none, but there could well be, and there
could be rollcall votes on such amend-
ments., But Senators should be alerted
to the fact that there will be at least one
rollcall vote, certainly, on the passage
of that bill this afternoon.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr, CorTon), and
ask unanimous consent that he may
have 2 minutes in addition to my remain-
ing time without its being charged to
either side.

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

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR
ROBERT W. UPTON

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it is with
sadness that I officially inform the Sen-
ate of the death of my immediate pred-
ecessor in the Senate from New Hamp-
shire, Senator Robert W. Upton, of Con-
cord, N.H. Many of the older Members
of this body will recall serving with Sen-
ator Upton.

Senator Upton had one of the most dis-
tinguished and outstanding careers of
any citizen in the history of our State.
He was born in 1884, and at his death last
Friday night he had reached the age of
88. For many years he was a recognized
leader of the New Hampshire bar, one of
the ablest lawyers who ever practiced in
our State,

He was also very active in the political
and civic life of the State. He served as
delegate to four Republican National
Conventions. He served as chairman of
the Republican State committee. He
served in several constitutional conven-
tions in the State of New Hampshire, and
served as president of a constitutional
convention at least once. He was a recog-
nized authority on constitutional law. He
was extremely active and influential in
the American Bar Association.

Had he not been bearing the burden
and been devoted to the practice of law,
he could easily, at an early age, have
served as Governor of the State of New
Hampshire or as U.S. Senator.

He was appointed to the Senate after
the death of the late Senator Charles W.
Tobey and served for approximately a
year in this body. Many will remember
his service, because even though his serv-
ice was brief, he served with distinction
on the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, the Committee on Public Works,
and the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

Later Senator Upton was appointed to
and served on the International War
Crimes Review Board in Germany, in
1956.

In speaking of him and expressing the
admiration that I hold for him—which is
shared by all the people of our State—I
am also speaking for my distinguished
colleague, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. McInTYRE), who is unavoid-
ably out of town today. Senator Mc-
INTYRE started his legal career in the
firm of the late Senator Upton and re-




May 1, 1972

calls with pride his service with the late
Senator Upton.

Senator Upton married Martha Bur-
roughs, who is the sister of the late Sher-
man E. Burroughs, who served with dis-
tinction for many years in the U.S. House
of Representatives, from New Hamp-
shire.

Senator Upton leaves six children—
five sons and one daughter. Four of his
sons are members of his law firm. One
of them has served with distinction as
Speaker of the New Hampshire House
of Representatives and as president of a
State constitutional convention. All of
them already are recognized as outstand-
ing members of their profession.

I repeat that no man, in my judgment,
in the history of the State of New Hamp-
shire served so long, with such distine-
tion, and was more highly respected by
all the citizens of the State.

On behalf of Senator McINTYRE and
myself—and I am sure on behalf of all
the Members of the Senate who knew
him and served with him—I extend to his
widow, to his sons and daughter, and to
his grandchildren our sympathy in their
bereavement, but also a deep understand-
ing of the justifiable pride they must feel
as they recall the distinguished and re-
markable career and great contribution
of the late Senator Robert W. Upton.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1972

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 14582) making
supplemental appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
other purposes, which had been reported
by the Committee on Appropriations
with amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 20 min-
utes.

Mr. President, the pending bill, the
second supplemental appropriation bill
for fiscal year 1972, recommends appro-
priations in the amount of $5,063,387,439.
A large part of this sum—namely, $2,-
351,543,728—is necessary to finance in-
creased pay costs.

Executive Order 11637 of December 22,
1971, adjusted the salary rates upward of
civilian employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Executive Order 11638 of De-
cember 22, 1971, provided an adjustment
upward on a comparable basis for mem-
bers of the uniformed services. In addi-
tion, Senators will recall that Congress
voted a substantial increase for members
of the uniformed services effective last
November 14, 1971, In view of these or-
ders, together with increases for wage
board employees, this sum of over $25
billion must be provided at this time.

In addition, the bill contains funds for
general program supplemental appro-
priations, and I will refer to some of
the larger items contained in the 13
chapters of the bill which is before the
Senate. The report is on the desk of each
Senator, and.I believe Senators will find
a full explanation for each appropriation
made in this bill.

Chapter I relates to the Department of
Agriculture and Related Agencies.
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The first item under this chapter pro-
vides $5 million to make indemnity pay-
ments to beekeepers who, through no
fault of their own, suffered losses of
honeybees after January 1, 1967, as a re-
sult of utilization of economic poisons
near or adjacent to the property on
which beehives were located.

The committee has included $10
million in the bill under the terms of
section 16(e) of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act, for the pur-
pose of promoting the conservation and
economic use of land and of assisting
farmers who, because of advanced age,
poor health, or other reasons, desire to
retire from farming but wish to con-
tinue to live on their farms.

The House bill provided $8 million,
by transfer, to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration for the hire of additional
food and drug inspectors, and the com-
mittee recommends concurrence with the
House proviso.

Chapter II of the bill contains appro-
priations for the Department of Defense,
and after examination of the require-
ments for retired military personnel re-
tired pay, defense, the committee was
able to effect a reduction of $10 million
in the amount of the House bill

The committee has concurred with the
House and recommends a total Federal
payment of $7,654,000 for the District of
Columbia in chapter III of this bill. $3
million is for program items described
beginning on page 11 of the report, and
the balance of $4,654,000 is required for
increased pay costs pursuant to the
Executive orders previously referred to.

Foreign operations appropriations are
contained in chapter IV of the bill. The
committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $320 million to be paid to the
International Development Association.
The authorizing legislation which was
signed into law on March 10, 1972, au-
thorizes three installments of $320 mil-
lion each. The committee was advised
that the appropriation of these funds
now is critical if the International De-
velopment Association is to be expected
to fulfill its role of providing development
funds for the poorest nations of the
world. The Association has been without
regular funds since July of last year and
has been able to continue making credit
commitments only by using advance con-
tributions of other nations against their
pledged subscriptions.

Appropriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development-Space-
Science-Veterans are contained in chap-
ter V of the bill. For comprehensive plan-
ning grants, the committee concurs with
the House and recommends an appro-
priation of $40,645,000. The committee
has approved an appropriation of $1,-
924 000 for the Veterans’ Administration
to carry out the provisions of the ex-
change and medical information pro-
gram authorized by Public Law 92-69,
approved August 6, 1971. The committee
action provides new obligational author-
ity in lieu of the transfer of funds as
recommended by the House.

For the Department of the Interior
and related agencies, the committee has
provided funds in chapter VI totaling
$176,619,000.
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For management of lands and re-
sources under the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the sum of $16,400,000 is rec-
ommended. The committee has provided
$17,658,000 for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs; $5 million for the Micronesian
claims fund; an additional $34,120,000
for construction under the National Park
Service; and $54,946,000 for forest pro-
tection and utilization under the Forest
Service. For the American Revolution Bi-
centennial Commission, the committee
concurs with the House and recommends
an appropriation of $2,400,000 to permit
the Commission to make grants to the
50 States, the District of Columbia,
Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and American Samoa to cover portions
of the expenses of Bicentennial Commis-
sions in those jurisdictions in accordance
with Public Law 92-236.

The chapter in this bill carrying the
largest appropriations is chapter VII,
which contains appropriations for the
Departments of Labor and Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare. A total of $1,510,~
413,000 is recommended in this bill for
chapter VIL,

The committee has seen fit to approve
an appropriation of $247 million for
manpower training services. This is an
increase of $152 million over the budget
estimate and over the amount in the
House bill. These funds will provide
$223,900,000 for the job component for
9 weeks; $1,200,000 for related trans-
portation necessary for youths to par-
ticipate in the job programs; and $21,-
900,000 for the recreational support pro-
gram.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, does the
Senator wish to wait until he has fin-
ished his remarks, or will he yield to me
now?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I have heard with great
satisfaction the way in which the Appro-
priations Committee has dealt with the
Neighborhood Youth Corps at a time of
such serious unemployment, especially
affecting the youth encompassed in the
program. This is a really fine result. The
committee adopted the figure of the U.S.
Conference of Mayors as to what they
could use. The only change made as be-
tween what the mayors felt was vital
and the amount now allowed by the
Appropriations Committee, is that the
committee chose to provide for a 9-week,
instead of a 10-week program.

We certainly could hardly expect the
committee to do everything we asked.
This will be very helpful to the cities. It
is a fine result.

Time and again I have spoken on this
floor to increase the amount allowed by
the Appropriations Committee. So I felt
that when that came so close to doing
what is needed at the present time, it is
one time we should go with the commit-
tee. I feel that way strongly.

I feel that the 26 cosponsors of the
proposal presented to the subcommittee
would like me to express to the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER), as chairman, our profound
appreciation and our gratitude to the
subcommittee headed by the distin-
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.




15138

Macnuson), for the fine result which is
reflected by the report of the committee.

Mr. President, I urge the Members of
the Senate to support the recommenda-
tion of the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations, contained in this second sup-
plemental appropriation bill, for $247
million for the Neighborhood Youth
Corps summer job and recreational pro-
grams. This amount exceeds by $152
million the $95 million requested by the
administration and allowed by the
House.

This is a very commendable and mean-
ingful response to the request which I
made when I appeared before the com-
mittee on April 19, 1972, on behalf of
myself and 26 other Senators, urging
such a supplemental to alleviate the job
and recreation crises among poor youth
in the Nation’s urban and rural poverty
areas for the coming summer.

It would provide the following addi-
tional amounts:

Supplemental funds of $223.9 million
for the job component which provides
work experience for poor youths between
the ages of 14 and 21. When added to the
$175.7 million already available for this
purpose, it would fund an aggregate of
947,928 9-week opportunities. The House
of Representatives had approved a sup-
plemental of only $82.2 million, the
amount requested by the administra-
tion, for an aggregate of 609,300 9-week
opportunities, the same levels as last
year, and 338,628 opportunities short of
the number documented to me by the
National League of Cities-U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors as the minimum re-
quired.

Supplemental funds of $21.9 million for
the recreational component, providing
activities for hundreds of thousands of
poor children between the ages of 6
through 12 also as requested by the Na-
tional League of Cities. The House had
accepted the administration’s recom-
mendation for a supplemental of only
$12.8 million, again the same amount as
last year. No funds are currently avail-
able for this purpose.

One million two hundred thousand dol-
lars in supplemental funds for trans-
portation necessary to enable youth to
participate in the job and recreational
programs. The administration had re-
quested no new funds for this purpose;
only $1.7 million is now available, again
the same amount as last year.

Mr. President, when I appeared be-
fore the Subcommittee on Labor-HEW
appropriations, I urged a total supple-
mental of $291.4 million, or $44.4 million
more than the committee has chosen to
recommend.

The difference lies in the fact that the
committee have chosen to follow the rec-
ommendation of the administration and
the House that the job component be
conducted as a 9-week program, as it was
last year, rather than a 10-week pro-
gram 4s in each previous year.

We felt very strongly that a 10-week
program should be maintained not only
to provide activities through a greater
portion of the summer, but because of
its very real effect on the poor. From the
standpoint of the poor, the difference
between 10 and 9 weeks is more than
academic. Poor youth depend upon the
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wages derived from the program to con-
tribute to the costs of returning to school,
and In many cases to the support of
their families, and thus help to reduce
welfare dependency.

Mr. President, the committee has
chosen to meet the need which we docu-
mented in terms of slots—an aggregate
of 947,928 opportunities—but as a 9-week
opportunity for each individual. Given
the total amount of funds it felt it could
recommend, it has in effect given us its
judgement that it would be better to
cover more individuals with a 9-week
opportunity than a smaller portion of
youth with a 10-week opportunity.

Mr. President, I do not wish to ques-
tion the committee’s judgment on this
issue because I feel quite frankly that
the commitiee deserves the deepest credit
for its early and substantial response to
the overall situation. Rather than im-
pede for 1 minute the approval of this
supplemental and its implementation at
the local level, I shall stand with the
committee and its recommendation,
which overall is a very gratifying re-
sponse o the case which we made.

I know that the members of the com-
mittee serving as conferees with the
House—which as I noted allowed $152
million below that recommended here—
will do everything that they can, as they
have in past years, to retain the amount
adopted here.

This is the fifth year in which it has
been necessary for me to seek supple-
mental funds for this program, and this
is the largest supplemental ever recom-
mended by the committee, or accepted by
the committee on the floor; in fact it is
$130.4 million above the $116.6 million
which the committee supported last year.

It reflects a genuine and meaningful
response to the youth unemployment
situation as it affects poor youth—par-
ticularly minorities—who suffer from
rates of unemployment running four to
five times the norm for the other ele-
ments of our society.

I hope and pray that it will be ap-
proved here, accepted by the House of
Representatives and signed into law by
the President.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the REcorp
at this point, a copy of my testimony
of April 19, 1972, and a letter dated
April 17 which we sent to WaRreN G.
MacNUSON, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, as well as a letter from the Na-
tional League of Cities-U.S.-Conference
of Mayors dated February 23, 1972, and a
chart, prepared by that organization
showing on a city-by-city basis the needs
which would be filled by this supple-
mental in each of the components, with
the modification that the job component
would be run as a nine rather than a 10-
week program.

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

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR JAVITS

Mr. Chairman, I am appearing on behalf
of myself and 26 of my Senate colleagues,
to urge that the Subcommittee recommend
a supplemental appropriation of $291.4-mil-
lion, under the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer job program, and for
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related transportation and recreational ac-
tivities to meet the needs of poor youths in
urban and rural areas, during the coming
summer. In this request I am joined by Sen-
ators Lloyd Bentsen, Quentin N. Burdick,
Robert C. Byrd, Howard W. Cannon, Clifford
P. Case, Alan Cranston, Thomas F, Eagleton,
J. W. Fulbright, Fred R. Harrls, Philip A.
Hart, Hubert Humphrey, Henry M, Jackson,
Frank E. Moss, Edmund 8. Muskie, Bob
Packwood, Claiborne Pell, Abraham Ribicoff,
Robert Taft, Jr., John Tower, John V. Tun=
ney, Harrison A, Willlams, Jr.,, Robert P,
Griffin, George McGovern, Walter Mondale,
Willlam B. Saxbe and Richard S. Schweiker,
each of whom jolned with me in a letter
dated April 17, 1972 to the Subcommittee in
this regard.

If added to the $175.7-million now avail-
able, the supplemental appropriation would
bring to $467.1-million the aggregate amount
avallable for the coming summer,

As you know, the Administration has re-
quested an additional supplemental appro-
priation of $95-million for a total of $270.7-
million, the same amount as last year, or
$106.4-million below the amount which we
request.

The following is an itemization of our re-
quest in each of the major components of
the program, which is administered by the
Department of Labor.

$268.3-million for the Nelghborhood Youth
Corps job program which provides work ex-
perience with public and non-profit private
agencies, for poor youth between the ages
of 14 to 21, giving them earnings enabling
them to complete or to continue their edu-
cation. Under the program, which begins this
June, each youth is employed for 26 hours
a week at $1.60 an hour over the period
of the program. The amount we request, to-
gether with the 8175.7-million available,
would fund 947,928 ten-week job opportuni-
tles; the Administration would apply $82.2-
million of its requested supplemental for
this purpose, to fund an additional 194,000
nine-week opportunities or an aggregate of
609,300 nine-week opportunities, the same
funding and opportunity levels as last year.

$1.2-million for related transportation nec-
essary for poor youth to participate in the
job program, the Administration would pro-
vide $1.5-million out of existing manpower
and transportation funds.

$21.9-million for the recreational support
program—providing opportunities to chil-
dren eight through thirteen years of age; no
funds are now available for this program.
The Administration has requested a supple-
mental appropriations of $12.8-million for
this component, again the same amount as
was made available last year.

Our requests are based in each instance
upon what the National League of Cities—
U.S. Conference of Mayors, representing most
of the Nation’s cities, has documented as
required for this summer.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
included in the record a copy of a letter
from the National League—U.8. Conference
dated February 23, 1972, together with charts
documenting these needs on a city-by-city
basis: in the job program they show a need
for 410,035 opportunities in the fifty largest
cities and 537,893 in other areas.

For example, in New York City there is a
documented need for 77,600 slots, compared
with the aggregate of 40,641 which could be
provided if only the Administration’s supple-
mental request is granted. Seattle, Washing-
ton needs 5,000 slots; only 2,682 could be
provided under the Administration’s request.

The situation In smaller cities is similar.
For example, Jersey City, New Jersey needs
2,454 positions compared with the 1,498 which
could be provided under the Administration’s
proposed funding levels.

It should be noted that the National
League of Cities’ figures represent in each
case the number which may be effectively
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used. Actually, the number of youth who
could benefit if funds had been made avail-
able earlier is much greater. For example,
there are 1.7 million youth who could benefit
in the job program—almost twice the aggre-
gate number to be covered if our request is
granted.

We submit that the supplemental appro-
priation of the amounts for the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps summer program, and re-
lated transportation, is essential to meet the
very difficult employment situation among
poor youth. While the current national un-
employment rate is at 5.9 percent, the most
recently available statistics shows a jobless
rate among teenagers in poverty neighbor-
hoods of 25,7 percent, with the rate among
black teenagers in such areas at 34.7 per-
cent.

Experience indicates that even if the over-
all employment situation improves, as we
hope it will, poor youth will still continue to
have unemployment ranging from four to
five times the norm. There are substantial
signs that increases in the number of re-
turning veterans, economic cut-backs, and
other factors will aggravate further the
youth unemployment situation in the com-
ing summer.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion there is no
domestic problem more shocking than that
of youth unemployment—except the drug
problem to which it relates all too often.

We cannot afford to continue to dash the
employment aspirations of so many at such
a crucial age.

Unfortunately, we will not be able to look
substantially to other public or private re-
sources to deal with the problem. The Emer-
gency Employment Act of 1971, which will
provide approximately 130,000 public sector
job opportunities in this fiscal year and a
similar number in the coming year will not
focus upon the needs of poor youth, accord-
ing to a preliminary survey taken by the De-
partment of Labor only 14 percent of those
now covered are in the age group below 21
years of age. Moreover, despite efforts which
we hope will be successful, it is likely that
general economic conditions will continue
to make it difficult for the private sector to
take up the slack through such voluntary job
programs as those conducted by the National
Alliance of Businessmen. The National Al-
liance—which has a goal of 175,000 jobs for
this summer—was able to provide only 150,-
000 in each of the last two suminers, even
during times when economic conditions
were generally more favorable. I ask that a
copy of a letter from the National Alliance
of Businessmen be included also in the hear-
ing record.

We do not consider it advisable to cut the
program to nine weeks, as proposed by the
Administration. It was reduced to a nine-
week program for the first time last summer
only as a temporary compromise made in
the last hour to make very inadequate funds
spread as far as possible. From the stand-
point of the poor, the difference between
ten and nine weeks is more than academic.
Poor youth depend upon the wages derived
from the program to contribute to the costs
of returning to school and, in many cases
to the support of their families.

I urge full and early consideration this
year so that public and non-profit sponsors
will be able to plan effectively and provide
youth with meaningful alternatives to con-
tinued frustration and restlessness.

Mr. Chairman, while these sums will not
meet the total need they are substantial and
they will help enormously. I should point
out that they will be returned to some ex-
tent in that they will permit many parents
now on welfare to engage in employment
or training since their children will be oc-
cupied during the day. Over the long term
they should decrease the possibility that
youth participants will fall into welfare
dependency themselves or find a way of life
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grounded in juvenile delinguency, drug ad-

diction or crime, which is of such a high

cost to society.

As members know, these programs have
been of particular concern to me through-
out the years, and I have felt it necessary
each year—in the context of the supplemen-
tal appropriation bill—to seek more funds.

1 am most grateful for the consideration
that has been extended by the members of
this Subcommittee in past years to this pro-
gram. While we have disagreed on the
amounts or what might be a reasonable fig-
ure to fight for in Conference with the House
the members have been most solicitous and
understanding.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., April 17, 1972.

Hon, WARREN G, MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare and Re-
lated Agencies, Commitiee on Appropria-
tions, United States Senate, Washington,
D.C.

DearR Mgr, CHARMAN: We are writing to
request that the Subcommittee recommend
a supplemental appropriation of $201.4 mil-
lion, under the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer job program, and for
related transportation and recreational ac-
tivities to meet the needs of poor youths in
urban and rural areas during the coming
summer. If added to the $175.7 million now
available, the supplemental would bring to
$467.1 million the aggregate amount avail-
able for the coming summer.

As you know, the Administration has re-
quested an additional supplemental appro-
priation of $956 million for a total of $270.7
million, the same amount as last year, or
$196.4 million below the amount which we
request,

The following is an itemization of our re-
quest in each of the major components of the
program, which is administered by the De-
partment of Labor:

$268.3 million for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps job program which provides
work experience with public and non-profit
private agencies, for poor youth between the
ages of 14 to 21, giving them earnings en-
abling them to complete or to continue their
education. This amount, together with the
$175.7 million available, would fund 947,928
ten-week job opportunities; the Administra-
tion would apply $82.2 million of its re-
quested supplemental for this purpose, to
fund an additional 194,600 nine-week oppor-
tunities or an aggregate of 609,300 nine-week
opportunities, the same funding and oppor-
tunity levels as last year.

#1.2 million for related transportation nec-
essary for poor youth to participate in the
job program; the Administration would pro-
vide $1.5 million out of existing manpower
and transportation funds.

$21.9 million for the recreational support
program—providing opportunities to chil-
dren eight through thirteen years of age; no
funds are now available for this program.
The Administration has requested a supple-
mental appropriation of $128 million for
this component, again the same amount as
was made available last year.

Our requests are based in each case upon
what the National League of Citles—U.S.
Conference of Mayors, representing most of
the Nation's cities, has documented as re-
guired for this summer.

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from the Na-
tional League—U.S. Conference dated Febru-
ary 28, 1972, together with charts document-
ing these needs on a city-by-city basis: in the
job program they show a need for 410,036
opportunities in the fifty largest cities and
537,893 in other areas.

It should be noted that the National League
of Citles’ figures represent in each case the
number which may be effectively used; ac-
tually the number of youth who could bene-
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fit if funds had been made available earlier
is much greater; for example, there are 1.7
million youth who could benefit in the job
program—almost twice the aggregate number
to be covered if our request 1s granted.

We submit that the supplemental appropri-
ation of the amounts for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer program, and related
transportation, is essential to meet the very
difficult employment situation among poor
youth: while the current national unem-
ployment rate is at 5.9 percent, the most
recently available statistiecs show a jobless
rate among teenagers in poverty neighbor-
hoods of 25.7 percent, with the rate among
black teenagers in such areas at 34.7 percent.

Experience indicates that even if the over-
all employment situation improves, as we
hope it will, poor youth will continue to have
unemployment ranging from four to five
times the norm; already there are substan-
tial signs that increases in the number of re-
turning veterans, economic cut-backs, and
other factors will aggravate further the
youth unemployment situation in the com-
ing summer.

Unfortunately, we will not be able to look
substantially to other public or private re-
sources to deal with the problem. The Emer-
gency Employment Act of 1971, which will
provide approximately 130,000 public sector
job opportunities in this fiscal year and a
similar number in the coming year will not
focus upon the needs of poor youth; ac-
cording to a preliminary survey taken by the
Department of Labor only 14 percent of those
now covered are in the age group below 21
years of age. Moreover, despite efforts which
we hope will be successful, it is likely thab
general economic conditions will continue to
make it difficult for the private sector to take
up the slack through such voluntary job
programs as those conducted by the National
Alliance of Businessmen. The National Al-
liance—which has a goal of 175,000 jobs for
this summer—was able to provide only 150,-
000 in each of the last two summers, even
during times when economic conditions were
generally more favorable,

We do not consider it advisable to cut the
program to nine weeks, as proposed by the
Administration. It was reduced to a nine-
week program for the first time last summer
only as a temporary compromise made in the
last hour to make very inadequate funds
spread as far as possible. From the standpoint
of the poor, the difference between ten and
nine weeks is more than academic. Poor
Youth depend upon the wages derived from
the program to contribute to the costs of re-
turning to school and, in many cases to the
support of their families.

Of course, these programs will help to re-
duce welfare dependency by permitting many
parents to engage in employment and traln-
ing programs while their children participate
in these programs.

We appreciate very much the considera-
tion which the Committee has extended to
the program in the past, and we urge favor-
able consideration of these requests so that
public and non-profit sponsors will be able
to plan effectively and provide youth with
meaningful alternatives to continued frus-
tration and restlessness.

Sincerely,

Jacob K. Javits, Lloyd Bentsen, Quentin
N. Burdick, Robert C. Byrd, Howard
W. Cannon, Clifford P. Case, Alan
Cranston, Thomas ¥. Eagleton, J. W.
Fulbright, Fred R. Harris, Philip A,
Hart.

Hubert Humphrey, Henry M. Jackson,
Frank E. Moss, Edmund S. Muskie,
Bob Packwood, Claiborne Pell, Abra-
ham Ribicoff, Robert Taft, Jr., John
Tower, John V. Tunney, Harrison A.
Williams, Jr., Robert P. Griffin, George
MecGovern, Walter F. Mondale, Wil-
liam B. Saxbe, Richard S. Schwelker.
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NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
February 23, 1972.
The Hon. Jacos K. JAvVITS,
United States Senate,
320 Old Senale Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor Javirs: In response to your
request for information, we have made in-
quiries as to the cities’ 1972 needs for the
summer Neighborhood Youth Corps slots.
The information we have received from the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

50 largest cities shows that the total number
of slots these 50 large cities could effectively
use this summer is 410,035.

On the basis of our contacts with a sample
of smaller citles, we estimate that their
needs and the number of slots these smaller
cities could effectively utilize to total 537,893.

Combining these figures—the total for the
50 largest cities with estimated needs for the
balance of the nation—the present real need
for 1972 1s 947,928 slots nationwide.

SUMMER NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

May 1, 1972

We trust that these statistics will be help-
ful to you in pointing up the critical need for
an enlarged appropriation for the summer
Neighborhood Youth Corps.

Sincerely,

JoHN J. GUNTHER,
Ezecutive Director, U.S. Conference of

Mayors.

PATRICK HEALY,

Erecutive Vice President,

League of Cities.

National

Slots

Rank
.nsze Population

1971
need

actual!

1972
need

1971 Dol'ars,

1972 need

_Rank
in size

Slots

1011
actual !

1971

Population need

1972 Dollars,

1972 need

Region 1:
Region H:
Buffalo..

Boston......... 3,500
4, 268
14, 563
77

Philadelphia
Pittsburgh__
Washington, DC .
Oklahoma City
San Antonio

520, 000
757,000
366, 000
654, 000
332, 000

Birmingham

Dade County, Miami.__.

Jacksonville

Louisville

Memphis._____

Nashville________._.__.

e,
Region V:

Ch

Detroit___
Indianapo

Milwaukee 717,000

5,000
4, 268

2,340, 000

1,997, 424
6, 815, 484
36, 270, 000
. 176,

3,300
2,367

Fort Worth...

Houston. = S

New Orleans.______.___
Region VII:

Kansas City._____

Omaha_

Regnon VHI Denver
Reﬁlﬂ!l 1X
onoluly
Long Beach___

Oakland. __________
Phoenix

San Diego_

San Francisco. ..

Region X:
Portland
Seattle. ... ...

50 largesttotal _______
Balance: iociiiiiiiogl

32 434, 000
46 310, 000
3 384, 000

8
45
33

6
19
26

41
18

1, 589
787

—ro

=
oL
wicn

8838 88558 £

|t bt
g
& —

220, 066
328, 304

548, 310

2,340, 000
1, 872, 000

1, 310, 400
11,700, 000

2,737, 800
7, 956, 000

410,035 192, 268, 856
537,893 251,733,924

0 947,928 444,002,780

VAN figures shown are for 10 week slots.

#Included in top 50 as a result of 1970 census.

SAMPLING OF CITIES OTHER THAN 50 LARGEST

Slots

19?1 need

1971 actual 1

Dollars,

1972 need 1872 need

Slots
1971factual !

1971 need

1972 need

Dollars,
1972 need

612
600
620
1,380

137
,000
, 500
447

TR |y e e L
Paterson

1
1
1
4

2,081, 200

1,275 1,498
1 500

4,687

_?.34?"—

2,454
1, 500

12,08

1,148,472
702, 000

5,633, 872

SUMMER YOUTH TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Population

Dollars

1971 actuals 1972 needs

Rank in

Dollars

size Population

1971 actuals

1972 needs

Region |: Boston
Region 1
uffalo

641, 000

463, 000
382, 000
7, 868, 000
296, 000

906, 000
308, 000
1, 848, 000
520, 000
757,000

Rochester_____
Region 111:

Philadelphia._
UP\:"sl?'mgh D.C
ashington, D.C...._.__...._.._.
Region IV:
Atlanta
Birmingham_______
Dade County, Miami
Jacksonville
Louisville
Memphis__
Nashville.
Tampa._.....
Region V:
hicago___. .
Cincinnati_
Cleveland ..

Minnea
St, Paul__ .
Toledo

10, 700
7,500

20,000 | Region Vi:
Dallas...____
El Paso___

23,437 Fort Worth
149,130 Houston. ..
7,500 12, 000 New Orleans
Oklahoma City.
21,100 San Antonio.
7,500
34,360

o AR,
Re'%mn Vil:

12, 650 ansas C:ty

22,960 Omaha_.

St. Lowis__ ...
Region VIII1: Denver.
Region 1X:

Honolulu. . ...

Long Beach__

Los Angeles.

Oakland_

Phoenlx

£spEssss

N~

F-
8

o
Lpdnb g
Hwwrs
]
Soo

Seattle___._

Beo
O bl i
£ &N e~ e en

50 largest total
B of 1971 pﬂll ',
New cities.

—
P ] 00

84
£8888838

88828

g

332, 000
507, 000
347, 000
622, 000
515, 000

325, 000

446, 000

382, 000
531, 000

19, 060

L EIDE 940
35? 093

954, 304
464, 996

1,

419, 390 2,750, 000
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SUMMER RECREATION SUPPORT PROGRAM (RSP)
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Rank in

size Population

Dollars

1971 actuals 1972 needs

Dollars

1971 actuals

Population 1972 needs

Region |: Boston
Region 11:

641, 000

463, 000
382, 000
New York._
Rochester_

Memphis
Nashyille. .
Tampa
Region IV:
R il
Birmingham________.
Daae County, Miami. .
Jacksonville -
Romlsville. - oo otioonollil
Reglqn v:
hicago._ _
Cincinnati.
Cleveland. ... .........
Columbus___

Indianapolis._
Milwaukee.

allas. .
ElPaso. -_.-...

168, 000

96, 000
77,000
1, 836, 000
53, 000

180, 000

Tuksa_...---

Philadelphia.

Pittshurgh. . ____

Washington, D.C__._.._
Region VII:

276, 000
132, 000
264, 000
72,000
132,000
143, 000
120, 000

Omaha...

St Lonist oo ool
Region V111 Denver
Region IX:

Long Beach
Los Angeles

Phoenix

San Diego____._._.

San Francisco. .

San Jose_ ...
Region X:

Portland...

Seattle._ .

50 largest total_______
Balance

ansas City_ ...

ORI s e

393, 000

507, 000
347, 000
622, 000
515, 000

325, 000

130, 000

56, 000
384, 000
170, 000

382, 000
531, 000

135, 000
129, 000

996,000 15,928,000
© 2,834,000

4,530, 000
1, 500, 000

12, 800, 000 21, 958, 000

Mr. JAVITS. In this connection, I wish
to call to the attention of my colleagues,
an extremely urgent problem with a great
potential for disaster. I refer to the emer-
gence of the so-called “youth gangs.” Al-
though presently concentrated in New
York, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, and Chi-
cago, the youth gang phenomenon con-
tinues to grow. In my own city of New
York it is estimated that 150 gangs exist
in the South Bronx, Brooklyn, and the
Upper West Side alone. The gangs pro-
fess an interest in fighting heroin addic-
tion, yet tensions among gangs remain
high and there have been periodic out-
breaks of violence. Gang related deaths
number 15 this year in the Bronx alone;
many gang members are heavily armed.
The ages of their members run between
10 to 25, thus many would be eligible for
the Neighborhood Youth Corp job and
recreational components. Many are un-
skilled dropouts.

Mr. President, this situation deserves
attention. These young people should be
channeled into constructive activities.
There is an urgent need, as a general
matter, to develop constructive, well-
supervised programs to meet this prob-
lem, and I shall make every effort to that
end. But I hope that for the present, the
Secretary of Labor will use many of these
Neighborhood Youth Corp positions with
the alleviation of the youth gang prob-
lem in mind.

Many of the gang members have high
goals, such as neighborhood improve-
ment. In East Los Angeles, for example,
nine gangs have united to combat drug
abuse and inequities in education. In
Chicago with the help of Federal funds, a
youth gang now operates a chain of
stores.

President Nixon stated in his 1970
speech at the University of Nebraska
that:

Nothing matters more to the future of the
Nation than ensuring that our young men
and women learn to believe in themselves and
believe in their dreams.

It is time that we begin to make that
statement a reality for all of our young
people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article in the April 3, 1972,
edition of Time magazine as well as a
news story in the April 16, 1972, edition
of the New York Times be printed in the
RECORD.

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

NeEw YORKE SOUTHEAST SIDE STORY

West Side Story, the 1857 Broadway musi-
cal about two warring teenage gangs, ends in
a hopeful hymn to togetherness: “We'll find
a new way of forgiving, somewhere.” In the
years following, that magical somewhere be-
came in reality a sad nowhere of hard drugs
and forgotten loyalties. Now, however, the
gangs are back on the streets with a ven-
geance born of a decade of upheaval. The bat-
tleground is no longer Manhattan's West Side
but the Southeast Bronx, a predominantly
Puerto Rican ghetto where more than T0
“cliques' or “organizations’” have formed in
the past year. The members—mostly drop-
outs, reformed junkies, displaced Viet Nam
veterans—are older, angrier, better armed and
more soclally aware, Their avowed enemy is
not & rival gang but society. “In essence,”
says Benjamin Ward, deputy police commis-
sioner for community affairs, “what the kids
are saying is: ‘Dammit, you've falled us. And
if you're not responsible, who the hell is?' "

The conditions that produced the rumbles
of the 19560s have, if anything, worsened. The
population density of the Southeast Bronx—
500,000 people crammed into 5 sq. mi.—lis
among the nation's highest., Housing, health
care, employment and education are woefully
substandard. Fifty percent of the children
under six have never been immunized against
polio. Forty percent of the area's families are
on welfare. More than 10% of residents be-
tween 15 and 44 are heroin addicts. Says one
of Mayor John Lindsay's minority specialists:
“The Puerto Rican experience in New York
has been a total disaster.”

In the Southeast Bronx, the unrest has
spawned gangs with such sinister-sounding
names as the Savage Skulls, Young Sinners,
Savage Nomads, Mongols and Reapers. Each
cligue has from 20 to 50 members ruled by

a president, vice president and warlord. Their
“colors,” elaborate coats-of-arms stitched to
the backs of their denim jackets, depict
bloody skeletons, and skulls, fire and light-
ning. Their arsenals include not only clubs,
chains, knives and zip guns but also Molotov
cocktalls, rifles, shotguns and, say youth
workers, hand grenades and machine guns.

Although centered in the Southeast Bronx,
the gang subculture exists in Brooklyn,
Queens and even Chinatown: pitched battles
between immigrant Talwanese and U.S.-born
Chinese youths recently resulted in two hom-
icides. In Castle Hill, a lower middle-class
neighborhood in the East Bronx, teachers at
Adlal Stevenson High School say that a gang
of black girls called the Black Persuaders is
one reason for a rash of student transfers.
The Persuaders' initiation rite requires the
new member to beat up a white girl.

ROOFTOP RIFLES

Frank Gracia, head of a drug-rehabilita-
tion program in the Southeast Bronx, became
aware of the gangs six months ago. He told
Time Correspondent Leonard Levitt: “We had
this street fair, selling sausages for a dime,
sodas for a nickel. Well, these kids got in an
argument with one of our people, broke his
arm and all his fingers. Then they sent their
girls over to tell us they wanted to fight us.
Now, hell, I've been around. I was in gangs in
the '60s. I was a junkie for 15 years before I
kicked the habit. So we went over there with
bats and clubs. But Jesus Christ, these kids
were armed. They had 17 rifies staring down
from the rooftops. They're organized. It’s a
whole new thing.”

Gracia says that he eventually achieved an
armistice with the gangs because he shared
their abhorrence of drugs. “What you got to
understand,” he explains, “is that these kids
now have like a holy war against the pushers.
And the reason they hate cops is that the
cops are always busting them, never the
pushers.” That frustration, he claims, caused
the rape and murder of an alleged woman
pusher three months ago. “The week before,"
says Gracia, “some of her junkies had stabbed
some of the Immortals. The kids went to the
41st Precinct and told the cops: ‘You've got
72 hours to get them junkies out of there or
we will. When no arrests were made, they did
it themselves.”

The police later charged nine gang mem-
bers with the murder; it is one of nine homi-
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cides for which gang members have been ar-
rested in the past year. “"The danger,” says
Ward, “Is that there is a fundamental differ-
ence between the rhetoric of the leadership
and the action of the periphery. The ten to
16 hard-core members in each group just
can't control their own people.”

That was tragically true of Black Benjie,
25, an ex-junkie respected as a peacemaker
between black and Puerto Rican gangs. A
member of the Ghetto Brothers, he tried to
ward off a rumble four months ago, and was
stabbed to death by members of the Im-
mortals and Spades. The next day, through
the intercession of the Javelins and Peace-
makers, Ghetto Brother President Charlie
Melendez met with the Immortals and
Spades. After hearing their apology for the
“misunderstanding,” he decided against a
war of revenge. In an extraordinary summit
meeting of most of the gangs in the South-
east Bronx, the peace treaty was extended to
include the entire “family.”

Though a tenuous peace within the famlily
still prevalls, the gangs have become increas-
ingly aggressive in their demands for change.
Says Ted Gross, head of the city’s youth serv-
ices agency: “The thing is, you could b.s. the
gangs of the '50s. Take 'em to a movie, give
'em a basketball, put 'em on a bus for the
beach., But these kids today are not the 13-
to 18-year-old punks of 15 years ago. They've
been around. Now they're in their mid-20s
and some even in their 30s. You tell me, how
do you b.s. a guy who's been to Viet Nam?
If nothing is done to help them, they will be-
come more and more of a police problem. The
tragedy is that they are out there virtually
crying for help, pleading for someone to lis-
ten to them.”

SELF~RESPECT

The most encouraging aspect of the gangs
is that they are largely drug-free. City Coun-
cil President Sanford Garelik, among others,
feels that their all-out war on drugs may
help diminish one of the ghetto’s most in-

sidious problems. The Ghetto Brothers, for
instance, have developed a reputation as a
drug rehabilitation group.

A gang member named Sly, 22, a tall black
who lost a college basketball scholarship be-
cause of his habit, put it this way: “I was
arrested three times for robbery and larceny.
Drugs were ruining my life. But then the
Brothers got hold of me and wouldn't let me
out of their sight. You get a guy on the Jones
(drug withdrawal) and that's what you have
to do. They watched TV with me, drank wine
with me, took me downtown with them, out
to eat. They laugh with you, fight with you,
but they won't leave you. I've been here six
months now and I'd dle for these guys. They
gave me back my self-respect.”

Such feeling among some gang members
is genuine, but the conditions that have pro-
duced it make the gangs a new kind of men-
ace. Says YSA Commissioner Gross: “The
prospects for the coming summer are fright-
ening.”

VioLENCE BY YouTH GanGs Is Founp RISING
IN THReE CITIES

(By Donald Janson)

PHILADELPHIA, April 15.—A group of black
teenagers asked a 15-year-old white boy for
a dime on a street on the southwest side
here, then stabbed him to death when they
didn’t get it.

When a 52-year-old white veteran of the
Battle of Iwo Jima went to south central
Los Angeles to take food to a destitute black
friend, a street gang of 15 to 20 black youths
waylaid him and beat him to death without
provocation.

At New York's newest high school in the
Bronx, half of the lavatories are kept locked
so security guards can better cope with the
rash of assaults and robberies aimed largely
at white students by black and Puerto Rican
gangs.
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In an apparent resurgence of street gang
activity, violence by young men from the
pre-teens to the early thirties is once again
a big problem In some major United States
cities.

A nationwide check of 12 cities Indicates
that the violence is concentrated in the
country’s four largest citles—New York, Chi-
cago, Los Angeles and Philadelphia. Why the
activity is intense now, after a decade of com-
parative calm, is unclear.

For more than a decade after the rumbles
of the nineteen-fifties, the drug scene re-
placed gang wars as a focal attraction for
idle youths in the slums and raclally tense
neighborhoods of many clties.

Heroin has decreased gang activity in Chi-
cago, the street-gang capital, though 700
gangs retain their identity there, and violent
deaths, beating, robberies and shakedowns
continue.

“More brothers gettin’ killed,” said a for-
mer “gang-banger,” as warring gang members
are known on Chicago's black West Side,
“because there are more guns. But gang-
bangin' itself is dying off. Now, too many
brothers are too busy noddin' on the junk.”

The slackening in Chicago is allowing the
three other major cities to catch up. New
York and Los Angeles are experiencing a
strong resurgence in street violence. Phila-
delphia, with 160 killings attributed to street
gangs in the last four years, never lost this
virulent form of lawlessness in slum neigh-
borhoods.

Differences in pattern from the early rum-
bles are marked. Gangs still war on each
other, but more often now their vietims are
not members of gangs, often they are pass-
ersby chosen at random on the spur of the
moment.

RACE SOMETIMES A FACTOR

Often race appears to be a factor in select-
ing victims. And fatalities are more num-
erous now because “Saturday night specials,”
the cheap small-caliber handguns that have
become readily available to all, have largely
replaced homemade zip guns.

The most aggressive gangs have brazenly
widened their “turf” by invading school cor-
ridors and even neighborhood homes.

Edward Muir of the United Federation of
Teachers In New York said:

“The tragic element that distinguishes
this from earlier gang activity is the prolifer-
ation of handguns among teen-agers. The
‘SBaturday night special’' has hit the high
schools.”

Not all of today’s gangs are prone to vio-
lence. Many work for community betterment
and seek to rid their neighborhoods of drug
abuse.

Youth workers believe that teen-agers join
gangs for self-protection and for a sense of
belonging to something, a consequence of
a lack of home life and jobs in the slums.

Some gang members condone and even
participate in violence out of outrage at a
“system” they feel has sentenced them to
deprivation.

“Each and everyone of us here hates where
we live,” said a young member of a Bronx
gang during a discussion of gang problems
held recently by a community group in
New York. “We want out.”

“They feel we aren't people, you know,"
a member of the Black Spades said of the
suthorities.

“HELP A BROTHER"

In Chicago, a Black Disciple put it this
Way:

“Gangs give folks something to be proud
of. My parents couldn’t afford to put me in
the Boy Scouts. S50 me and the rest of our
guys started getting together. Our main
function is to help a brother. It's a thing
where guys care about each other.”

So they wear the “colors" of the Flaming
Skulls, the Golden Guineas and scores of
other big and little gangs. Some form fed-
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erations of gangs such as the Zulu Nation in
Philadelphia. Others remain small, even block
size. Most are raclally segregated—all black,
all Puerto Rican all of Mexican derivation, or
all white.

The Crips, a gang growing, prescribes black
gloves for the left hand and gold earrings
for the left earlobe and favors a walking
stick.

One explanation for the name and the
canes is that founders at Washington High
School were crippled at the time and used
walking sticks.

The Crips and other packs of youths such
as those who murdered the Iwo Jima ma-
rine veteran, N, J. Orr, have been sweeping
through south central Los Angeles and
Watts, beating, robbing, raping and oceca-
slonally killing, sometimes entering homes
to do so.

The terror has instilled widespread fear.
William F., a typical retired pensioner, will
not leave his apartment after dusk. The
mother of a 15-yzar-old girl who was raped
by gang members decided that her daughter
would not press charges after two weeks of
late-night phone calls threatened fire-bomb-
ing and window smashing if she did.

350 STUDENTS STAY HOME

Attacks on children golng to and from
school have become a major problem in each
of the gang-ridden cities, Parents have kept
350 students home from Stevenson High
School in the Bronx since last September.
Others have been transferred to private and
parcchial schools.

In some New York schools, pupils are
afraid to go to the tollet for fear of assault
or robbery. Some princlpals have advised
teachers not to remain in their classrooms
alone.

In Philadelphia, where street gangs con-
tributed to a 34 per cent increase in major
crimes last year, Superintendent of Schools
Matthew W. Costanzo proposed a $500,000
program to hire nonuniformed guards to
line “safety corridors” to and from schools
in gang-infested neighborhoods.

The proposal followed an experiment at
Bartlett Junior High School on the south
side in which the principal, vice principals
and nonteaching staff members acted as
guards at opening and closing hours after
attendance had dropped to T0 per cent of
enrollment,

The principal, Anthony Gian Petro, said
that previous patrolling inside the building
had been unsatisfactory because children got
beaten up outside, and patrolling immedi-
ately outside helped only until the children
got across the street.

SAFETY FLAN QUASHED

But the safety corridor plan was quashed
when Mayor Frank L. Rizzo sald that any
patrolling should be a police function, He
announced a police crackdown on street
gangs, but it has yet to stem the violence.

In mid-February, the day after the son
of the late actor Ed Begley was beaten,
stomped and stabbed by a gang of 25 black
youths in Los Angeles in the third such in-
cident of the afternoon, the Los Angeles City
Counecll also ordered a police crackdown.

Billy G. Mills, council president pro tem,
sald that the increase in murders, robberies
and assaults had imposed a “crisis of intim-
idation and fear” on parts of Los Angeles
“by roving groups of young people ranging
in age from 10 to 30."

The age range is the same in the other
cities. Gang member in each of the four
clties ranges from 4,000 to 8,000.

After six months of research by a special
force on gangs, Mayor Lindsay of New York
announced allocation of $1-million to the
city’s youth service agency for programs to
deal with the resurgence in gangs and gang
violence.

The programs will include job training and
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placement, recreation and remedial educa-
tion.

“Our goal is not only to break up those
gangs already in existence,” the Mayor sald,
“but also to prevent the formation of new
ones.”

The Chicago police department, which
once pursued & hard line, now talks less about
breaking up gangs and more about “work-
ing with youth organizations and gangs.”

Its gang intelligence unit, which once used
infiltration, massive raids on living quarters
and hundreds of arrests on misdemeanor
charges to harass the Black P. Stone Nation
(formerly Blackstone Rangers) and other
gangs, has been reduced to 60 policemen
compared to 220 three years ago.

CHICAGO VIOLENCE REDUCED

The softer line, the incapacitating inroads
made by heroin and community patrols
formed by black adults have all had an effect
in reducing gang violence in Chicago.

So have programs that give gangs some-
thing productive to do. Chicago's Conserva-
tive Vice Lords, for example, now operate a
chain of shops with Federal funds and a gift
from W. Clement Stone, an insurance execu-
tive and leading financial backer of Presi-
dent Nixon in his political campaigns.

In the draft of a report, soon to be com-
pleted, on hearings in Philadelphia last year,
the United States Commission on Civil Rights
criticized some police methods of dealing
with street gangs, for example taking mem-
bers singly to the “turf” of a rival gang and
leaving them there to return home as best
they can,

The commission attributed at least one
death to this practice, which, it said, ap-
peared to be “designed to exploit the danger
of the situation at the expense of the young
people rather than to expedite corrective
measures.”

Not all of the new and continuing gangs
are prone to violence. Even most of those
that are quick to fight bar hard drugs for
members, although a few have become deal-
ers in drugs.

Many gangs have neighborhood improve-
ment goals, such as forceful eviction of push-

ers, cleanup of streets and back lots, regis-

tration of voters and even peace among
gangs.

Umoja, & West Philadelphia organization,
arranged peace talks in February among
several gangs, stressing the senselessness of
blacks killing blacks in gang warfare.

Nine East Los Angeles gangs formed the
federation of Barrios Unidos to try to end
rumbles and turn youthful energies instead
toward combating drug abuse, police “har-
assment” and inequitiec in education.

UNITED YOUTH FEDERATION

To seek & truce in their sporadic warfare
with whites and blacks, a Puerto Rican gang
in Milwaukee had pins made saying “United
Youth Federation.” The pins showed three
clenched fists, one black, one hrown and one
white.

But even the peacemskers walk a tight
rope in attempts to bring communication
into today's street gang subculture. Some-
times the difficulty is that gang presidents,
vice presidents and war lords cannot always
control hotheads or gun-loving marginal
members.

Robert Benjamin Cornell, 25-year-old vice
president of the Ghetto Brothers in the
Bronx, was beaten and stabbed to death by
members of the Seven Immortals and the
Black Spades in December when he sought
to negotiate peace among several warring
gangs.

In January, Eduardo Vicenty of New York's
youth services agency was shot in the head
while trying to stop a gang fight. He had
helped to get endorsements from scores of
gangs for a Family Peace Treaty binding them
to negotiate before settling disputes by force.
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Last month Anthony Rennies, teen-age
member of the Black Assassins in New York,
was shot to death while seeking a truce
with the Shades of Black.

But while rundown neighborhoods in the
largest cities tremble before the depredations
of street gangs, smaller cities have had little
recurrence of the problem. Some authorities
“credit’” drugs for this.

“Guys are so busy hustling to get drugs
for themselves, or to steal to buy them,
that they don’t have time to organize gangs,”
said Al Turner, project manager of the Miaml
Model Cities Development. “The drug prob-
lem has ruled out street gangs here.”

In Detroit, where the biggest youth prob-
lem also is narcotics, the police department’s
gang unit changed its name and now handles
other matters.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Senator.

Now, Mr, President, when these funds
are added to appropriations already
available, 947,928 9-week job opportuni-
ties will be provided for economically
disadvantaged youth, ages 14 to 21, in
urban and rural areas, and recreational
activities to children 6 through 12 years
of age.

The committee has included $40 mil-
lion for the National Cancer Institute,
which was submitted in a supplemental
estimate to the Senate after the bill had
been reported to the House. These funds
are required to meet the critical and im-
mediate need to train additional cancer
scientists and to provide more and bet-
ter facilities for cancer researct:.

For higher education, the committee
recommends an appropriation of $300,-
400,000 to provide additional financial
assistance for students hoping to begin a
college education this fall. The complete
justification for this recommendation is
contained on pages 37 and 38 of the
committee report.

For the economic opportunity program
under the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity, the committee has provided $30 mil-
lion to carry out the emergency food and
medical services program.

Mr. President, at this point I ask unan-
imous consent that a brief statement by
Senator MacnUsoN, chairman of the La-
bor-HEW Subcommittee be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks. The statement outlines in more
detail the Senate action on chapter VII
than is contained in my brief remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, under
the legislative chapter, the committee
has provided an appropriation of $650,-
000 for the Joint Committee on Inaug-
ural Ceremonies of 1973. These funds
are to be used for the construction of a
platform and seating stands and for sal-
aries and expenses of conducting the in-
augural ceremonies of the President and
Vice President on January 20, 1973.

In chapter IX of the bill, the sum of
$500,000, including $180,000 to be de-
rived by transfer, has been recom-
mended for the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration.

Chapter X contains recommendations
for appropriations for the Departments
of State and Justice and for certain re-
lated agencies.

The committee has provided a total
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of $94,244,279 under this chapter, which
is an increase of $3,908,169 over the
House bill. This sum is to be used for
contributions to international organiza-
tions.

The first item under chapter XI, De~
partment of Transportation, relates to
the Coast Guard. The committee recom-
mends the sum of $540,000 for operating
expenses, including $140,000 for initia-
tion of the Federal Boat Safety Act and
$400,000 to recommission two vessels for
augmenting the fishery patrols—one for
the Atlantic and one for the Pacific fish-
ing areas. These vessels are to be recom-
missioned as rapidly as possible by the
Coast Guard to meet the urgent need
which exists for these increased patrols,
which will offer means to effectively re-
duce harassment and loss of income and
livelihood for our fishermen.

For the Federal payment to the air-
port and airway trust fund under the
Federal Aviation Administration, the
committee recommendation is $66,138,-
000, the amount of the budget estimate
and the House allowance.

For the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion, the committee recommends an ap-
propriation of $270 million for Amirak
for the balance of fiscal year 1972 and
all of fiscal year 1973. This is $100 mil-
lion more than the amount requested
for this period. Several members of the
committee felt very strongly that this
additional $100 million should be pro-
vided, and their view prevailed in the
commitiee.

The last regular governmental chap-
ter in the bill, chapter XII, relates to
the Department of the Treasury, Postal
Service, and General Government.

The committee has concurred with
the House in recommending an appro-
priation of $109,700,000 for the payment
to the civil service retirement and dis-
ability fund. The committee recommen-
dations provide an appropriation of $1,-
400,000 for the Commission on Govern-
ment Procurement; $8,756,000 for con-
struction, public buildings projects; and
$399,400 for salaries and expenses of the
U.S. tax court.

In chapter XIII of the bill, the commit-
tee has provided $5,508,032, the amount
of the budget estimate contained in Sen-
ate Document No. 92-71, for claims and
judgments rendered against the United
States.

Mr. President, as I mentioned earlier,
there is a 90-page report on the desk of
each Member. I have attempted to high-
light the major items in the bill, but I
would be glad—together with the chair-
men of the regular subcommittees—to
answer any questions with respect to this
bill.

ExHiBIT 1
STATEMENT OF SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNU-
soN oN H.R. 14582 SEcOND SUPPLEMENTAL

Mr. MacNUsoN. Mr. President, I shall make
only a few brief remarks. Chapter VII of the
bill now hefore the Senate covers the
supplemental requests for programs at the
Departments of Labor, Health Education,
and Welfare and related agencles. The sum
recommended in Chapter VII as reported to
the Senate is $1,510,413,000. This is $448,812,-
000 over the budget estimate and $531,-
512,000 over the House allowance.

In my judgment, Chapter VII includes
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adequate funds to meet necessary expenses
of the several Departments and Agenciles,

The largest single item in this chapter re-
lates to “Grants to States for Public Assist-
ance.” The Committee recommended the
full amount of $803,441,000 for grants to
States which was developed from data ac-
cumulated from the States in November,
1971. This is a mandatory spending item
wherein the law provides that the Federal
Government shall match State expenditures
for public assistance.

The Committee is also concerned by the
high rate of discrepancies in this program
which was recently reported by the Depart-
ment. The problem most likely stems from
the fact that the Department currently has
1152 employees engaged in Federal manage-
ment of the Public Assistance programs
which Involve an estimated $13.4 billions of
Gollars for FY 1973 and the efforts of 195,000
State and local employees. Therefore, the
Committee has included in this bill the §2,-
850,000 and 427 positions requested by the
Department to enable the Social and Re-
habilitation Service to take fast and effective
actions to correct these discrepancies. The
Social and Rehabllitation Service claims that
the positions and its management initia-
tives will save over 400 million in Federal
funds during fiscal year 1973. These savings
will be accomplished we are told without the
curtailment of benefits and useful services
to those persons eligible for those benefits
and services.

The Committee also provided $30 million
for the Office of Economic Opportunity to
carry out the Emergency Food and Medical
Services program. This amount, together
with the enacted appropriation of $3,500,000,
will restore the program to nearly 70 percent
of the 1971 program.

These funds will provide the necessary
outreach, transportation, and related serv-
ices that are essential to insure full partic-
ipation of the poor in the food stamp and
food commodity programs of the Department

of Agriculture.

The Committee has also included $247 mil-
lion, an increase of $152 million over the
budget estimate and House allowance for a
much expanded and much needed Neighbor-

hood Youth Corps program.

The bill also includes $9 million to restore
the Follow Through program to the 1971
level. This will prevent the termination of
26 ongoing projects and restore services to
over 8300 students.

The Committee has also included $300.4
million for higher education student assist-
ance, an increase of $257.7 million over the
budget request. The Senate bill will provide
for college work-study grants to 173,000 ad-
ditional students, educational opportunity
grants to 217,000 additional students and
NDEA loans to an additional 129,000 stu-
dents. The Committee has included $5.8
million in the bill for special educational
programs for veterans. Only about one-fifth
of over 5 million eligible veterans are cur-
rently enrolled under provisions of the GI
bill; and only a small number of these are
from low-income backgrounds. These funds
are intended to reach out to returning vet-
erans, especially those who lack a high school
diploma, and help them get on the right
track—and get the kind of education that
will enable them to lead more productive
lives.

Other significant items include the full
budget request of $5,610,000 to enable the
Public Health Service hospitals to operate
at the 1971 level and the full request of
£40,000,000 for construction of cancer re-
search centers and training of cancer re-
search sclentists.

A number of other mandatory items were
included in the bill including special lan-
guage which will permit the expenditure of
$21 milllon of previously appropriated funds
for “impacted areas.”
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Mr. President, the Committee believes
these recommendations are sound and they
are reasonable.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc, and
that the bill as thus amended be regarded
for the purpose of amendment as original
text, provided that no point of order shall
be considered to have been waived by
reason of agreement to this order.

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

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, after line 12, insert:
CROPLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the land use adjustment program authorized
in section 16(e) of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended (16
U.8.C. 590p(e) ), $10,000,000 to remain avail-
able until expended.

At the top of page 3, insert:
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION NATIONAL
CoMMISSION ON MATERIALS PoLICY
For an additional amount of “Salaries and

expenses”, for the Nafional Commission on
Materials Policy, $100,000.

On page 3, line 23, strike out “$154,-
312,000” and insert “$144,312,000".

On page 4, line 14, strike out “$2,602,-
000" and insert “$2,233,000”.

On page 5, line 3, after the word “ex-
pended”, strike out “$69,955,000” and in-
sert *“$68,000,000; and, in line 4, after
the word “That”, strike out “$6,500,000"
and insert “$4,545,000".

FUNDS APFROFPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
SUBSCRIPTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

For payment by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury toward the third replenishment of the
resources of the International Development

Association, $320,000,000, to remalin available
until expended.

On page 6, line 21, after the word “pur-
poses”, insert “and shall remain avail-
able until June 30, 1973,”.

On page 7, line 5, after “$1,924,000”,
strike out the comma and “to be derived
by transfer from the appropriation for
“Medical care”, fiscal year 1972".

On page T, after line 13, insert:

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE
For an additional amount for “Construc-

tion and maintenance”, $200,000 to remain
available until expended.

On page 7, line 20, strike out “$4,000,-
000” and insert ““$4,308,000".

On page 8, line 17, after “$12,500,000",
insert a colon and “Provided, That there
shall be advanced to each regional asso-
ciation the sum of $1,000,000 in fiscal
year 1972 which shall be used solely for
organization of the regional corporations
and village corporations within each
region and to identify land for such cor-
porations pursuant to the Act of Decem-
ber 18, 1971; that such advance shall be
credited against the first moneys due to
such corporations under this Aet and
shall first be used to repay any loans
advanced to such corporations by any
financial organization after December
14, 1971; and that no funds may be ad-
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vanced by any regional association to
any village corporation unless the village
for which such corporation was orga-
nized is determined by the Bureau of the
Census to have had twenty-five or more
Native residents living within such vil-
lage according to the 1970 census.”

On page 9, after line 12, insert:

BUREAU OoF MINES
HELIUM FUND

The Secretary is authorized to borrow
from the Treasury for payment to the helium
production fund pursuant to section 12(a)
of the Hellum Act to carry out the provisions
of the Act and contractual obligations there-
under, including hellum purchases, to re-
maln available without fiscal year limitation,
$45,300,000, in addition to amounts here-
tofore authorized to be borrowed. (50 U.S.C.
167; 74 Stat. 918)

On page 10, after line 15, insert:
CONSTRUCTION AND LAND ACQUISITION
For an additional amount for “Construc-
tion and land acquisition”, $170,000, to re-
malin available until expended.

On page 11, line 7, after “(Public Law
92-203)", strike out “$300,000” and in-
sert “$125,000".

On page 11, line 21, after the word
“services”, strike out ““$95,000,000” and
insert “$247,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1972".

On page 12, after line 17, insert:

MATERIAL AND CHILD HEALTH

For an additional amount for “Maternal
and Child Health”, $112,000.

On page 13, after line 2, insert:
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE

For an additional amount for the *“Na-
tional Cancer Institute,” $40,000,000, to re-
main available through June 30, 1073.

On page 13, after line 7, insert:
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

For an additional amount for “Elementary
and Secondary Education,” $9,000,000, to

carry out section 222(a) (2) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 as amended.

On page 13, after line 12, insert:
HIGHER EDUCATION

For an additional amount for “Higher
Education,” $300,400,000, including $130,-
200,000 for educational opportunity grants,
$75,400,000 for college work-study programs,
and $69,000,000 for student loans under the
National Defense Education Act: Provided,
That the funds appropriated herein shall
remain available until June 30, 1973.

On page 14, after line 8, insert:
OFFICE OoF EcoNoMIC OPPORTUNITY
Economic OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM

For an additional amount for the “Eco-

nomlic Opportunity Program”, $30,000,000 to
carry out a program of emergency food and
medical services, as authorized by section
222(a) (2) of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, as amended: Provided, That funds
appropriated herein shall remain avallable
until September 30, 1972.

On page 14, after line 21, insert:
GENERAL PROVISION

The first proviso to the appropriation made
by Public Law 92-48 under the heading
“School Assistance in Federally Affected
Areas” is amended by striking out 73 per
centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “78
per centum.”
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On page 15, after line 10, insert:
JOINT ITEMS
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INAUGURAL
CEREMONIES OF 1973

For construction of platform and seating
stands and for salaries and expenses of con-
ducting the inaugural ceremonies of the
President and Vice President of the United
States, January 20, 1973, in accordance with
such program as may be adopted by the
joint committee authorized by concurrent
resolution of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, $650,000, to remain avallable
through June 30, 1973.

At the top of page 16, insert a new
chapter, as follows:
CHAPTER IX
PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
For an additional amount for “Operation
and Maintenance”, $500,000, of which $180,-
000 shall be derived by transfer from the ap-
propriation for “Construction,” Southwestern
Power Administration.

On page 186, line 10, change the chapter
number from “IX” to “X".

On page 16, line 23, after the word “or-
ganizations”, strike out “$9,308,360" and
insert “$13,216,529".

On page 19, line 16, change the chapter
number from “X” to “XI".

On page 19, line 21, strike out “$140,-
000" and insert “$540,000".

On page 20, line 4, after “(Public Law
92-75) ", strike out “$1,000,000” and in-
sert “$3,000,000".

On page 20, after line 16, insert:
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS TO NATIONAL RATLROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION

To enable the Secretary of Transportation
to make grants to the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation, as authorized by sec-
tion 601 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of
1970, as amended, $270,000,000 to remain
available until expended: Provided, That this
appropriation shall be available only upon
the enactment into law of authorizing leg-
islation by the Ninety-second Congress.

On page 21, line 4, change the chapter
number from “XI” to “XII".

On page 22, line 18, after the word
“projects”, strike out ‘“$45,958,000” and
insert *“$8,756,000””; on page 23, line 1,
after “$7,151,000", strike out “Courthouse
and Federal office building (superstruc-
ture), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in
addition to the sum heretofore appropri-
ated, $14,360,000; Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation building (superstructure),
District of Columbia, in addition to the
sum heretofore appropriated, $22,842,-
000;”; and, in line 8, after $1,605,000:",
insert “Provided further, That the ap-
propriation for the Federal office build-
ing (superstructure), Chicago, Illinois,
shall be available only upon the approv-
al of the revised prospectus by the Com-
mittees on Public Works of the Con-
gress:"”.

On page 23, line 18, after the word
“projects”, strike out “$2,297,000” and in-
sert “$755,000”.

At the top of page 24, insert a new
chapter, as follows:
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CHAPTER XIII
CLAIMS AND JUDGMENTS

For payment of claims settled and deter-
mined by departments and agencies in accord
with law and judgments rendered against
the United States by the United States Court
of Claims and United States district courts,
as set forth in Senate Document Numbered
71, Ninety-second Congress, $5,5608,032, to-
gether with such amounts s may be neces-
sary to pay interest (as and when specified
in such judgments or provided by law) and
such additional sums due to increases in
rates of exchange as may be necessary to pay
claims in foreign currency: Provided, That
no judgment herein appropriated for shall
be palid until it shall become final and con-
clusive against the United States by fallure
of the parties to appeal or otherwise: Provid-
ed further, That unless otherwise specifically
required by law or by judgment, payment of
interest wherever appropriated for herein
shall not continue for more than thirty days
after the date of approval of the Act.

On page 25, after line 1, insert:
SENATE

“Salaries, officers and employees"”, $1,207,-
865;

“Office of the Legislative Counsel of the
Senate"”, $6,465;

Contingent expenses of the Senate:

“Senate policy committees”, $15,170;

“Inquiries and investigations”, $268,950, in-
cluding $7,345 for the Committee on Appro-
priations;

“Folding documents”, $1,580;

“Miscellaneous items”, $1,250;

On page 27, after line 5, insert:
“Senate garage', $2,600;

On page 34, line 5, after the word
“Army”, strike out “$736,738,000" and in-
sert *“$696,738,000”.

On page 34, line 7, after the word

“Navy”, strike out “$464,740,000” and in-
sert “$471,740,000".

On page 34, after the word “Army"”,
strike out “$23,792,000” and insert
“$17,792,000".

On page 34, line 15, after the word
“Army”, strike out “$79,431,000" and in-
sert “$49,431,000”.

On page 34, line 19, after the word
“Army"”, strike out “$41,276,000” and in-
sert “$61,776,000".

On page 34, after line 22, insert:

“Operation and maintenance,
Corps”, $4,649,000;

On page 35, line b5, strike out
$2.106,000” and insert “$10,106,000".

On page 48, line 15, after the word
“expenses”’, strike out the colon and
“Provided, That none of the funds made
available for administrative or nonad-
ministrative expenses of the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board by this Act shall
be used to finance the relocation of all or
any part of the Federal Home Loan Bank
from Greensboro, North Carolina, nor
for the supervision, direction or opera-
tion of any district bank for the fourth
district other than at such location”.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a technical cor-
rection be made, as follows:

On page 14, line 14, strike out the
numeral “2” and insert in lieu thereof
li5.’,

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

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I com-

Marine
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mend the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER), the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, for a
very good explanation with reference to
this supplemental appropriations bill.

The bill covers the salary increase
costs of other programs. It is rather lib-
eral with respect to welfare and related
programs. However, we will probably
work some of that out in conference with
the House. I believe it is a bill that all
the Members of the Senate can support.
Most of the money in this bill is needed.

THIRD IDA REPLENISHMENT

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, I would
like to commend the Appropriations
Committee, and specifically the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee under the
leadership of Senators ProxMIRE and
Fone, for its strong stand in support of
the administration’s request in this sup-
plemental bill for the first year's contri-
butions by the United States to the third
replenishment of the resources of the
International Development Association—
IDA.

Mr. President, there is much more at
stake here than an appropriation, much
as this money is needed for the efforts of
the World Bank group and its IDA af-
filiate in helping the poorest nations of
this world. This appropriation is needed
so that the United States can proceed
to honor its commitments and ratify this
IDA replenishment agreement among the
19 so-called rich nations of the world.

IDA is an idea conceived here in the
Congress in a bipartisan effort during the
Eisenhower administration and former
Senator Monroney of Oklahoma was
ﬁea\dly responsible for this authoriza-

on.

It has received the support of every
President since that time.

President Nixon has repeatedly urged
the Congress to act on this item. When
he signed the IDA authorization bill on
the 10th of March, he noted:

The legislation which I sign today is evi-
dence of the willingness of the United States
to provide the funds required to carry out
these programs. The amounts called for are
within our capabilities. They are consistent
with and have been taken into account in
our budgetary planning. They are essential
if the idea of multilateral assistance is to
remain a viable concept. And they are neces-
sary if we are to continue to participate con-
structively in an international effort which
has, in large part because of our past leader-
ship, played such a major role in fostering
progress in the developing world.

The agreement to replenish IDA re-
sources at a $2.4 billion replenishment
level was carefully negotiated by the
major donor countries of the world under
the leadership of the United States. This
agreement was due to come into effect on
July 1 of last year, when IDA ran out of
commitment authority to make further
Joans. Since that time 15 nations—other
than the United States—have come for-
ward with a total of $454 million to keep
IDA’s work going while the world awaits
the long-delayed U.S. ratification which
is contingent on the Congress appropria-
tion process. The sole requirement to
bring that agreement into effect is the

vote of the U.S. Governors as authorized
in legislation passed by the Senate in
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October last year and the House earlier
this year. A list of donor country advance
contributions to the IDA reads:
Advanced contributions to IDA since
June 1971
Million

Germany
EKuwait
Sweden

Americans have become accustomed to
thinking of themselves as the most gen-
erous people in the world. This pride is
certainly genuine. But, today, while in
percentage of GNP America’s contribu-
tion to development assistance programs
is continuing to fall, others are coming
forward and raising their contributions.

IDA, which the United States helped
to create in order to have burden-sharing
in development, has become recently an
example of this in the important business
of helping the poor nations of the world.
Fifteen other nations have been carrying
the burden. In these months also, our
inecreased contributions to various multi-
lateral organizations—which have not
yvet been made—were used to justify dra-
matic and unfortunate slashes in our bi-
lateral assistance programs. And in the
trade field, the United States has not
been able to proceed with legislation
granting tariff preferences to developing
nations—again despite the fact that the
United States played a leadership role in
pushing this policy which the other
major industrialized nations have now
adopted.

I must point to the effect of these
policies on the U.S. expectation that
countries of the developing world will
cooperate with the United States in the
upcoming reform of the international
monetary system and the reshaping of
the international trading order. The U.S.
expectation of cooperation is signaled by
Secretary Connally’s proposal to increase
the size of the negotiating table from a
group of 10 rich countries to a group of
20 which will include representatives
from the developing world.

I urge that first the Senate and the
Congress meet this important obligation
of the United States by providing for the
full funding of the third IDA replenish-
ment. I want to commend the Appro-
priations Commiftee and particularly
the leadership of the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee for its decisive statement
in its report saying that there is “no jus-
tifiable reason for delaying action until
fiscal year 1973.”

In closing let me say that it is particu-
larly important at this period in our his-
tory and when a major international
conference is underway at UNCTAD III
where other developed nations are mak-
ing new developmental assistance com-
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mitments—such as the “link”—that the
United States carry its world respon-
sibilities in this vital area. It is these
burden-sharing development programs
which make a positive contribution to-
ward the type of world we all would like
to see.
QUORUM CALL

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
understand that the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. PeErcy) desires to offer an
amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask unanimous consent that the time
be charged against my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PERCY. 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. PERCY. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 10, line 22, insert the following:
JoHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS

For expenses necessary for maintaining
and operating the nonperforming arts func-
tions of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts, $1,5600,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That
these funds shall be available for obligation
only upon enactment into law of S. 1736 by
the Ninety-second Congress.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, the amend-
ment which I now bring before the Sen-
ate will, if accepted, appropriate $1,500,~
000 to carry out the nonperforming arts
functions of the John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts. It is a question
on which the Senate has already ex-
pressed its strong support.

My colleagues will recall that last De-
cember when we considered a supple-
mental appropriations bill, I introduced
a similar amendment to provide $1.5 mil-
lion for the nonperforming arts activi-
ties of the Center and it was accepted
by an overwhelming majority of the Sen-
ate. Prior to introduction of the amend-
ment, hearings were held by the Public
Works Committee on authorizing legisla-
tion to support the Center’s nonperform-
ing arts functions and a letter was trans-
mitted to Senator BisrLe of the Interior
Appropriations Subcommittee by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
Mr. RaNpoLPH, in support of such an ap-
propriation. When I first presented the
matter to the Appropriations Committee
during our early sessions on the supple-
mental bill, it was warmly received. Un-
fortunately, however, the House had not
given prior consideration to such an ap-
propriation, therefore, it was deleted in
conference on an objection by the House
conferees.

Today, I am offering the amendment
again, because the House has expressed
its intent with respect to funding for the
Kennedy Center. Approximately 2 weeks
ago the House approved legislation sup-
porting a fiscal year 1972 appropriation
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for the security, maintenance, and other
expenses related to the memorial aspects
of the Center. It also approved a proposal
to transfer, at the beginning of fiseal
year 1973, the nonperforming arts activi-
ties of the Center to the National Park
Service.

I commend the House for this recent
action, because I believe that the $1.5
million is clearly needed as an emergency
funding to keep the Center open for daily
visitations by nonpaying guests. I also
think that the move to turn these respon-
sibilities over to the National Park Serv-
ice is a good one.

Because the House has clearly stated
its support for funding, on an emergency
basis, the nonperforming arts functions
of the Center, I see no reason why we
should not approve the appropriation
again. And I am confident that this time
the House conferees will concur in the
Senate’s action.

Mr. President, as a result of Congress
failure to approve emergency funding for
the nonperforming arts operations, steps
had to be taken last December to close
the Center for daily visitations. Three
months later, on April 1, tours began
again for an indefinite time and officials
estimate that 12,000 persons a day visit
the Kennedy Center. It is the second
highest visitation point at the current
time of any monument in the city. The
Capitol ranks first.

The spring and summer months see
many students from all over the country
arrive in Washington for what may be
to many of them their first glimpse of this
magnificent city. Even for those of us
who have resided in Washington for sev-
eral years, visiting the great national
memorials, such as the Jefferson, the
Lincoln, and the Washington Monu-
ments, can still be an impressive experi-
ence. I cannot help but think that the
memories of Washington, D.C., which our
young people and families take back
home with them are greatly enhanced by
8 visit to the newest memorial to a past
President—the John F. Kennedy Center.
Unless we move to appropriate funds nec-
essary to keep the Center open, how-
ever, it may be forced to close its doors
again,

The responsibility of making the Cen-
ter available during the day to visitors,
special workshops and student programs
is not a simple one, and it is expensive.
There are maintenance costs and guard
services that have to be provided. Ade-
quate security must be present to pre-
vent any further vandalism or marring
of the Center’s beauty. The unfortunate
experiences of last fall in which visitors
literally ripped down chandelier crystals
and cut pieces of carpet from the great
hall cannot continue. I have every reason
to believe that we can prevent such de-
struction by increased security and the
sale of mementos.

I would like to underscore the point
that the total $1.5 million will be ex-
pended for those functions unrelated to
the performing arts activities of the Cen-
ter. None of the money will be spent on
the building itself or the performing arts
aspects of the Center.

In addition, we do not intend to make
this an annual request. When the Park
Service assumes responsibility for the
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nonperforming arts aspects of the Ken-
nedy Center, future expenditures for this
function will be contained in the overall
National Park Service budget.

The trustees and officials of the Ken-
nedy Center are deeply appreciative of
the strong support and interest of the
Senate in the operations of the Center.
Because of the Congress support, com-
pletion of the Kennedy Center represents
a much needed investment in the per-
forming arts in this country. It ranks
among the greatest performing arts
structures in capitals throughout the
world and certainly is a showcase for
the arts in this country. It is as much a
monument to the arts as it is to the late
President for whom it is named.

I urge that the Senate reaffirm its sup-
port for the Kennedy Center by approv-
ing this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it will
be recalled, as the Senator from Illinois
stated, that the Senate went on record
last year and even suspended the rule in
order to put this amendment into the
bill. When the bill went to conference
the House objected to this appropriation
and the item was deleted.

The Senator indicated the House has
agreed to the authorization, and the Sen-
ator from Illinois has in his amendment
a provision which states:

Provided, That those funds shall be avail-
able for obligation only upon enactment into
law of 8. 1736 by the Ninety-Second Con-

gress.

As the chairman of the committee,
I know other members of the committee
feel that this money will not become
available until authorized.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this
amendment- clearly is subject to a point
of order. There is no authorization for
this appropriation. It is a good cause but
there are many other much more meri-
torious causes in the United States wait-
ing to be funded because there is no au-
thorization. This matter could well wait
for authorization. I know the sentiment
of the Senate. It undoubtedly will pass
overwhelmingly so I will not raise a point
of order, it would be useless.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will some-
one yield to me for 5 minutes?

Mr. ELLENDER, I yield to the Sena-
tor from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, last year
when this measure came up I tried to get
a vote on it before I had to leave for my
home State and I could not, so I did not
have a chance to express myself on the
floor or to vote on this particular appro-
priation.

I do not believe we have yet received
a full and accurate report on the Ken-
nedy Center. If we are going to get into
the business of financing the Kennedy
Center I can see no other way than for
Congress to take over full jurisdiction of
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the financing.. I know this will be very
disappointing to the trustees but if we
are going to know the amount for which
we are going to have to subsidize this
institution, an institution which was rep-
resented to us constantly as paying its
own way, then Congress is going to have
to get into the financing. I notice that
some of the mistakes made last year are
responsible for the necessity of having
this $1.5 million appropriated.

I am fully aware, as is everyone, that
this is subject to a point of order. I will
not exercise my right to raise that point
of order since the House has already put
this language in. But I Jdo feel and I
want to put the Senate on notice that
as far as this Senator is concerned if we
are going to subsidize the Kennedy Cen-
ter, and that is what we are doing here,
then, in fact, we should take a look at
the entire operation and see how much
of this so-called nonperforming type of
activity should be financed with profits
from the Center.

Shows are going on there constantly. I
am not satisfied that the Center is getting
the sums from the performing troupes
that come in that should be received,
but my personal belief is that the whole
Center should be placed on a self-sup-
porting basis. So when this comes up
again I, for one, intend to scrutinize it
very carefully. I must say that I have
talked with Roger Stevens, who is chair-
man of the Board of Trustees or presi-
dent, and I still have not satisfied my-
self in my own mind that the entire op-
erations of the Center are sharing as
much of the expense of the operations of
the Center as they might.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I think
I may be able to provide some informa-
tion about this situation as it relates to
the Committee on Public Works. As has
been said, the Senate approved last year
an appropriation of $1.5 million to the
Center on an emergency basis. It was
not approved by the House. But, this
yvear the House has provided in its pub-
lic buildings authorization bill an au-
thorization of $1.5 million for the Ken-
nedy Center.

As I recall, it provides also that the
operation and maintenance of the Center
shall be turned over to the Park Service.
The Senate has passed its public build-
ings bill, and in talking to the chairman
of the committee, the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RanporLrH), and the Sena-
tor from Delaware (Mr. Boces) we have
considered that our committee will agree
to the House $1.5 million authorization
in conference.

That will assume the authorization of
$1,500,000.

I do not want to speak for other Mem-
bers of the Senate, but it is my belief
that we would not accept at this time
the House provision which would im-
mediately turn the Kennedy Center over
for operation and maintenance to the
Park Service. We expect to hold hear-
ings and secure the information avail-
able about the operation of the Kennedy
Center to determine its needs, its liabil-
ities, its sources of income, to hear the
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views of the General Accounting Office,
and Park Service. Last year the Senate
did express its approval of the $1,500,000.
Now the House has approved the $1,500,-
000 as far as authorization is concerned.
The Senate should approve today the $1,-
500,000 on an emergency basis. I urge
that it do so.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, may I
have 3 minutes?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, an inter-
esting facet of this matter is that there
is no member of the Committee on Inter-
ior and Insular Affairs on the floor at the
moment except myself, and all three of
the senior members of that committee
are temporarily absent. We have a rather
peculiar situation here, where the Public
Works Committee is considering legis-
lation to turn the operation of the Center
over to the Department of the Interior,
which would come under the jurisdiction,
I believe, of the Subcommittee on Parks
and Recreation, which is headed by the
distinguished senior Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. BisLE). I am not sure, but I
believe that is correct. So we have the
peculiar situation here of the Public
Works Committee considering turning
over this particular facility to the Park
Service as a part of the Department of
the Interior when the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs has not been
consulted.

I make these few remarks for this rea-
son. I believe if this action is taken, the
senior Senator from Nevada, and chair-
man of the committee, and perhaps the
ranking minority member, should be con-
sulted to determine whether or not hear-
ings should be had. I do believe it is very
important to ascertain what kind of obli-
gation we are assuming if we turn this
facility over to the Department of the
Interior, and certainly, from here on out,
to put up a warning that there is only
one committee of the Senate that can
properly deal with this matter, and that
is the Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs. I state that only as a per-
sonal opinion.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

First, I should like to thank very
much indeed the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee and
the members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee—the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
ArLrorT) among them—for not raising a
point of order. Any Senator can do so,
and certainly it would be proper for him
to do so if he felt strongly about it. But
this matter has been so thoroughly aired,
and the procedure has been established
for making certain that there will be
committee oversight with respect to this
operation, that I can say as one trustee,
that, as a member of the minority, and
as vice chairman of the board, we wel-
come such scrutiny and oversight. The
trustees have spent much time in fund-
raising to make sure that the Kennedy
Center is a viable and going operation.

I believe there is not a single art center
in the world that is not supported, some-
how, by public funds. Certainly the stud-

ies I have made in Europe indicate that
the per capita expenditure which is
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made here, from the standpoint of the
Government, on the arts is among the
lowest in the world. The capital expendi-
ture of the German Government, a capi-
talist country, is 10 to 20 times what
ours is.

We have developed the concept that
the Center, as much as possible, should
be supported by private capital. Cer-
tainly the oversight responsibility of the
Committee on Public Works is welcomed,
just as I have talked a number of times
with our own Comptroller General, Mr.
Staats, to make sure, as one of the trus-
tees, that we had as careful a study and
analysis of the financial operations of
the Center as we possibly could get. As I
previously reported, I did infroduce a
resolution to the board asking for the
creation of the position of comptroller
of the Kennedy Center, a position which
would report jointly to the chairman of
the board and the board itself.

The Board of Directors and the trus-
tees agreed to the proposal. We are look-
ing for the most competent and capable
man we can get.

The memorial aspects of the Center,
of course, do cost money. We have not,
as the newspapers would indicate this
morning, completely solved the problems
of vandalism. We have considerably ex-
panded security in the Center, but still
we have heavy costs involved in that
area.

If we do not have the approval of this
measure, the Center may have to be
closed. Creditors cannot be asked to ex-
tend credit any longer, The Park Service
is now owed $250,000 for services ren-
dered. Cleaning bills have not been paid
for about 6 months, and that cost is ap-
proximately $200,000. The lighting bills
have not been paid for 6 months, and
that runs to about $300,000.

My amendment is a l-year request,
taking into account the fact that if we do
go along with what the House has re-
quested, the National Park Service will
take over the operation in fiscal year
1973.

As far as the Kennedy Center is con-
cerned, it has been outstanding in what
it has accomplished. Its attendance rec-
ord has exceeded any expectations. As
a visitors center, as I indicated in my
earlier comments, it is second only to the
Capitol itself, with 12,000 people a day
going through it.

I do appreciate, as a trustee of the
Center, the words of confidence and
counsel, and the understanding to do
what has been expressed, and I certainly
appreciate the fact that no Senator has
raised a point of order.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me half a minute?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Maine.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I want to
associate myself with the expressions
offered by the Senator from Colorado
with respect to the Kennedy Center.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Do Senators yield back their time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
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Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I suggested
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded 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
objectioL., it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
call the attention of the Senate——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. JAVITS. Can the Senator from
Alabama yield me time?

Mr. ALLEN. All time has been yielded
back.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 2 min-
utes.

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

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
call the Senate’s attention to a fine pro-
vision in this bill relating to the Interna-
tional Labor Organization, We face a
considerable problem, Mr. President, in
that we are behind in our dues for 2 years.
We could lose all our rights in this
very important tripartite organization—
workers, employers, and Government—
to which I have had the honor to be an
observer on the part of the United States
on a number of occasions.

The other body provided just about
enough money to keep us from losing our
voting rights. The Senate committee has
provided the full amount of the arrear-
ages, leaving the current dues to be taken
up in the current appropriation bill.

All of the equities, Mr. President, in-
cluding the balance of benefit to the
United States, in respect to this very
important organization, which has an
effect on trade as well as the develop-
ment of the developing countries and the
system of freedom in which we believe,
and of the free worker—I believe our
committee is eminently correct in its
position, and I hope very much that the
Senate conferees will strongly maintain
that position in the conference. I com-
mend the committee very highly upon
this provision.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, I raise the
point of order that the pending amend-
ment is out of order since it is an appro-
priation unsupported by an authoriza-
tion.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the notice re-
quirement under rule XL be waived and
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that I may be allowed to move to sus-
pend without the 1 day's notice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
STEVENS) . Will the Senator let the Chair
rule first.

The Chair is advised that the sum
provided in the amendment is not au-
thorized by law, and therefore, under
rule XVI, is subject to a point of order.
The Chair sustains the point of order.

Does the Senator from Illinois wish
to make his unanimous-consent request?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, pursuant
to the unanimous consent, I now move
suspension of paragraph 4 of rule
XVI——

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, unanimous
consent has not yet been granted to the
Senator’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Illinois renew his request
for unanimous consent?

Mr. PERCY. Has there been objection
raised?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No. Repeat
the request.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the notice require-
ment under rule XL be waived and that
I may be allowed to move to suspend
without the 1 day’s notice.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I do not plan
to object—as I understand the Senator’s
request, objection having been made to
the amendment as being an appropri-
ation not supported by an authorization,
the Senator now moves to suspend the
rule or to ask unanimous consent that
he be allowed to move to suspend
the rule in order that his amendment
can be voted on. Such a motion to sus-
pend the rule, if unanimous consent is
given, requires a two-thirds vote rather
than a simple majority that would have
been required some moments ago when
the junior Senator from Alabama sought
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The junior Senator from Alabama feels
that on an appropriation of $1% million
to the Kennedy Center, such appropri-
ation requiring a suspension of the rule
in order that that amendment can be
voted on, a yea and nay vote should take
place on the suspension of the rule. All
of the important questions to come before
the Senate——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Alaska permit the Chair
to inquire, who is yielding time on this
matter? There is no——

Mr. ALLEN. This Senator is reserving
the right to object and is stating the
reason for his reservations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a unanimous-consent agreement. The
Chair is advised that there is no agree-
ment on time——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
such time as may be required to the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Unanimous consent has
not been given, so the junior Senator
from Alabama reserved his right to ob-
Ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana just yielded
some time to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
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Alabama does not need any time, be-
cause he has yielded none, because he
has merely reserved his right to object
to the Senator's request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair.

So the effect of the point of order hav-
ing been made is that, instead of requir-
ing a simple majority vote to pass the
amendment as we should have had just
a few moments ago, had there been a
sufficient second to the request of the
junior Senator from Alabama, it will
now take a two-thirds vote, not just on
the merits of the amendment up or down,
but on the question of wkether the rules
of the U.S. Senate shall be suspended in
order that this appropriation of $1.5 mil-
lion shall be considered irrespective of
the rules.

Mr. President, we now have an entire-
ly different question presented, not just
as to the merits of the appropriation, but
before we get to that point we have to
decide whether the rules of the Senate
should be suspended in order that an
appropriation item can be passed with-
out an authorization, Mr. President, I
would request at the proper time the
yeas and nays on the motion. I under-
stand that has not yet been made. How-
ever, I do not reserve an objection to
his request that a motion to suspend the
rules be in order.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I yield myself 2 min-
utes on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this is a
very unusual procedure. It is a request
for $1.5 million that was not presented at
all to the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee. No hearings were held on the
matter. It is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill.

The author of the amendment knows
very well it was subject to a point of
order. We had no notice that the Senator
was going to offer a motion to override
the decision of the Chair. This is a most
unusual procedure. I hope that it will not
become a practice in the Senate.

I would think that committees that
have jurisdiction would be given a little
more consideration. I understand that
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, if this obligation of maintaining
the Kennedy Center is taken over by the
Interior Department, would have juris-
dietion.

It is being considered by the Public
Works Committee. However, another
committee has jurisdiction. We will have
three committees bypassed, the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the
Public Works Committee, and the Appro-
priations Committee. They are now going
to bypass the rules of the Senate by
unanimous consent.

I should object, Mr. President, but I
will not object in order to save time.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the ques-
tion then occurs, does the Senator from
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Illinois wish to make the motion to sus-
pend the rule?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, pursuant
to unanimous consent, I move the sus-
pension of paragraph 4 of Rule XVI.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays and I would like to dis-
cuss it further.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
is advised that each side has 15 minutes
on the motion.

Do the Senators yield back their time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think a
few comments are in order. I will be very
brief.

Indeed, this is not the first time that
the Kennedy Center has been discussed
in the Senate. It has been discussed every
step of the way, all the way through, for
some years. Every single procedure that
has been followed in accordance with the
dictates and the mandates of the Con-
gress of the United States.

The Kennedy Center was established
as a memorial. It was done long enough
ago that it preceded the time that I came
to the Senate, 515 years ago. When I
went on the Kennedy Center Board at
the request of the then minority leader,
the late Senator Dirksen of Illinois, I
mentioned to him at the time that I felt
I should take the time as a freshman
Senator to get familiar with the Senate
procedures. However, the late Senator
Dirksen convinced me that taking the
place of former Senator Saltonstall as a
representative of the Senator was an
honor that I could not turn down and
that they would like to have someone on
the board who could give some advice
with respect to business procedures and
approaches to the financial problems of
the Kennedy Center. There has been no
objection raised as to the quality of the
performance.

The Kennedy Center has certainly jus-
tified the decision of the Congress in
making it a memorial by virtue of the
fact that it has become the second most
visited memorial in the entire Washing-
ton area, second only to the Capitol
Building itself.

Ordinarily, I do not like to use this
procedure. There is not any question
about that. I would have much preferred
that it go through normal channels, as
it has in the House. The House has now
sent over an authorization hill on the
matter. It is being considered by the Sen-
ate committee. That is why this amend-
ment has been offered to the Supplemen-
tal Appropriations bill. It is subject en-
tirely to a subsequent authorization bill
and is not being done over the head of
the authorizing committee. Rather, it is
being done subject to their subsequent
action.

As T understand it, the Appropriations
Committee does desire to put through
this measure.

This is the last supplemental appro-
priation we will have. The amendment
would provide that the Kennedy Center
be reimbursed for the expenses they have
been obligated to undertake to fulfill
their obligation to have the center oper-
ate as a memorial to a deceased President
of the United States.

15149

Millions of visitors have come to Wash-
ington and have visited the Kennedy
Center. The Center must take care of
12,000 visitors a day. That is not a cost
which should be attributed to the Center
itself. A nonperforming arts center is
not really self-sustaining.

Congressional support of the Kennedy
Center is in the national interest. Any-
one who would imply that such a con-
tribution is not justifiable in the last
mile as we go down the road would be
shutting his eyes to the tremendous suc-
cess that the Kennedy Center has been,

I hope that the Senate will support
this as it did last year when the same
question was presented.

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

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to yield to the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota, the rank-
ing minority member of the committee.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the Senator if he has any idea
how this money will be spent. We had
no testimony before the committee. What
would the $1.5 million be spent for? Does
the Senator have an itemized statement?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, statements
have been presented to the Senate in the
testimony taken before the Public Works
Committee some 6 months ago. The ex-
penditures are essential for the nonper-
forming parts of the Center which must
be incurred in order to keep it as a place
of visitation by nonpaying guests.

The expenses consist of the house-
keeping functions, the guard and secu-
rity functions, the lighting that is neces-
sary, and the air conditioning that is
necessary.

I reiterate, as I stated before the Sen-
ate committee and have stated on the
floor before, that the House turned this
down last year. However, the Senate
did approve the $1.5 million 4 months
ago. Because the funding was not pre-
viously approved by the House, a point
of order was raised by the House con-
ferees and the funds could not be made
available.

The House has now approved an au-
thorization bill. We have been assured
that if this is included in the second
supplemental, they will accept it in the
House. We have tried to follow every
procedure we could, taking into account
the emergency -conditions which we
were faced with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
such time as the Senator may require
to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I oppose the
amendment seeking to appropriate $1.5
million for the operation of the Kennedy
Center. More than that, however, Mr.
President, I oppose the pending ques-
tion which is not now up and down on
the amendment but is an effort to sus-
pend, to set aside, to waive the rules of
the Senate in order that a special pro-
cedure may be used with respect to this
amendment, that procedure being to per-
mit an appropriation without an author-
ization.

The appropriations measures that we
are all concerned with go the usual route;
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they receive an authorization, followed
by the appropriation measure. Not so
with this amendment, though. They
come in and they say:

We need a special procedure here. Yes, we
have conflicting opinions, conflicting views,
and conflicting interests as between commit-
tees of the Senate. There is not yet an au-
thorization for the authorization but let
us have the appropriation now and follow
it with the authorization, which is just the
reverse of what the Senate rules provide.

We all recall the origin of the Ken-
nedy Center. We all recall that it was
set up to be a self-supporting organiza-
tion; that the construction costs were to
be paid by private contributions. It was
not long, though, before they came in
and obtained appropriation after appro-
priation from Congress until tens of mil-
lions of dollars were appropriated for
the construction of Kennedy Center.

Then it was said:

Let us finish the bullding and the operat-
ing costs will take care of themselves, It
will be self-supporting. We will not make
an effort to get operating expenses out of
Congress.

But now we have a request for $1.5
million this year. What will it be for suc-
ceeding years? I hope the Senate will not
set this appropriation up as a special
amendment that requires that the time-
honored rules of the Senate be waived
and set aside in order that the Senate
might vote on this amendment without
an authorization.

Let the appropriate committees of the
Senate authorize the expenditure of this
money before the Committee on Appro-
priations or before the Senate is called
upon to impose its will with respect to
this amendment.

Mr. President, I hope that the two-
thirds vote for the passage of this
amendment will be denied and that the
amendment thereby will be rejected.

But let me point out to those Senators
who feel some sort of obligation to vote
for any appropriation might come before
the Senate for the Kennedy Center, and
I dare say some in the Senate would sup-
port any appropriation no matter how
large, by this vote they are not voting
against this appropriation. That may be
the effect of it but actually what the
Senate would be voting on is whether we
are going to set aside the rules of the
Senate in order that such a dispensation
of this amendment may he considered by
the Senate.

I do not believe this amendment re-
quires, needs, or deserves the special
consideration that would be required to
amend or to set aside or to waive the
rule of the Senate for this one measure
and this one measure alone.

It is not that important. I would be
interested in seeing how many Members
of the Senate—and maybe there will be
two-thirds—want to suspend the rule of
the Senate in order that the amendment
may be considered out of order. I hope
there will not be two-thirds of Senators
who vote for the motion.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield ?
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Mr. ALLEN. I yield such time as the
Senator may require.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the kindness of my colleague
from Alabama. I rise only in order that
certain information can be provided to
Members of the Senate.

Following a hearing al the request of
officials of the Kennedy Center in De-
cember 1971, for an authorization of
$1.5 million to aid in defraying mainte-
nance and operating expenses, as chair-
man of the Committee on Public Works
and after conferring with the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. CooPer), the rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
I requested the General Accounting Of-
fice to look into the problem.

I shall ask unanimous consent that I
be permitted to insert in the ReEcorn my
letter dated December 30, 1971 to the
Honorable Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller
General of the United States. I under-
stand the letter was received on January
3 this year by the General Accounting
Office.

In following through on the request
made in that letter, it is my understand-
ing that the General Accounting Office
has for several weeks been involved in
checking into this matter. In that letter,
Istated:

The Committee on Public Works proposed
to hold hearings on the construction and op-
eration of the Kennedy Center about the
middle of 1972. However, I believe the Com-
mittee needs additional information on the
finances and operations of the Kennedy Cen-
ter prior to these hearings and, therefore,
request your Office to make & study of the fi-
nancial condition and operations of the Ken-
nedy Center,

I further stated:

In the area of construction, it would be
helpful to know the percentage of construec-
tion completed as of January 1, 1972; the
cost of such construction; the amount of
construction obligations remaining to be
paid; and the amount of construction money
available for payment when claims are
settled,

Then I directed the attention of Mr.
Staats to current operations by saying
that we need a detailed financial state-
ment either monthly or quarterly from
the time the center opened through June
30, 1972. I further stated:

The expense information supplied should
show the cost of administration, electricity,
fuel, repairs, cleaning, protection, supplies,
and so forth. Income should be broken down
to show the revenues from each concession,
revenues from the three performance areas,
net receipts or losses from shows produced
by the Center itself, and revenues from other
sources, It will also be helpful to have an
organizational chart showing all salaried per-
sonnel and the remuneration of each.

The letter stated that it would be
appreciated if the report could be sub-
mitted to our committee by July 15, 1972.
We had hoped that as this study pro-
ceeded—we could have the advantage of
this information. I am sure that the
Senator from EKentucky (Mr. CooPER)
and I and other members of the Public
Works Committee would want to at least
hold a hearing reasonably soon in con-
nection with the authorization of funds
on an annual basis to defray the cost of
operations.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN. Has any of this informa-
tion come in, justifying this appropria-
tion?

Mr. RANDOLPH. There has been no
information received from the General
Accounting Office or the Comptroller
General of the United States.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have the letter
printed in the REcorb.

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

Decemeer 30, 1971.
Hon. ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Staats: The Congress has been
requested to provide funds on an annual
basis to help defray operating costs of the
Eennedy Center. The Board of Trustees,
through Chairman Roger L. Stevens, has
stated that public funds are needed because
of additional expenses involved in allowing
tourists and sightseers to visit the Center.

The Committee on Public Works proposes
to hold hearings on the construction and op-
eration of the Kennedy Center about the
middle of 1972, However, I believe the Com-
mittee needs additional information on the
finances and operations of the Kennedy Cen-
ter prior to these hearings and, therefore,
request your Office to make a study of the
financial condition and operations of the
Kennedy Center.

In the area of construction, it would be
helpful to know the percentage of construc-
tion completed as of January 1, 1972; the
cost of such construction; the amount of con-
struction obligations remaining to be paid;
and the amount of construction money avail-
able for payment when claims are settled.

In the area of current operations, it would
be useful to have a detailed financial state-
ment, either monthly or quarterly, from the
time the Center opened through June 30,
1972. The expense information supplied
should show the cost of administration, elec-
tricity, fuel, repairs, cleaning, protection,
supplies, and so forth. Income should be
broken down to show the revenues from each
concession, revenues from the three perform-
ance areas, net receipts or losses from shows
produced by the Center itself, and revenues
from other sources. It will also be helpful
to have an organizational chart showing all
salaried personnel and the remuneration of
each,

The Committee anticlpates that the Cen-
ter's request for immediate authorization
and appropriation of $1.5 million for fiscal
1972, presented by Mr. Stevens’ letter to me
of November 22, 1971, and at the hearing
held by the Buildings and Grounds Sub-
committee on December 2, 1071, will be re-
newed when the Congress reconvenes. It
would be helpful, therefore, to have by mid-
February (1) a description of the present
financial difficulty being experienced by the
Center, with comment on the elements con-
tributing to this situation; (2) a preliminary
appralsal of the status of construction and
funds available to meet the remaining con-
struction costs as they become due; and
(3) a preliminary appraisal of current operat-
ing costs and revenues, or other funds,
which may be avallable to meet ordinary and
necessary operating expenses, exclusive of
costs attributable solely to productions spon-
sored by the Center itself.

In its final report, your Office may also
wish to coment on or make suggestions with
respect to (1) the adequacy of the annual
reports to Congress required by the John F.
Eennedy Center Act (PL. 85-874, as
amended); (2) whether a division of
accounts and responsibility for (a) construc-
tlon, (b) operations and maintenance, and
(c) performing arts functions is desirable
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and appropriate; (2) improved or alterna-
tive accounting, operations or management
procedures; (4) alternative means and
formulas for public, private, and Federal sup-
port of the Center; and (5) improved or
alternative organizational structure, espe-
cially if an amendment to the Act providing
for annual Federal financial support should
make a change in organizational structure
desirable or appropriate.

It would be appreciated if your report could
be submitted to the Committee by July 15,
1972,

Truly,
JENNINGS RaNDOLPH, Chairman.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I also wish to call
the attention of Members of the Senate
to the hearing that was conducted on the
measure amending the John F. Kennedy
Center Act by our Subcommittee on
Public Buildings and Grounds. It was
held on December 2, 1971, Senators may
find it helpful to study the record of
that hearing and certain material which
supplements the actual testimony.

I realize that this brings me to the
point of how I feel about the $1,500,000
at the present time. Ordinarily I would
indicate to my colleagues that I would
be reluctant, frankly, to move in a matter
of this type. But I do feel that perhaps
there are circumstances which could
cause me, as I did a few weeks ago, to
support the amendment which was
offered by, I believe, the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcy) at that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
vielded to the Senator has expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is all I have
to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has 9 minutes
remaining.

Mr, PERCY. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

I would like to point out that, on a
measure we considered a short time ago,
there is a provision in the bill now under
consideration relating to Amtrak, which
is also subject to a point of order. That
is a matter of $207 million and a matter
that is of great consequence. This is a
matter of $1.5 million. It has not been
dealt with lightly. Many hours have been
put into its study.

I should like to point out that in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp for December 3,
1971, a letter was inserted by the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanporrH), addressed to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on the Interior, Committee on Ap-
propriations, the Honorable ALax BIBLE,
stating that hearings had been held by
the Subcommittee on Buildings and
Grounds of the Committee on Public
Works on 8. 2900, a bill to authorize the
appropriation of $1.5 million to defray
certain operating and maintenance costs
of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts.

The letter, in conclusion reads:

In light of this situation, the Committee
on Public Works would support the inclusion
of 1.250 million dollars for this purpose in
the Supplemental appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 1972 only. We are using this method
in the knowledge that your Subcommittee is
in mark-up this afternocon. It is our inten-
tlon to hold further hearings during the
next session to determine whether a perma-
nent authorization is justified and to review
the relationship of the Kennedy Center to
the Congress. However, to avoid the closing
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of the Kennedy Center to public visitors, the
Committee believes that an interim appro-
priation is proper.

I am pleased to learn that there has
been no change of mind with the com-
mittee since last December. The financial
conditions at the center have not
changed; they have only worsened finan-
cially. The need for these funds has been
clearly demonstrated. Although the Ken-
nedy Center was closed to visitation for
several months, by sheer pressure of pop-
ular demand, it has been reopened. Visi-
tation has been extremely heavy since it
has been reopened. The trustees felt the
Senate had approved this matter in prin-
ciple heretofore. The House has approved
it, reasonably anticipating that the Con-
gress would stand behind this one re-
quest.

It is for these reasons that I suggest to
my distinguished colleagues that the Sen-
ate suspend the rule in this instance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Do Senators yield back their
time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I think
my time has been used.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to suspend the rule. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will eall
the rcoll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Texas (Mr.

BenTsex), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannvon), the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. EAsTLAND), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ErviN), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL), the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARrrIS), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Huwm-
PHREY), the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. Jorpan), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MaegNuson), the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr, McCLELLAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
(McGoverN), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MonNDALE), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mr. MuskIEe), the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr, PASTORE),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PeLL), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SrarkMAN ), the Senator from California
(Mr. TunnNEy), and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) are neces-
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EacLETON) and the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Macnuson) and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) would
each vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTore) and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. GaMBRELL) would
each vote “nay.”

Mr, COTTON. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),

15151

the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
nIck) the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
Marsias), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PaAckwooD) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scotr) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

Also the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fannin), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GrIFFIN), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
would vote “nay.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 36,
nays 31, as follows:

[No. 167 Leg.]
YEAS—36

Fong
Fulbright
Gravel
Hollings
Brooke Hughes
Burdick Inouye
Byrd, Robert C, Jackson
Case Javits
Chiles Kennedy
Church McGee
Cooper Nelson
Cranston Pearson

NAYS—31

Curtis
Dole
Ellender
Goldwater
Gurney
Hansen
Hart

Beall
Bennett
Bible
Boggs

Percy
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Spong
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Tower
Weicker

Meteall
Miller
Montoya
Proxmire
Roth
Saxbe
Smith
Hatfield Stennis
Hruska Talmadge
Jordan, Idaho Young
Long
NOT VOTING—33
Harris Moss
Hartke Mundt
Humphrey Muskie
Jordan, N.C. Packwood
Magnuson Pastore
Mansfield Pell
Mathias Scott
McClellan Sparkman
McGovern Thurmond
Gambrell McIntyre Tunney
Griffin Mondale Williams

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENS). On this vote the yeas are 36
and the nays are 31. Two-thirds of the
Senators present and voting not having
voted in the affirmative, the motion of the
Senator from Illinois to suspend the rule
is rejected.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the motion
was rejected.

Mr. HRUSKA. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is not debatable. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I asked for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
table, and the Chair advises the Senator
from Kentucky that that motion is not
debatable. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Brock
Buckley
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Cook
Cotton

Baker
Bayh
Bentsen
Cannon
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
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The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Cannon), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EAsTLAND), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GaMBreLL), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr, Harr1s), the Sena-
tor from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Jorpaw), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MacnUsoN), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGeE), the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McINTYRE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonNDALE), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. Muskie), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTorE), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Sen-
ator from California (Mr. TuN~NEY), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
LIAMS), are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MansrFieLp), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), are ab-
sent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacNUson), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HumpHREY), would each
vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PasTorE) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GaMBreLL) would each vote
“yea."

Mr. COTTON. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
NICK), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTH1as), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PaAckwooD) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scorr) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

Also the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fanwin), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GRIFFIN), the Senator from New
York (Mr. BuckreEy), and the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND)
are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. TeEUrMoOND) would
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 32,
nays 33, as follows:

[No. 168 Leg.]
YEAS—32

Curtis
Dole
Ellender
Goldwater
Gurney

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett Hansen

Brock Hart

Byrd Hatfield
Hruska
Jordan, Idaho
Long

NAYS—33

Brooke Case
Burdick Chiles
Byrd, Robert C. Church

Miller
Montoya
Proxmire
Roth
Saxbe
Smith
Stafford
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Young

Hai’rg F., Jr.
Cook
Cotton

Beall
Bible

Boggs

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Ribicoff
Schweiker
Spong
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington

Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Metcalf
Nelson
Pearson
Percy Tower
Randolph Weicker

NOT VOTING—35

Harris Moss

Hartke Mundt

Humphrey Muskie

Jordan, N.C. Packwood

Magnuson Pastore

Mansfield Pell

Mathias Scott

McClellan Sparkman

McGee Thurmond

McGovern Tunney
Gambrell McIntyre Williams
Griffin Mondale

So the motion to table the motion to
reconsider was rejected.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to re-
consider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gra-
vEL). The question recurs on the motion
to reconsider——

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, if the
Senate will permit me, I shall be quite
brief. I know that many Senators were
not here when we were discussing this
matter, so I shall take the liberty to re-
view the procedural situation as well as
the substantive situation which is now
before the Senate.

The Committee on Public Works, to
which committee this matter was referred
last year, brought to the Senate by a pro-
cedure similar to the one today, an
amendment to appropriate $1.5 million
for the Kennedy Center for emergency
reasons. The Senate passed the appro-
priation. The House refused to appropri-
ate any money because there was no au-
thorization. The House this year has
passed its public buildings and grounds
authorization bill and has authorized $1.5
million to the Kennedy Center. The Sen-~
ate has previously passed its buildings
and grounds bill without any authoriza-
tion. Now we go to conference.

While I cannot speak for all Members,
Senators RanporrH and Boaes and others
on the committee have taken the posi-
tion that we would accept the $1.5 mil-
lion in conference for this authorization.

If that occurs—and I believe it will
within the next week or 10 days—the
authorization will be completed.

The Senate’s having, last year, ap-
proved the $1.5 million for this same
purpose we felt that it would be appro-
priate to present it again to the Senate.
The Senator from Illinois did that. A
point of order was raised by the junior
Senator from Alabama. The vote was
taken on suspending the rule. That vote
failed. We are now back to a reconsid-
eration of that motion.

I would like to give, if I can, the facts
which led up to the request for an emer-
gency appropriation. I am not a member
of the Board of Trustees. The only thing
I know is that the matter came before
us in the Public Works Committee. We
asked the General Accounting Office to
make an investigation of the Kennedy
Center operations and to report to us
fully on those operations, the debt, the
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income, and such recommendations as it
might make about the Center’s future
operations. No final report has been
made. However, I think it would be fair
to say that the financial condition is not
good. The Center owes a large amount in
unpaid bills.

A few minutes ago the Senator from
Illinois said that the Center owes bills
for lighting, for cleaning, and for other
purposes which amount to several hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars. These bills
that are unpaid will mount.

We are back in the situation we were
in last year. Unless some money is appro-
priated, we are told that it will be nec-
essary again to close the doors of the
Center to the public.

My own judgment is that after the
hearings are held by our committee or by
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, it will be necessary for the Sen-
ate and for the House of Representatives
to decide the future status of the Ken-
nedy Center, which obviously has not
been able to meet its obligations. They
will not be able to, I believe, unless some
stronger provision for organization is
made for the future.

I took the position, myself, that, be-
cause the Senate agreed to appropriate
$1.5 million for emergency costs a few
months ago and because the House has
passed a $1.5 million authorization to
which the Public Works Committee of
the Senate expects to agree, we ought to
approve this is an emergency measure.

I have no idea what this investigation
will show. My judgment is that it will
show that the Center owes a great deal
of money. It may show that there should
be revisions in accounting procedures
and management. The Senator from Il-
linois said that if necessary he would
move that changes be made. Howevel,
under all these circumstances, I hope
that the Senate will take the same ac-
tion it took last year, suspend the rules,
and vote to appropriate the $1.5 million.
I feel we should continue to support the
Center for the Performing Arts, estab-
lished as a memorial to President John
F. Kennedy.

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yielded
to the Senator from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator does not have any time to yield.
Who yields time to the Senator from
West Virginia?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, is there
a time limitation on this?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a time limitation of 15 minutes to the
side.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes on the bill to the Senator from
West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I had
not intended to speak again on this sub-
ject. However, the reasoning of my
friend the Senator from Kentucky is
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correct in this situation. I want to as-
sure the Members of the Senate that
hearings will be held in the Public
Works Committee based in part upon
the information given to us by the
Comptroller General of the TUnited
States as requested in a letter which I
addressed to him late last year.

I subscribe to what the Senator from
Kentucky has said. We do believe that
there are many procedures in connec-
tion with the operation of the Ken-
nedy Center that are less than accepta-
ble.

I feel that way personally after hav-
ing gone into these matters. However,
I believe that is something that we can
adjust to in future months following
the report of the General Accounting
Office to the committee not later than
July 15 of this year.

I do not plead with my colleagues. I
only ask them to think carefully about
the responsibility which I think we all
share at this particular time to see to it
that the Center does not close. The Cen-
ter is an important institution within
the fabric of the Nation’s Capital. I do
believe that we should agree to appro-
priate the money to meet these unusual
services with which I am not fully fa-
miliar. I ask the Senate to agree to what
we have already done and to what the
House has now done and to what we
will do in our committee a little later
in a formal way.

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I have
been trying vainly this afternoon to find
out how this $1.5 million will be spent.
Will it all be spent for janitor service
or police? What will it be spent for? It
is not for operations. The theater is sup-
posed to be profitable. When we appro-
priate money, we should ask the agency
what it will be used for. Did the Sena-
tor’'s committee get any information as
to what this money would be used for?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, we
have no information at this time, I am
very frank to admit to the Senator. I do
feel that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuLericHET) and the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. PErcY) are part of this or-
ganizational picture.

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this
money would be administered through
the Park Service for permanent police
and for guides for people to go through
the Center. There has been an unusual
amount of vandalism by visitors to the
Center who seek mementos. They have
taken handles off the wash basins in the
rest rooms and have pulled crystals off
the chandeliers and engaged in other
sorts of vandalism. It is not vandalism
in the usual sense. However, they seek
to take a memento away from the Cen-
ter. Money is also needed to pay for the
expenses of keeping it open to visitors.
It is not for the production of plays, it
is for air conditioning and heating and
maintenance.
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The Center is a monument. It is very
popular with tourists, about 12,000 tour-
ists a day have been visiting the Cen-
ter. More people go through it every day
now than any other place in Washington
except the Capitol.

We appropriate money to keep up the
National Gallery, to keep up the Wash-
ington Monument, the Jefferson Monu-
ment, and the Lincoln Monument. All of
this money would go to maintain the
Center as a monument.

This money is not for use in the pro-
duction of plays or music or other en-
tertainment. It is to keep the building
open as a monument for tourists.

I think the chairman of the commit-
tee referred to closing the building. I
think that what the chairman meant to
refer to was closing the Center to tour-
ists. He does not mean that it would
be closed as a theater.

I do not know who has the idea that
this building is in such deplorable condi-
tion. Actually its productions, in the form
of concerts, plays, and other perform-
ances, have been very successful. It
should also be remembered that the in-
vestment was not all public money. About
one-half was private money.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields time?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana has 4 minutes re-
maining and the Senator from Alabama
has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, may we
answer this important question because
here it is now, the first of May. The trust-
ees of the Kennedy Center would feel
they were not fulfilling the intent of Con-
gress if they closed the Center and were
to merely run it as a theater, like Na-
tional Theater downtown. This was not
the intent and purpose and it is not why
Congress put so much money in the
building. That basic decision was made
years ago.

The trustees now have the respon-
sibility to operate the Center as a me-
morial and that means not just when
a person buys a ticket can he go into the
theater. Millions of citizens have come
here expecting to be able to go through
the Center. It takes some degree of in-
convenience to get there. It is not too
centrally located, and yet 12,000 people
a day find their way there.

Now, for months the trustees have
operated in accordance with the intent
of Congress. The Senate passed this bill
last December. The House has now
passed an authorization bill. We have
been told an authorization bill will be ap-
proved by the Committee on Public
Works. So the trustees in expending this
money and incurring hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars of debt acted in good
faith. I have enumerated $700,000 or
$800,000 in debts for security, guard serv-
ice, and cleaning services, to take care of
housekeeping and security. We have tried
to close the Center and the protest of the
public was so great we had to reopen it.
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When it was closed, there was a great
deal of bitterness by people going all the
way over to the Center and finding all
they could do was walk arcund it and go
inside if they wanted to buy a ticket to
a performance in the evening.

It was only for that purpose, the non-
performing arts functions, that these
funds are being requested. The record
was very detailed last December on this
particular point. If we fail to approve
this amount, I do not know what the
center will do because it has already ex-
pended the money it anticipated.

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Is there any way we can
find out how much is owed, to whom it
is owed, and what it is owed for? I think
we are entitled to that information be-
fore being expected to vote on this
matter.

Mr. PERCY. I can certainly detail
$250,000 as being due and payable to the
National Park Service for security, that
they have provided in good faith that
Congress would reimburse them for serv-
ices rendered. There is $200,000 due and
payable to the public service company
which provides electricity for heating,
lighting, and air-conditioning. I do not
know the name of the companies that
perform cleaning services but they are
private contractors on a competitive bid
that provide cleaning services for the
Kennedy Center.

Mr. AIKEN. I have heard a suggestion
that this matter go over until tomorrow
or some other time to get this informa-
tion to which we are entitled. Congress
demands information from the White
House at times and does not always get
it. This is not the White House, but it
seems to me that it would be a simple
matter to obtain the amount owed, to
whom it is owed, and for what purpose
it is owed.

If we get that information it might
change some votes, although I am not
sure in which direction it would change
them. Probably it would be helpful to
the purposes of the Senator from Illinois,
but I do not know.

Mr. PERCY. The request of the Sen-
ator is a very reasonable request. This
information was provided to the Com-
mittee on Public Works. I am certain it
can be dug out in a few hours and pro-
vided to the Senate, but I do not have
all the material for each of the bills due
and payable at this moment.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. COTTON. Is there any time left at
all?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator. How much time does the
Senator desire?

Mr. COTTON. Two minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. Then I yield such time to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming as he may desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized.

Myr. COTTON. Mr. President, in voting
against this proposal, as far as this Sen-
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ator is concerned, my vote does not de-
note the slightest hostility toward the
proposal or any desire to impede the
work of the Senate. However, there are
several procedural matters involved, and
once we start breaking the rules we set
a precedent that is rather undesirable.

No one came before the Committee on
Appropriations and set forth even the
information that has been set forth to-
day by the Senator from Arkansas and
the Senator from Illinois. There is no
authorization yet. With respeet to the
Park Service, I expect they will get the
money. I also expect, as a member of the
Committee on Appropriations, that be-
fore very long there will be another sup-
plemental appropriation bill. It would
seem to me that it would be up to the
committee, of which the Senator from
West Virginia is chairman and the Sen-
ator from Kentucky is the ranking mi-
nority member, to get the authorization
through. Somebody should at least come
before the Committee on Appropriations
and tell us the facts, If we are told of
the need, and how the money is to be
spent, I think there would be little doubt
but what the Committee on Appropria-
tions would respond.

But in my humble opinion, without
the slightest desire to hurt the Senators,
this is not the way to do it and it is not
the proper way to legislate. In fact, I
would be the one who would wish to pro-
mote the center, but I would feel com-
pelled to vote against it today.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Wyoming such time
as he may desire.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Ala-
bama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I rise to
point out what I think are two rather
good reasons for my vote against suspen-
sion of the rules: One, it is an unusual
procedure and one I think that should
be engaged in only sparingly; and, two,
I see nothing wrong at all with the im-
position of a small fee for going through
the Kennedy Center.

We have before the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs now, and be-
fore a conference between the House and
the Senate, a conference in which I am a
conferee, a proposal to try to work out
some agreement on the extension of the
golden eagle transport plan, which pro-
vides among other things for entrance
into national parks, monuments, forests,
and other recreational areas.

It is a well-known fact that this sort of
building, with the furniture, furnishings,
restroom facilities, and so on, is an ex-
pensive building to maintain. I do not
see anything wrong at all with letfing
the people who are fortunate enough to
go through to pay a small fee for its up-
keep.

Mr. President, as a consequence I shall
vote no yet another time. I thank my
colleague.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield for a cuestion, if it is a
matter of principle, would the Senator
also oppose the Amtrak appropriation in
the same bill, because it is also subject
to a point of order?
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That is $270 million—not $1.5 million.

Mr. HANSEN. I will vote on that when
and if it comes before this body.

Mr. PERCY. It is going to be here.

Mr. HANSEN. I will be here to vote.

Mr. PERCY. On the principle of charg-
ing the public, I would agree that that
can be faced when we establish a policy
that all memorials shall bear a service
fee, so that all who visit memorials shall
pay; but I do not think it is fair to dis-
cern between one and another. If we
are going to charge a fee for the Kennedy
Center, then we should charge a fee for
visitors to the Jefferson Memorial, the
Lincoln Memorial, and the Washington
Monument.

I simply accepted the fact, before I
came to the Senate, that this was ac-
cepted as a memorial by the Congress of
the United States; that what we are try-
ing to carry out on the part of the trus-
tees is an intent to treat it as any other
memorial, and it was so intended by the
Congress of the United States.

We in the Congress just waived the fee
that used to be charged visitors going
through the Capitol, with the objection
that it was unbecoming to charge a quar-
ter to go through the Capitol of the
United States. I believe there is no charge
for that service now. Are we going to re-
verse that policy and start charging
again a fee of 25 cents for the privilege
of going through the Capitol?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. HANSEN. Is the distinguished
Senator from Illinois speaking on my
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was
on the time of the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. HANSEN. I had sat down and I
had thanked my colleague. I do not want
to impose on the time of the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has 4 minutes re-
maining. The Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER) has 4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

My friend from Illinois said a fee had
been charged for visitors going through
the Capitol. There was a charge for a
guided tour to take visitors who wished
such a tour through the Capitol. That
is an entirely different situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on the motion to re-
consider the vote on the motion to sus-
pend. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr,
Bayn), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr,
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CANNON), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLAND) , the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GamererL), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Hum-
PHREY) , the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. JorpaN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. MacNUson), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEeE),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGoverN), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr, McINTYRE), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MoNDALE), the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. MuskiE), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PasTorg), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK-
MaN), the Senator from California (Mr.
TunNEY), and the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr., WiLLiAmMs), are necessarily
absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLETON), and the Sena-
tor from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) are
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpeHREY), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GamsreLL), and the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr., MAGNUSON)
would each vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PasToreE) would vote “nay.”

Mr. COTTON. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BaKER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
NIcK), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PaAckwooD) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScorT) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

Also the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
FannIN), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GrIFFIN), the Senators from New
York (Mr. Javits and Mr. BuckLEY), and
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Scuth Carolina (Mr. THURMOND)
would vote “nay”.

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 33, as follows:

[No. 169 Leg.]
YEAS—31

Fong
Fulbright
Gravel
Brooke Hollings
Burdick Hughes
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye
Case Jackson
Chiles Kennedy
Church Nelson
Cooper Pearson
Cranston Percy

NAYS—33

Dole
Ellender
Goldwater
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hatfleld
Hruska
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Metcalf
Miller

Beall
Bible
Boggs

Randolph
Ribicoff
Schwelker
Spong
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Tower
Weicker

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Brock
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Cook
Cotton
Curtis

Montoya
Proxmire
Roth
Saxbe
Smith
Stafford
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Young
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NOT VOTING—36

Harris Mondale
Hartke Moss
Humphrey Mundt
Javits Muskie
Jordan, N.C. Packwood
Magnuson Pastore
Mansfield Pell
Mathias Scott
McClellan Sparkman
Fannin McGee Thurmond
Gambrell McGovern Tunney
Grifin McIntyre Williams

So the motion to reconsider the vote
by which the Senate rejected the motion
to suspend the rule was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr, President, I call
up my amendments on parking spaces,
first the amendment dealing with square
721 north and square 721 south.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 15, after line 23, insert the follow-
ing:

Baker
Bayh
Bentsen
Buckley
Cannon
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin

CAPITOL GROUNDS

For an additional amount for “Capitol
Grounds” to enable the Architect of the
Capitol to convert Square 721 North and
Square 721 South and the roadway between
such squares, now a part of the United States
Capitol Grounds, for use for temporary park-
ing facilities for the United States Senate,
$130,000, to remain available until June 30,
1973.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, let me
just say one word of explanation.

This was the amendment brought to
the attention of the Senate last year by
the present distinguished Presiding Of-
ficer, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraAvVEL) .. I have consulted with members
of the Committee on Public Works, and
have only offered it in order to facilitate
a critical need. We have these various
blocks down by the Union Station, but
this amendment is confined to block 721.
We already own it; all we need to do is
surface it to prepare it for parking, to
relieve a critical situation. There is no
intention to ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. President, the need for additional
parking space comes into sharp focus
in the present conference we are having
on our legislative appropriations bill. We
are trying. I have another amendment
with respect to the Capitol and parking
facilities here.

The Senate side has been extremely
shy in comparison to the House side. We
have only 2,090 spaces, compared with
4,125 on the House side. The $130,000
would provide an additional 325 parking
spaces. The breakdown would be $105,000
for the surfacing; the curb, the chain
link fence, and the control stations
would be some $10,000; and for adequate
lighting there would be an additional
$15,000, for a total of $130,000.

I hope the Senate will adopt the
amendment.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, the
Senator from South Carolina has dis-
cussed this matter with many members
of the Committee on Public Works, and
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I am sure that the chairman of our Sub-
committee on Buildings and Grounds is
familiar with the subject matter, as 1
am.

I feel that it is just an act of equity
and I support the amend-

at this time,
ment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Senator.
~ Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have
consulted the ranking minority member
of the Appropriations Committee, and
we have no objection to this amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr, President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I call
up the other amendment relative to
parking on the Capitol Grounds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 15, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing:

Capitol Grounds

Acquisition of site: To enable the Archi-
tect of the Capitol to acquire on behalf of
the United States, as an addition to the
United States Capitol Grounds, by purchase,
condemnation, transfer, or otherwise, all pub-
licly or privately owned property contained
in square 764 in the District of Columbia, and
all alleys or parts of alleys contained within
the curblines surrounding such sgquare, as
such square appears on the records in the of-
fice of the surveyor of the District of Colum-
bia as of the date of the approval of this
Act: Provided, That any proceeding for con-
demnation brought under this Act shall be
conducted in accordance with the Act of De-
cember 23, 1963 (16 D.C. Code, secs. 1351-
1368) : Provided, further, That for the pur-
poses of this Act, square 764 shall be deemed
to extend to the outer face of the curbs sur-
rounding such square: Provided, further,
That, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any real property owned by the United
States and any public alleys or parts of alleys
and streets contained within the curblines
surrounding such square shall, upon request
of the Architect of the Capitol, be transferred
to the jurisdiction and control of the Archi-
tect of the Capltol without reimbursement or
transfer of funds, and any alleys or parts of
alleys or streets contained within the curb-
lines of sald square shall be closed and va-
cated by the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia, appointed pursuant to Part III of
Reorganization Plan numbered 3 of 1967, in
accordance with any request therefor made
by the Architect of the Capitol: Provided,
further, That, upon acquisition of such real
property pursuant to this Act, the Architect
of the Capitol is authorized to permit the
temporary use of any or all of such property
for temporary parking facilities for the
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United States Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives, pending its development for per-
manent use as a park area or a site for addi-
tional facilities for the United States Senate
and/or House of Representatives, and to in-
cur any necessary expenses in connection
therewith: Provided further, That the juris-
diction of the Capitol Police shall extend over
any real property acquired under this Act
and such property shall become a part of the
United States Capitol Grounds and be sub-
ject to the provisions of 40 U.S.C., secs. 193a—
193m, 212a, and 212b; and the Architect of
the Capitol, under the direction of the Sen-
ate Office Building Commission, is authorized
to enter into contracts and to make such ex-
penditures, including expenditures for per-
sonnal and other services, as may he neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this para-
graph; $1,450,000 to remain available until
expended.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
has to do with the search by the staff of
our committee to find additional parking
space. In the next few months we are go-
ing to start construction for the in-
augural proceedings at the East Front
of the Capitol. We have only 321 park-
ing spaces there at the present time.
Construction for the inaugural proceed-
ings will eliminate more than half of
those parking spaces.

We talk about serving the public, so
the public can visit the Nation's Capitol.
One thing is crystal clear: You practical-
ly have to be a convict in order to get
into the Capitol, because you have to
violate parking laws unless you park 10,
15, or 18 blocks away. You cannot get
near the place.

In the search for additional space, one
particular tract of land has been in dis-
pute. It is the old Providence Hospital
site. I have not been in contact with the
owners. I understand there have been
some political implications. It is a tract
two blocks from the Cannon House Office
Building, at the corner of D Street and
Second Street Southeast, known as the
old Providence Hospital site. It was
bought for development. After the pur-
chase and an attempt by the owners to
develop it, the House Office Buildings
Commission objected, and it has been
stymied for several years. There have
been other attempts to use the land.
There is no doubt that ultimately, in the
next 2 or 3 years, the Congress will come
into ownership of this site, and I think
now is the time to move forward and ob-
tain it for temporary parking, There is
nothing at all on the tract. All that needs
to be done is to acquire it in accordance
with the appropriate proceedings by the
Justice Department and to turn it over to
the Capitol Architect. The jurisdiction of
the Capitol Police, of course, would be
extended to this particular tract.

The total cost for acquisition and
preparation for parking, which can be
done within 60 to 90 days and provide
some 360 additional parking spaces, is
$1,450,000.

I urge favorable consideration of the
amendment by the Senate.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I was not aware that
this amendment would be offered. I am
speaking as the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works.
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This kind of proceeding, of course, is
within the jurisdiction of the Public
Works Committee. We have discussed the
matter of a Senate garage and additional
parking at times, but have not yet taken
action.

I ask the Senator from South Caro-
lina whether he has any idea how much
this property would cost.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. I asked those
who studied the matter. Various pro-
posals have been made to actually sell
the property to the U.S. Government. A
figure of $1,450,000 was obtained by the
staff, which would cover the entire
amount, not only the acquisition but also
the development of the land.

Mr. COOPER. I know the need for
parking. However, there has been no op-
portunity to get the vote on this proposal.
I have not seen the maps or plats or the
site—the amendment was just now
presented. How many Members of this
body know exactly where this property
is, whether or not it may be needed for
other purposes, or what the disposition
of the Public Works Committee would
be after hearings on it?

Just a few minutes ago, the Senate
voted down the amendment which was
offered dealing with an existing build-
ing, and it had a perfect right to do that
upon procedural grounds and also be-
cause representatives of the Kennedy
Center had not appeared before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to make their
case, Here we have a situation in which
there has been no authorization, and
the Committee on Public Works has not
considered this proposal.

We all know about the sprawl of build-
ings around the Capitol. We would like
to see the construction of buildings in the
Capitol area and the use of this space
follow some coordinated system and at-
tractive plan.

With all due regard for my colleague,
I believe this is not the proper way to
proceed. The Senate would be asserting
jurisdiction, without giving the Commit-
tee on Public Works a chance to pass
upon the merits and make a decision
upon the proposal of the Senator from
South Carolina. He is a man of good
judgment, but that is not the issue. I
hope the Senate will not adopt this
amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
concern of the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky is what we had in mind,
and we worded the amendment accord-
ingly:

Provided, further, That, upon acquisition
of such real property pursuant to this Act,
the Architect of the Capitol is authorized to
permit the temporary use of any or all of such
property for temporary parking facilities . . .

We should not dillydally. There is no
intent to take—and we could not take—
jurisdiction away from the Public Works
Committee.

People can be put in jail in connection
with parking tickets. My friends and
family come here and have difficulty
parking, while a vacant lot sits out there,
and the Public Works Committee main-
tains and retains jurisdiction. We would
pave it and use it temporarily for park-
ing. If the Public Works Committee says
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we ought to put a building there or have
underground parking, fine.

The language of the amendment is
clear. The land could be used temporarily
for parking which is very much needed.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I think
that the Senator from South Carolina
makes an excellent case. My staffl mem-
bers also get fines. But, in order to be
consistent, I will have to oppose the Sen-
ator. It is not authorized. It falls in the
same category as the one offered earlier
by the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErRCY).
This amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina has much more merit,
but it falls in the same category.

Mr., HOLLINGS. Like Amtrak, and
many other provisions of the bill, when
we get right down to it, it is what Sena-
tors want or what they do not want. I
know the rules. This is a different ap-
proach. We have been discussing legisla-
tion brought up on the last particular
appropriations bill. The Senator from
Alaska raised a point on it. We con-
tinue to discuss it and then we get into
the ramifications and nothing is done.
This is only a temporary measure, to ac-
quire property which rightfully will be-
long to the U.S. Government. The best
way to use it at this particular time is as
a parking facility. If the Public Works
Committee or Congress decides other-
wise at a later time, then a decision can
be made on it. I would hope that the
Senate would join me on this amend-
ment. The actual figure will not exceed
$1,450,000 for acquisition including not
to exceed $200,000 for the preparation
for use as a parking lot.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I believe
what the Senator has stated. The mat-
ter of parking is a serious problem. This
property, as I recall, is a part of the Cap-
itol Grounds. I remember that last fall
we discussed parking on the Capitol
Grounds on the east side of Union Sta-
tion, north of Massachusetts Avenue, in-
cluding a lot fronting on the semicircle
around the Lorado Taft sculpture of
Christopher Columbus. We did not act
on the proposal, and I understood it was
to come before the committee again, per-
haps later this week. We will have, if this
is what we do, a parking lot abutting the
Union Station and a sea of cars between
what is to be the National Visitors' Cen-
ter and the view of the Capitol and Sen-
ate Office Buildings. Immediately behind
the parking lot will be slums.

I think we should give the Architect of
the Capitol and the National Capital
Planning Commission some opportunity
to determine the best use and develop-
ment of this property. These kinds of
proposals, such as changing the front of
the Capitol, and taking this big cut
through the mall going no place and with
no use of it yet, and the other piecemeal
developments in the Capitol area—I do
not think we should do it in this way.
Rather, we should encourage an orderly
plan designed to relate the Capitol and
other Federal buildings to the structure
and function of surrounding neighbor-
hoods, perhaps considering some joint
utilization and transitional architecture
which could enhance orderly and attrac-
tive growth, whether commercial or resi-
dential, instead of biting off chunks of
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isolated property. We could give an ex-
ample for other places, in fitting groups
of Government office buildings into the
life of the community.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHEs). The Senator from Kentucky
will state it.

Mr. COOPER. Is this amendment sub-
ject to a point of order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHes)., The Chair would advise the
Senator from Kentucky that the amend-
ment appears to be legislation on an ap-
propriation bill and, under rule XVI, it is
subject to a point of order.

Mr. COOPER. I raise the point of
order——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
sustains the point of order.

Mr. COOPER (continuing). That this
is legislation on an appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
sustains the point of order.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send an amendment to the desk
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read as follows:

On page 5, strike lines 15 through 21.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment would eliminate
the $320 million proposed to be appro-
priated for the International Develop-
ment Association. The United States, as
of June 30, 1971, has already contributed
$1,112,000,000 to the International De-
velopment Association. The committee
report states that the proposal is to ap-
propriate an additional $320 million,
which is the one under discussion, and
then the committee report says the sec-
ond installment is expected to be appro-
priated on or before November 8, 1972.
That, of course, would add the two to-
gether for an additional $640 million for
the International Development Associa-
tion.

I think it is worth bringing into the
record that this so-called loan would be
repaid over a b50-year period. There
would be no repayment for the first 10
yvears, and then 1 percent repayment
during the second 10 years, and 3 percent
repayment for the last 30 years.

The distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr, SymingToN), on October 19,
1971, brought out the fact that during
the fiscal year just concluded, exactly 50
percent of the total new credits on IDA
went to only two countries; namely,
India and Pakistan. He pointed out that,
actually, over the entire life of IDA, 60
percent of all of IDA’s loans have gone to
India and Pakistan.

The Senator from Virginia has no
quarrel with either India or Pakistan. I
have a high regard for both countries,
but it seems to me that the present budg-
etary situation facing the United States,
with a deficit of $45 billion for the cur-
rent fiscal year, with a deficit last year
of $30 billion, and with a projected deficit
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for the upcoming fiscal year of $36 bil-
lion, at some time along the way we must
give some consideration to the taxpayers
of the United States and to the solvency
of the United States.

The supplemental appropriation bill
as brought in by the committee is sub-
stantially higher than the administra-
tion’'s request. It seems to me that this is
one area where Congress and the Senate
in particular should bring about a reduc-
tion. We cannot continue to go on shovel-
ing out money all over the world.

Last fall, the Senate reacted adversely
to the foreign aid bill but it reversed
itself. Here is a significant part of for-
eign aid. Just because it does not go di-
rectly to a particular country but through
an international financial institution,
such as the World Bank, does not help
the taxpayers any.

The sum of $320 million is a major
item. If the proposal is to be followed by
another $320 million prior to November
8 of this year, here is one item that the
Senate could well eliminate.

I urge adoption of my amendment.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr HANSEN. I should like to ask the
Senator: Is it not true that the United
States has all around the world quite
an enormous number of dollars being
held by foreign countries and individuals,
which has posed some problems already
for our Treasury Department and our
balance of payments position?

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I say to
the distinguished Senator from Wyom-
ing that liquid liabilities to foreigners at
the present time now total $65 billion.
That is up some $17 billion during the
past 18 months. So, as the Senator from
Wyoming indicates, that is another rea-
son, it seems to me, why the Senate
should go on record as eliminating this
huge sum of $320 million from the In-
ternational Development Association.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as
chairman of the committee, I must op-
pose the pending amendment. The sub-
committee held hearings on this proposal,
and we decided that we should meet cur
obligations and square with the author-
ization bill. Committee report contains
the following language:

The committee recommends appropriation
of $320,000,000 as the fiscal year 1972 por-
tion of the total authorized U.S. share of
$960 million (40% ) of the International De-
velopment Association’s current three-year
;:ia.pltal replenishment aggregating $2.4 bil-

on.

The appropriation of these funds now—in
this bill—is critical if the International De-
velopment Association is to be expected to
fulfill its roll of providing “bootstrap™ de-
velopment funds for the poorest nations of
the world which have a very low threshold
of foreign debt capacity. The International
Development Association ran out if its regu-
lar funds in July of last year and since then
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has only been able to continue making credit
commitments by using advance contributions
of other nations against their pledged sub-
scriptions. As of the date this bill is report-
ed—April 27—the International Development
Association has 33 loan applications from 23
of the poorest nations of the world with a
total value of $473,000,000 which will be ready
for final Board action within the next 60 days.
To fund these loans, the Association has
available only $64,000,000.

Although it was originally anticipated that
the Third Replenishment of IDA's capital
would become effective as of June 30, 1971,
authorization of the U.S. subscription (Pub-
lic Law 92-247) was not approved until March
10, 1972. The first installment is due within
thirty days after the replenishment becomes
effective. The second installment, requiring
a fiscal year 1973 appropriation, is due on or
before November 8, 1972. The committee re-
gards the item as appropriate for fiscal year
1972 supplemental action and sees no justi-
fiable reason for delaying action until fiscal
year 1973 when the second payment would
also normally be due.

Senators know how I feel on foreign
aid. In fact, I voted against the author-
ization. Nevertheless, we have seemingly
committed ourselves to this amount the
association’s representatives have taken
in all of these applications for loans.

Mr. President, as chairman of the com-
mittee I hope the amendment is rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the Inter-
national Development Association—
known as the IDA—is the very founda-
tion of our peaceful cooperation with
other nations to help the poorest coun-
tries of the world. I wish to urge my
colleagues to vote today in favor of this
supplemental budget request so urgently
needed for the replenishment of the
IDA’s resources. I ask my colleagues to
reject the amendment of the Senator
from Virginia.

It was the Congress of the United
States that saw the need for creating the
IDA 12 years ago. The Congress realized
that the poorest nations of the world
have a very low foreign debt servicing
capacity. Their needs for economic de-
velopment financing were—and still
are—much greater than their ability to
pay commercial interest rates.

Over the past 12 years, the IDA has
provided more than $3.4 billion in con-
cessionary development financing cred-
its, that is, of a long term and at a very
low rate of interest.

In July of last year, the IDA ex-
hausted its regular funds and, since that
time, has only been able to continue
making credit commitments by relying
upon advanced contributions by the
other 18 industrialized contributors. A
month ago the IDA exhausted these ad-
vanced contributions. All IDA funds were
fully committed or definitely earmarked.
Consequently, IDA can no longer make
new credit commitments.

The status of IDA now is that the
funds which have been contributed by
the other 18 nations have already been
exhausted and these funds have been
made available by those countries in the
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form of advance contributions. If the
United States makes this contribution
of $320 million, that will replenish IDA
funds.

Now that the other nations have met
their commitments and have provided
funds for IDA and now that those funds
have already been spent, for us to say at
this time that we should not pay our
contribution of $320 million when other
nations have provided their contribu-
tions, I would say, would be most unfair.

As of April 27, the IDA had 33 loan
applications from 23 of the poorest na-
tions of the world with a total value of
$473 million, which will be ready to be
committed within the next 2 months.
If IDA were to suspend the operations,
it would severely impair the develop-
ment efforts of the poorest countries in
the world. Mr. President, our failure to
act now would have important foreign
policy implications, far out of line with
the cost to us.

The other industrialized countries
have demonstrated their confidence in
the United States and in the principle
of burden-sharing—which we have urged
so strongly—by making advanced con-
tributions on the good faith that we will
participate. Until we do, the full re-
plenishment cannot come into effect.

Before IDA is able to get money from
any of these countries, these countries
have to sit down together and discuss
the amount that is needed. We have sat
down with the other countries of the
world and have discussed the problem.
We have said that we would make our
contribution. This is a contribution of
$320 million. These other countries have
already committed themselves. We have
committed ourselves. IDA has been using
the money that has been committed.
That money has now been exhausted.
And for us to renege on our promises
would be very bad faith on our part.

It would indeed be tragic if the Con-
gress of the United States—which initi-
ated the IDA in a spirit of international
cooperation for the works of peace—
should withdraw its support. Let us not
be so shortsighted as to refuse to bear
our fair share in this major effort to help
the poorest nations of the world. Accord-
ingly, I strongly urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting the appropriation
of $320 million requested by the Presi-
dent and authorized by Congress so that
the United States can meet its fiscal year
1972 contribution to the IDA now.

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

Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I was
unable to receive some information dur-
ing the short time the matter was before
the committee. With respect to the
amendment to the bill, I would like to
know, first, as to the portion we are pay-
ing into this IDA fund, and, second, as
to what will the other 18 nations have
already paid with respect to this cor-
responding installment.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, according
to my figure, the total authorized U.S.
share is $960 million—40 percent—of the
current 3-year capital replenishment
aggregating $2.4 billion. Other countries
are contributing slightly under $1.5 bil-
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lion. And our contribution, as I say, is
40 percent of the total annual contribu-
tions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’'s time has expired.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 1 additional min-
ute?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. I expressed some reluc-
tance in committee on this item. I felt
the 40 percent we are paying was a dis-
proportionate share. I did not, however,
strenuously oppose it because it repre-
sented a commitment, but an authoriza-
{ion is not necessarily a commitment. I
merely wish to observe that I love the
phrase in the report with reference to
“bootstrap nations.” I wonder how far
below the bootstrap level the United
States is at the present time. These boot-
strap nations are said to be unable to
borrow anything, but they do not owe
anything. I think that term “bootstrap”
should be left out of future reports be-
cause, heavens knows, we have sunk so
far below the bootstrap stage financially
that for every cent we pay out we are
digging down and going further and fur-
ther in debt for.

I have sympathy for the amendment
of the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. FONG. The Senate debated this
matter a couple of months ago, and it was
only on March 10 that the authorization
was signed into law. This appropriation
of $320 million is in furtherance of the
authorization Congress enacted about 2
months ago.

Mr. ELLENDER. The authorizing legis-
lation also was before the Senate.

Mr. FONG. Yes; since the U.S. share
has been negotiated at 40 percent, there is
no way we in Congress can now cut down
the percentage. But the Treasury De-
partment promised to renegotiate the
next time this comes up. We asked them
to renegotiate downward, 30 percent or
35 percent. But in this item before us to-
day, we cannot go below 40 percent be-
cause we have agreed to pay 40 percent,
and it was only a couple of months ago
that the Senate passed the authoriza-
tion.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. What has been the ex-
perience in the past of the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii with the depart-
ments and agencies charged with the
funds of this nature?

Mr. FONG. As a member of the For-
eign Operations Appropriations Sub-
committee, certainly I would watch
members of the Treasury Department
next time they come before us for an
appropriation. As the ranking minority
member on that subcommittee, I prom-
ise the Senator I will pursue that mat-
ter

Mr. COTTON. I have every confidence
in the Senator but over the years I have
heard the State Department tell us that
the end of foreign aid was in sight. The
next time they said if we would extend
foreign aid once more it would only be
for 2 more years. Then they said if we
would keep it going it would be reduced
next year. So I have grown a little cyni-
cal through the years.
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Mr. FONG. We have told the Treasury
Department to work on this problem and
they have said they would.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not understand why the Sen-
ator from Hawaii says that Congress
would be reneging on a promise if it fails
to appropriate the $320 million. As the
Senator from New Hampshire just said,
an authorization is not necessarily a
commitment.

We know and we have been told many
times that the authorization for appro-
priations to HEW and Education have
fallen tens and tens of billions of dol-
lars below the authorization. Almost ev-
ery authorization bill which comes be-
fore the Senate is not matched by ap-
propriations. As I see it, Congress can-
not make a commitment and does not
make a commitment until the appropria-
tion is made on matters of this type. If
you are going to assume that, Mr. Presi-
dent, I see no particular reason to have
a Committee on Appropriations. We
could let the authorizing committee act
if we are going to match dollar for dol-
lar every amount that is to be author-
ized.

Of course, we know an authorization is
not a commitment and we all know that
in virtually all cases, except in some of
these international appropriations to in-
ternational financial institutions nine
times out of 10 the appropriations are
less than the authorization.

I am curious about the paragraph in
the report that says as of the date this
bill is reported, April 27, the Interna-
tional Development Association has 33
loan applications for a total value of $473
million, or approximately a half billion
dollars. I am wondering if the Senator
from Virginia could be informed as to
just what type loans these are. What are
they being used for? We know that over
the life of this organization 60 percent of
all the funds have gone to India and Pak-
istan, and we know that India and Paki-
stan have gotten into war with one an-
other. How much of these funds were
used to finance the war on India’s part
against Pakistan, and how much of these
funds were used to finance the war on
Pakistan’s part against India? So I think
before we vote these huge sums we better
know what this money is being used for.
Is it being used for armaments and mili-
tary hardware? Can anyone say it is not
being used for that purpose?

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Hawaii if he will tell us what these
33 loan applications are for, which total
$473 million.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, these appli-
cations embrace many projects. For ex-
ample, in Pakistan, highway engineering
project, irrigation engineering project,
port engineering project, and irrigation
project; in New Guinea, education proj-
ects, highway projects, and irrigation
project; in other countries, agricultural
development projects, power projects,
livestock development projects, coffee
importation projects.

These are projects for which the World
Bank makes loans and these are the loans
we are talking about.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Do these
loans go directly to the country involved
or to the businesses in those countries?
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Mr. FONG. I understand they go di-
rectly to the country involved.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. They go to
the country involved and the country
then lets the contract?

Mr. FONG. That is what I understand.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. What ma-
chinery is there for having some assur-
ance that the tax funds are not being
siphoned off by government officials in
some of these countries where their
standards of observation are less rigid?

Mr. FONG. I think the history of the
World Bank in this regard has been very
good. I understand their losses are very
minimal.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Can the
Senator assure the Senate that these
funds have not been used in the past for
military hardware?

Mr. FONG. That I cannot assure the
Senator.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. President, I will conclude by say-
ing I think the time has come for the
Senate and the Congress to take a much
harder look at what we are doing with
the tax funds of the American taxpayers.
We have already given more than $1 bil-
lion for this soft loan window of the
World Bank and the World Bank has in
turn turned over 60 percent of those
funds to two nations, India and Paki-
stan, two fine nations. I have a high re-
gard for both of them, but I submit that
neither of them is in any worse financial
condition than the United States. As a
matter of fact, I do not think there is
any country in the world in worse finan-~
cial condition than is the United States.

At the end of the next fiscal year, ac-
cording to the statement submitted by
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budgef, the national debt of the
United States will be $493 billion, and
25 percent of that will have been ac-
cumulated during the 4-year period end-
ing June 30, 1973. A great deal of that
debt is because of these foreign give-
away programs. We mean well. We want
to help other countries. To some extent
we have an obligation to help other coun-
tries. But we also have an obligation to
ourselves. We have an obligation to this
country. I submit this country is on a
very unsound basis financially. It could
not be more unsound, in my judgment—
to think that by June 30 next year we will
have a national debt of $493 billion, and
25 percent of that will have been accu-
mulated during the 4-year period end-
ing June 30, 1973.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from Louisiana has two
minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
back my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time is yielded back.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
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that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BavH), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN) , the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon), the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr, EasTLAND), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBriGHT), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr, GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr., Har-
Rris), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HarTKE), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr., HoLrings), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMpHREY), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr, JorpAN), the
Senator from Washington (Mr, MAGNTU-
son), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr,
McCLELLAN) , the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEee), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr, McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MeT-
cALF), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpaLg), the Senator from Utah (Mr,
Moss), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MuskIE) , the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PasTorg), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN) , the Senator from
California (Mr. TunnEY), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EacLETON) and the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Macnuson) and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) would
each vote “nay.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamBreLL) would vote “yea.”

Mr. COTTON. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
wick), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTnIas), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PaAckwoobn) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScorT) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

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

Also, the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER and Mr. Fannin), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrIFFIN), the
Senators from New York (Mr., JAVITS
and Mr. BuckLEY) , and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would
vote “yea.”

The result  was announced—yeas 28,
nays 31, as follows:

[No. 170 Leg.]
YEAS—28

Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Ellender
Gravel
Gurney

Allen
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Brock
Burdick
Byrd, Hansen

Harry P., Jr. Hruska
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes
Cook Jordan, Idaho

NAYS—31

Boggs
Brooke
Case

Long
Miller
Montoya
Randolph
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Tower

Alken
Allott
Beall
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Dole
Fong

Pearson
Percy
Proxmire
Ribicofl
Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Smith

NOT VOTING—41

Griffin Metcalf
Harris Mondale
Hartke Moss
Hollings Mundt
Humphrey Muskie
Javits Packwood
Jordan, N.C. Pastore
Magnuson Pell
Mansfield Scott
Mathias Sparkman
MecClellan Thurmond
McGee

Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Taft
Weicker
Young

Hart
Hatfield
Inouye
Jackson
Eennedy
Nelson

Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Bentsen
Buckley
Cannon
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Gambrell McGovern
Goldwater McIntyre

So Mr. Harry F. Byrp, Jr.'s amend-
ment was rejected.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move fo lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendments to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engrossment
of the amendments and the third read-
ing of the bill,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
(H.R. 14582) was read the third time.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR EMERGENCY

FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICES PROGREAM

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, once
again the Committee on Appropriations
seeks to assure the continuance of the
emergency food and medical services
program.

Despite express congressional intent to
maintain this program at a spending
level of $52,700,000 during 1972, the ad-
ministration continues to withhold all
but $3.5 million for emergency food and
medical services. Therefore, in this sec-
ond supplemental appropriations bill,
the committee has provided an explicit
appropriation of $30 million to carry out
this program for poor families in need of
nutrition. I support this provision.

Curtailment of this program would
mean hardship for many Missourians.
Without the assistance it provides, needy
infants and pregnant women in St. Louis
and Kansas City would no longer benefit
from the supplemental food program.
Elderly and other homebound poor in the
bootheel and rural poverty areas would
no longer be able to have essential foods
delivered to them at home. Educational
programs about good nutrition and prep-
aration of food, particularly surplus
commodities, would also be discontinued.

These benefits should not be termi-
nated. I therefore support the commit-
tee’s action in approving an additional
appropriation for the emergency food
and medical services program.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr, President, I am
pleased today to join a bipartisan group
of my Senate colleagues in suppor: of the
emergency food and medical services
program of the Office of Economic Op-

Tunney
Williams

15159

portunity. I hope our efforts will not be
in vain, I, perhaps more than any other
Member of this body, know how valuable
this program can be to meet the critical
health and nutritional needs of poor
mothers and children.

What we seek today is approval of an
amendment which would provide $30
million extra in the fiscal 1972 budget
for the emergency food and medical serv-
ices. This budget presently contains only
$3.5 million following a drastic cut by
the Office of Management and Budget.
How ironic it is that our Nation was
about to see this »Drogram really reach
its potential, when the budget cutters
got hold of it. The program spent more
than $42 million in fiscal 1971, reaching
thousands and thousands of mothers and
children all over the Nation.

Last year, the Congress appropriated
an additional $20 million for the pro-
gram, but OMB refused to release the
funds. Then, following an appeal by 42
Members of the Senate, President Nixon
once again turned down the program
funding.

Mr. President, this kind of perform-
ance on the part of the Chief Executive
is nothing new in the field of feeding
hungry Americans. This cutback is just
another example of shortsighted leader-
ship. We have seen the same thing in
food stamps, commodity foods, school
lunches, school breakfasts, and all of the
other feeding programs launched by Con-
gress.

I feel particularly distressed about the
emergency food program because it has
been such a success in South Carolina.

In fact, this program—more than any
pther—-has been re.ponsible for chang-
ing many opinions in my 3tate about so-
called Federal giveaway plans. Using this
program, our county health officers were
able to bring in families for medical
checkups, often for the first time. They
were able to look at the children and the
pregnant or nursing mothers, and could
prescribe good food as well as medicines
and vitamins.

For the first time, our medical leaders
in South Carolina really began to look
face to face at the effects of hunger and
malnutrition. Findings from these con-
tacts led to our State leaders to expand
the food stamp program to every county,
and to speed up the rate of participation.
But the food stamp program is not
enough, because it does not reach those
specialized needs of the pregnant woman,
the nursing mother, or the child under 1
year of age whose brain is so easily sus-
gzptibie to damage from lack of nutri-

on.

In South Carolina, 30 counties are
aided by funds from emergency food and
medical services: Beaufort, Jasper, Fair-
field, Oconee, Pickens, Darlington,
Greenville, Lee, Williamsburg, Charles-
ton, Lexington, Richland, Florence, Cal-
houn, Orangeburg, Berkeley, Colleton,
Dorchester, Dillon, Marion, Abbeville,
Greenwood, Kershaw, Sumter, Horry,
Georgetown, Chesterfield, Marlboro, and
Hampton. More than $1.4 million went to
this program in my State last year, but
under the new budget, they will all vir-
tually be eliminated.

Seven counties participate specifically
in what we call the “prescription feed-
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ing” program sponsored by OEO. Because
of the tremendous success, our outstand-
ing State board of health, under Dr. Ken-
nety Aycock, tried to expand this pro-
gram to many other counties. But the
OEO and the Department of Agriculture
said no—there would be no expansion.
In fact, I have learned that more than
500 counties around the Nation have
been refused permission to take part in
the prescription feeding program be-
cause the administration had long ago
been planning to eliminate it.

Additionally, the University of South
Carolina has been funded at about $270,-
000 annually. The project has involved
the testing and treatment of children in
Beaufort and Jasper Counties for intes-
tinal parasites, as well as the creation of
films and easy-to-understand pamphlets
and training aids on parasite control.
These programs have been very success-
ful in my State. There is a statewide
awareness now of the need for good nu-
trition and sanitation practices. Empldy-
ers are beginning to understand that
well-fed employees are better workers.
Teachers are understanding that well-
fed children are good learners and can
participate in classroom activities. Doc-
tors are understanding that families
from poor neighborhoods are inflicted by
a host of nutrition related health prob-
lems which can be corrected by food. We
are making these breakthroughs in
South Carolina, but it is in spite of the
administration, not because of it. We
have had to fight for every program we
have received. This is why we hold them
so dearly, and hate to see an agency so
insensitive as OMB just wipe out a major
program. I hope the record we make on
this issue today will compel the White
House to take action on this critical need
in America.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I wish to
register my strong support for the
amendment to the Second Supplemental
Appropriations Act fiscal year 1972 (H.R.
14582) which provides $30 million to be
added to the fiscal year 1972 budget for
the emergency food and medical services.

I highly commend the Senate Appro-
priations Committee for approving this
amendment and including it in H.R.
14582.

Congressional approval of this amend-
ment will mean that many EFMS pro-
grams will be able to continue food and
medical services to many needy Amer-
icans.

Some of these Americans are in my
own State of Kentucky. For example, the
Boone Fork Community Kitchen in
Fleming, Ky., is funded solely by EFMS
money. This community kitchen serves
an average of one hot meal a day to 120
of the needy elderly in that county. At
one time, the kitchen served 240 elderly
persons, but had to cut back due to lim-
itation of EFMS funds, The Boone Fork
Comunity Kitchen not only serves those
persons who are able to come in but also
the elderly who are not able to leave their
homes. In such cases, the meals are de-
livered from the kitchen. In addition to
providing food to needy elderly who may
otherwise go hungry, the community
kitechen employs 11 persons who had been
jobless.
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Mr. President, it is unfortunate that
our present feeding programs are falling
short of meeting the nutritional needs
of the poor. But it is fortunate that we
have such programs as EFMS which at-
tempts to fill the hunger gap until our
present feeding programs are expanded
to meet this problem.

Without an additional $30 million for
EFMS in the budget for fiscal year 1972,
hundreds of programs across the coun-
try will be forced to close down, includ-
ing the Boone Fork Community Kitchen.

I strongly urge that this amendment
receive full congressional approval.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp a statement by the distin-
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
STATEMENT BY 5 !NATOR MAGNUSON

I am extremely gratified that the Senate
Appropriations Committee has concurred
with my amendment adding $30 million to
H.R. 14582 (the Becond Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act) for the Emergency Food
and Medical Services (E.F.M.8.) program ad-
ministered by the Office of Economic Op-
portunity.

As Chairman of the Labor, Health, Educa-
tion, Welfare and Related Agencies (O.E.0.)
Appropriations Subcommittee, I am Kkeenly
aware of the Nixon Administration's drastic
and unjustified cutback of EF.MS. from
$42.2 million in F.Y, 71 to $3.5 million in F.Y.
72. As the senior SBenator from the State
of Washington, I am also painfully aware
that nearly 80,000 individuals in my State
are being fed each month by church-spon-
sored food programs, Several hundred thou-
sand individuals, each month, rely upon food
stamps or surplus commodities to meet their
basic nutritional needs, EF.M.S. has less
stringent qualifications for participation and
could be a great means of assistance to the
church-sponsored food programs which rely
totally for support on voluntary contribu-
tions of food and money. Without some gov-
ernmental assistance, these church-spon-
sored programs in Washington State can not
possibly continue.

Earlier this year, 42 Senators urged Presi-
dent Nixon to continue funding E.F.M.S., but
that request was denled on the basis that
existing Department of Agriculture programs
were adequately meeting the needs of poor
and needy citizens.

Mr. President, the figures I have quoted
clearly indicate that existing programs are
not meeting the needs of the people In Wash-
ington State and I am certain that other
States, which are also experiencing high rates
of unemployment, are also finding existing
programs inadequate.

The EF.M.S. program grew out of the con~
cern sparked by the 1967 hearings which re-
vealed the existence of serious hunger and
malnutrition in America. It was intended
then, as now, not as a substitute for other
direct food assistance programs, but as a
flexible tool that might enable all other ex-
isting efforts to better alleviate the most seri-
ous problems of hunger and malnutrition.
Then, as now, its direct assistance efforts are
concentrated in the poorest counties where
as many as half or more of the poor cannot
or do not use food stamp and donated foods
programs. Elsewhere, E.F.M.S. money Is used
to demonstrate more effective methods of
dealing with the groups falling outside the
normal welfare system (e.g. the “new poor"”
in Seattle), or problems not the focus of
other agencies (e.g. the South Carolina re-
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search into internal parasites among the
poor). EF.M.S. grants have established suc-
cessful models for the feeding of Indigent
elderly (e.g. the Boone Fork Community
Kitchen), and for the monitoring of the
School Lunch Program (North Carolina State
University). E.F.M.S. has been a key element
in local efforts to reach out and identify
more of those who might be eligible for the
family feeding programs, and has been the
principal supporter of the Supplemental Food
Program which serves 186,000 pregnant
women, new mothers and young infants,

For a relatively small amount of money,
the EF.M.8. has produced a large and valu-
able dividend in our national effort to allevi-
ate hunger and malnutrition among the poor,

Because the program has no new funding
authority, existing programs are being al-
lowed to expire. At the start of this current
fiscal year, there were 700 projects in place,
worth about $37 million. By April 1, 1972,
there were only 400 projects remaining, worth
only about $20 million. By the start of F.Y.
73, there may be as few as 150 projects still
in place, worth only $10 million. Action in
the Second Supplemental is necessary be-
cause, without it, additional programs may
simply close before the regular authoriza-
tion/appropriation process can be completed.

The immediate effect of not providing
funds through the second supplemental,
would be the expiration of remaining pro-
grams, releasing staff and facilities that will
be difficult to reclaim if the funds are only
made available later. In addition, the suc-
cessful implementation of 1971 food stamp
amendments requiring that each state pro-
vide outreach for needy persons not yet par-
ticipating in the program depends in part on
the continued existence of the EF.M.S. In the
case of the Supplemental Food Program for
pregnant women and young infants, the situ-
ation is even more stark; without EF.M.S.
there will not be a Supplemental Food Pro-
gram,

Mr. President, I ask the Senate Conferees
on HR. 14582 to urge the House Conferees
to accede to the Senate Amendment. I know
the Conferees will do their best.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Appropriations Com-
mittee has included $30 million for the
emergency food and medical services
program—EFMS—in the second supple-
mental appropriations bill.

I wish particularly to commend the
chairman of the Labor-HEW Subcom-
mittee, the Senior Senator from the State
of Washington (Mr. MacNnuson), for his
leadership in the effort to provide ade-
quate funds to keep this valuable pro-
gram alive, funds vital to his own State
of Washington as well as many other
States.

We cannot allow hundreds of projects
which provide desperately needed serv-
ices to pregnant women and infants,
which serve oppressed minorities such as
Indians and migrant workers, to be
closed down. By acting to prevent these
closings by making these funds available,
the Senate is once again demonstrating
its determination to win the war against
hunger and malnutrition in the United
States.

The Senate has gone on record again
and again over the past 2 years or so to
indicate its strong support for EFMS
and its desire to see the program effec-
tively implemented. Most recently, 42
Members of this body joined in signing
a letter to the President urging that funds
not be withheld from these projeets. Our
efforts have been thwarted by those
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whose first concern is economy in Gov-
ernment.

To cut this program, however, is false
economy. Projects which assure proper
nutrition to mothers and their young off-
spring are a prudent investment, for they
reduce the potential for later institution-
alization and the public expense associ-
ated with that.

In Illinois, 13 projects which serve
many thousands of persons throughout
the State might be forced to shut down
over the next several months if these
funds are not provided. Most of the proj-
ects provide direct services—food stamps,
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food purchase vouchers, or certification
for food stamps—to needy individuals
and families.

The Springfield-Sangamon County
project, for example, offers a wide variety
of services. In a period of 9 months, 1,620
individuals have been helped with direct
food purchases; 444 families have been
provided with food stamps; 211 families
have received food pantry service; 423
people were given transportation to and
from medical facilities; 268 people were
given direct medical assistance; 4 teen-
age pregnancies were aided; 4,500 school-
children and 100 elderly citizens were
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served breakfasts; and 17 cases of malnu-
trition were identified and treated. That
is a marvelous record of accomplishment
and the total Federal commitment for the
term of the project—which has over a
year to run—is only $28,000.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
listing the EFMS programs in Illinois be
incorporated in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Providing food and medical services to
the needy must remain a No. 1 priority
for the Nation. We must provide these
additional funds at this time to indicate
our commitment is as strong as ever.

ILLINOIS EMERGENCY FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICES PROJECTS

Termination
date

Term of

Funding
funding

level

Termination
date

Term of

Fundrn*
Project Numbers served Project level funding Numbers served

18 months I Feb, 28,1973___ 3,009.

Madisoni‘:nunty....“_‘.... $20,956 .....do ek 4 ilabl
300

Cook County OED_ . . 353,000 Undefined. . __ Julyls?z " 16,300 per month.

(estimated).
Kankakee Land CAP.. -. 20,000 - Feb. 28, 1973._. 3,000.
Project NOW, G.1. Fnrum 10,000 . July 1972___..__ 3,000.
Rock Island,
Cook County Urban 472,000

Decatur, Makin Cuunty
Peoria... SRt
Vermillion Cuuntr .. 50,000 2 years. _June 30 1973 __
Springfield, Sangamon do. July 31, '1973__

County. 655
Embarrass River Basin CAA.. Jan. 31, 1973_... 5,630,

Wabash County _ Nov. 30, 1972 _

1 year ) I[)ac 31,1972,

. 3,000.
6. ,932 individuals,
families.

Shawnee County_ - - ...~
St. Clair County. . .- -ooov-n

- Aug.31,1972___ 194
- Dec. 31,1972_.

996 families.
1. Organization.
- 3,500 families.

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Mr. KEENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to take this opportunity to re-
quest that the Senafe approve the ap-
propriations provided in H.R. 14582, the
second supplemental appropriations bill.
I am particularly pleased that under the
considered concern of the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for
HEW and Labor, this bill includes ap-
propriations for two education programs
that I strongly support.

First, the bill includes $9 million that
I, along with 17 other Senators requested
to continue 26 Follow Through programs.
Second, this bill includes the $5.8 million
I requested to enable over 10,000 veterans
to receive education benefits through the
Upward Bound and Talent Search pro-
grams.

In addition, I am concerned about the
need to provide adequate funding for ed-
ucational work-study programs. There-
fore, I urge the approval of $75.4 million
for work study grants to provide aca-
demic training for 173,000 students.

Included in the total package of H.R.
14582 are appropriations to supplement
funding operations for many worthwhile
programs that fully deserve the support
of this Senate. However, I am particu-
larly concerned about Follow Through,
veterans in Upward Bound and Talent
Search, and the work study program. 1
am concerned because each of these are
proven educational programs that de-
serve to continue offering assistance for
needy students.

Only with substantial funding will
benefits be available to those who seek
their help. For that reason I strongly
urge the Senate to approve the following
appropriations requests:

FOLLOW THROUGH

First the appropriation of $9 million for
a continuation of the Follow Through
program in 26 communities is important
to the parents and to the 8,350 students
enrolled in these projects. The Office of
Education announced plans to close the
Follow Through programs in Pittsfield,

Mass. and in 25 other communities
around the country in March 1972. That
announcement raised serious questions
about the administration’s credibility re-
garding education programs because the
administration had assured the Congress
that such cuts would not occur. Last year
the administration insisted there was no
intent to cut back any programs at the
time the OE requested a reduction of $9
million in the Follow Through budget.

Nevertheless, it is now necessary for
the Congress to restore the funds because
the administration seeks to eliminate the
programs. I am pleased that the com-
mittee agrees with the need to continue
with these projects. Nationwide, 91,000
youngsters, enrolled in Follow Through
programs, are gaining comprehensive
education benefits in kindergarten
through grades 3. In reading and in other
basic skills, Follow Through students
show substantial improvements over
those who are not enrolled.

In Pittsfield, Mass. parents over-
whelmingly support this program be-
cause they approve of the intensive and
careful concern shown to their children
by the teachers and staff assistants in
Follow Through.

I have supported these projects be-
cause Follow Through is properly de-
signed to preserve and build on the gains
made in Headstart and in other pre-
school compensatory programs.

Along with Senator STEVENsON and
the other Senators who requested the
committee to include funds for these
projects, I was gratified that the bill re-
ported by the committee includes the
funds requested.

VETERANS IN UPWARD BOUND AND TALENT

SEARCH

With current public attention focused
on the swelling number of veterans re-
turning from Vietnam, I feel it is appro-
priate that the bill before the Senate
today includes funds to assist veterans
to seek help in completing their educa-
tion.

Both Upward Bound and the Talent

Search program are intensive projects
designed to attract to college campuses
those young people who have avoided
the quest for college training because
they have been denied the proper moti-
vation. Upward Bound has clearly
proven its value in assisting over 32,000
students since 1965, who otherwise may
have been denied access to college train-
ing. Therefore, I am particularly pleased
that the subcommittee accepted my re-
quest to provide $5.8 million to enable
veterans to take advantage of these pro-
grams. Accordingly, $4 million will pro-
vide slots for 10,000 veterans in Upward
Bound; $1 million will be used to seek
out some 12,000 veterans through the
facilities of Talent Search; while the bal-
ance of $800,000 will provide for program
administration and staff training. These
worthwhile projects are fully deserving
of approval by this Senate.
EDUCATIONAL WORK STUDY

Finally, I wish to commend the Ap-
propriations Committee for its expres-
sion of concern about the need to con-
tinue support for educational work-
study programs. These projects, operat-
ing in 2,900 institutions offer opportu-
nities to 545,000 needy students to earn
ifuncls to support their educational train-
ng.

Again, this is a program with a sub-
stantial achievement record that fully
deserves Senate approval.

In summary, the need for educational
assistance through Federal programs is
vital across the board. The appropria-
tions included in this bill for education
are needed in some instances to main-
tain on-going projects, and in other
cases to slightly extend coverage to new
students.

Yet, despite the concerns expressed
by the appropriation of these moneys
there is a need for even more help in
many areas.

The Senate’s approval of the funds
designated in this bill will at least insure
benefits for those who have already ac-
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cepted the fulfillment of Federal
promises.

It is my hope that in approving these
appropriations today, we shall show that
we continue to believe in those education
projects that are designed to raise the
academic achievement levels of many of
our Nation’s needy students.

FUNDS FOR THE EKANSAS CENTER FOR THE

DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED

Mr., DOLE, Mr. President, I wish to
express my support for HR. 14582, the
second 1972 supplemental appropriation
bill, and urge Senators to approve these
needed appropriations. I have a special
interest in the passage of this bill be-
cause it contains appropriations to pro-
vide initial funds for the manpower
training program of the university-affili-
ated mental retardation center in Kansas
City, Kans.

The University of Kansas Mental Re-
tardation Center, once operational, will
supply health manpower to work with
the developmentally disabled in Kansas.
It will also provide diagnostic and ad-
visory services along with an organized
program for improving delivery of these
services. The benefits of this program to
the developmentally disabled of Kansas
and their families are significant and
with the university affiliated programs
progressively assuming more of a regional
responsibility, the same benefits could
eventually become available to the dis-
abled in surrounding States thus, the
Kansas can be seen as an important link
in the national program to better the
lives of the developmentally disabled.

The Kansas University affiliated men-
tal retardation center has faced many
problems in its struggle for existence.
An application for construction funds for
the new building in Kansas City was sub-
mitted in 1966. After a 2-year delay, con-
struction funds were finally awarded in
1968, and the facility is now nearly com-
pleted. Dr. Richard Schiefilbusch, direc-
tor of the Kansas UAF, has for several
years attempted to obtain maternal and
child health program funds for the med-
ical center facility, although applications
to MCH services in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare for this
purpose have not been approved because
of low MCH appropriations, In 1971, a
commitment was made by MCH to fund
Kansas if additional funds were made
available to MCH by the Congress in
1972. However, even though a higher
MCH appropriations request for 1972 did
receive congressional approval, inflated
operational costs in existing UAF pro-
grams exhausted the extra appropriation
and made funding of the Kansas UAF an
impossibilit; once again. For much the
same reasons, funds for the Kansas UAF
were not included in the 1973 MCH
budget.

I would emphasize that UAF is at a
critical stage in its development. Imme-
diate funding through H.R. 14582 will
permit the program to begin operating
immediately, and will allow the program
to take advantage of the excellent orga-
nizational structure which has been es-
tablished by Dr. Schiefilbusch and his
assistants.

A delay in funding would make the
program’s future very uncertain, because
professionals who are tentatively com-
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mitted to participating in the program
will be forced to seek employment with a
more certain future. MCH program
funds for the University of Kansas Medi-
cal Center UAF must be made available
now to take advantage of the full poten-
tial offered by the work done by Dr.
Schiefilbusch to date. For these reasons,
passage of this bill is of special concern
to the well-being of the disabled in
Kansas.

The $112,000 included in this supple-
mental appropriation for the Kansas
UAF will enable the immediate develop-
ment of a most worthwhile program. The
university-affiliated mental retardation
center in Kansas City will provide:

First. Urgently need, well-trained
health manpower to work with the de-
velopmentally disabled.

Second. Referral services for amplex
diagnostic and treatment problems.

Third. Advisory and technical services
to existing statewide programs.

Fourth. Programs for improving de-
livery of these services to the handi-
capped.

Each of these points deserves a brief
elaboration.

MANPOWER TRAINING

The State and the area have long
needed a full-blown interdisciplinary
training program to provide health man-
power to work with the developmentally
disabled. Planning committees agree
upon the need for interdisciplinary
training for nurses, nutritionists, occupa-
tional therapists, special educators, and
pediatricians. The UAF has planned an
optimal arrangement for training in
these critical areas of State manpower
needs.

DIAGNOSIS AND PLANNING

The University of Kansas Medical
Center serves Kansas and neighboring
areas as a referral center for complex
diagnostic and treatment problems. In-
cluded are the mentally retarded and
those with cerebral disfunctions, learn-
ing disabilities, and emotional disturb-
ances. Presently, we are talking about
several hundred children and their fami-
lies who would be accorded improved
and coordinated services in the new UAF
facility. In addition to diagnostic serv-
ices, the families can count on improved
resources for planning and implementing
appropriate placement and followup
services. The UAF program would pro-
vide a staff to work with communities
and other service agencies to assure that
critical services are provided and main-
tained.

ADVISORY AND TECHNICAL SERVICES

Through the State interagency coun-
cil on developmental disabilities and such
agencies as the Kansas Association for
Retarded Children, it has become in-
creasingly clear that important educa-
tional services, advisory services, short-
term training courses, and paraprofes-
sional services are greatly needed by per-
sonnel already serving the handicapped
in the State. The design is essentially for
the UAF through the medical center’s
newly organized resources to provide
technical and professional services to the
State in the manner prescribed by the
State and arranged through existing
channels. The UAF’s staff of organized
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personnel would then be a major resource
in the State.

IMPROVEMENT OF SERVICE PROGRAMS

The UAF unit at KUMC will provide
for an organized program for improving
delivery of services to the handicapped. A
critical team of specialists will be com-
posed both of medical and behavioral
specialists who will undertake to develop
better programs for the preschooled
handicapped, for institutionalized hand-
icapped who seek a return to community
living arrangements, for culturally im-
paired handicapped individuals who seek
improved education resources, and for
parents of handicapped children who
seek to improve their own capabilities
for training in the homes. Included in
the last are minority groups—Indians,
Chicanos, urban blacks, and rural
poverty groups—who seek critical serv-
ice improvements for their handicapped
children. Many of these programs have
already been undertaken, but there is
currently a lack of critical manpower
for completing the program.

The funds needed to initiate this ex-
cellent program are included in H.R.
14582, and I urge Senators to support
this legislation and thereby assist Kansas
in its effort to better the lives of the
developmentally disabled.

THE ALASKA NATIVE FUND

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President, in this
bill, making a supplemental appropria-
tion for the present fiscal year, on page
8, line 17 fo page 9, line 5, appears a new
proviso concerning the Alaska Native
fund. This proviso was added by the
Appropriations Committee at my re-
quest. It authorizes the advancement to
each regional association the sum of
$1,000,000 in fiscal year 1972. This sum
must be used solely for organization of
the regional corporations and village
corporations within each region and to
identify land for such corporations pur-
suant to the Alaska Claims Settlement
Act. This advance must be credited
against the first moneys due to such
corporations under the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act. It must first be
used to repay any loans advanced to such
corporations by any financial organiza-
tion after the date of the Native Claims
Settlement Act. It limits the village
corporations eligible to receive such ad-
vancements to those determined by the
Bureau of the Census in the 1970 census
to have had 25 or more Native residents
living within them,

Mr. President, the reason it has been
necessary to introduce this legislation is
because of an apparent anomaly result-
ing from two potentially conflicting sec-
tions of the Native Claims Settlement
Act. Section 6(a) (1) (A) authorizes the
appropriation of $12,500,000 during the
fiscal year 1972. Section 6(c), however,
requires the Alaska Native roll to be
completed prior to the distribution
among the regional corporations. The
latter section also provides that shares
of regional corporations not yet orga-
nized must be retained in the Alaska Na-
tive fund until the corporations are all
organized.

The advancement contained in the
supplemental appropriation will permit
the regional associations to form regional
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corporations. They will be permitted to
form up to 12 such regional corpora-
tions. Each such regional association is
appropriated the sum of $1 million in the
current fiscal year.

The amendment further provides that
the moneys advanced to the regional as-
sociations are to be used solely for orga-
nization of the regional and village cor-
porations within each region and to iden-
tify land for such corporations under
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.
The moneys are to be used by the as-
sociations and credited to the moneys
granted to the regional corporations.

The legislation further provides that
the advancements must be used to repay
bank loans advanced to the regional and
village corporations by financial orga-
nizations after December 14, 1971. This
has been necessary because a number of
lending institutions have advanced
money with the specific understanding
that there was to be repayment as soon
as possible.

Finally, there is a requirement that
eligible villages must contain at least 25
persons. This is the figure used in the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act to
determine eligibility. While some villages
may be at a disadvantage and ineligible
to receive advanced funds, the provision
will permit the expeditious advancement
of funds to those villages eligible accord-
ing to the act on a prima facie basis
without unduly delaying the process.

Mr. President, the importance of the
Native Claims Settlement Act for our
State of Alaska cannot be overempha-
sized. This is a landmark settlement of
many aboriginal Native claims through-
out the State of Alaska. The rapid im-
plementation of this act is both neces-
sary and fair. Many Native groups have
long awaited the settlement of their
claims. Many others are in dire straits
financially and desperately need the
money forthcoming under the act in
order to continue even a minimal exist-
ence. Considerable time, up to 2 years,
will be necessary to complete the enroll-
ment procedures under section 5 of the
act. It will also take considerable time
and money to organize the regional cor-
porations under section 7. Until that time
under the act, if no amendment is added,
funds will be effectively frozen. It is the
intent of the Appropriations Committee
to alleviate this severe hardship.

At my request, the conference commit-
tee on the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act authorized $12.5 million for
the current fiscal year. However, even if
this money is appropriated, unless my
amendment is adopted it will not be
forthcoming immediately, as I have just
indicated. One of the agreements made in
conference and approved by Congress
was the authorization for the $12.5 mil-
lion in the first fiscal year and $50,000,-
000 in the second fiscal year. To place
these moneys in a fund in the Treasury
will be of no use to these regional and
village corporations which so vitally need
the funds to initiate the work for the
Alaska Native people in each area.

Mr. President, I would just like to add
one final word. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. BisLE) has pro-
vided great leadership in this matter. He
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

was a member of the conference com-
mittee on the Native Claims Settlement
Act itself and has also provided distin-
guished guidance as chairman of the In-
terior Subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee. He knows the bill well
and the problems the people of my State
face. His kindness and thoughtfulness
will be long remembered throughout the
State of Alaska.

I would also like to thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER) and the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota (Mr. Youne) who,
as the chairman and ranking Republican
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, have also provided a great deal of
encouragement and guidance to me. I
am also grateful to all the other members
of the Senate Appropriations Committee
for their encouragement and assistance
in this vital matter.

IN SUPPORT OF SEVERAL PROVISIONS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I wish to express my support for several
items contained in H.R. 14582, the sec-
ond supplemental appropriations bill for
1972, which was reported by the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee on April
27, 1972.

The bill, as reported by the Senate
Appropriations Committee, recommends
appropriations of $5,063,387,439, which
is an increase of $197,444,050 over the
budget request and $1,108,934,081 over
the amount included in the House bill. It
should be pointed out, however, that a
large portion of the Senate increase over
the House amount is due to the fact

that many of the supplemental items.

were submitted directly to the Senate.

I have long been a strong supporter of
increased assistance for education, and
I want to go on record as supporting the
items contained in this bill for educa-
tional activities. The Senate bill con-
tains $300,400,000 for Federal aid to
higher education. Included within this
total are $130,200,000 for educational op-
portunity grants; $75,400,000 for college
work study grants; and $89,000,000 for
national defense student loans.

The Office of Education informs me
that within the amounts included in the
Senate bill for the Office of Education,
West Virginia will receive a total of $3.-
118,703 for the following educational
purposes:

Seven hundred and fifty-three thou-
sand six hundred and forty-nine dollars
for national defense education loans; $1,-
058,246 for work study grants; and $1,-
306,808 for educational opportunity
grants.

There is another educationally ori-
ented program which I have supported
and which I commend the committee
for funding in this bill, and that is
the inclusion of $5,800,000 for Proj-
ects Upward Bound and Talent Search.
While the amount involved is not large,
I believe this program will have a very
significant impact on many of our re-
turning veterans who have not previ-
ously availed themselves of the oppor-
tunity of continuing their educations.
This program will be targeted toward
veterans and it is specifically designed
to place a substantial number of veterans
in postsecondary and higher educational
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institutions, with special emphasis
placed on the veteran who does not have
a high school equivalency certificate.
The primary selection of grantees will be
from States with large concentrations of
unemployed veterans.

The immediate need for this program
is demonstrated by the fact that only
one-fifth of an estimated 5,625,000 eligi-
ble veterans are currently enrolled un-
der provisions of the GI bill in some
form of education or training programs,
and, of those who are enrolled, only a
small percentage are from low-income,
disadvantaged, and/or minority back-
grounds.

It is unfortunate that West Virginia
has one of the lowest records for utiliz-
ing veterans educational benefits. I have
been assured that there will be a concen-
tration of these efforts in West Virginia,
and I am hopeful that these efforts will
result in more West Virginia veterans
utilizing their benefits, and thus improv-
ing their opportunities to earn a better
living for themselves and their fam-
ilies.

I also wish to reiterate my support for
the $247 million included in the Senate
bill for the Neighborhood Youth Corps
summer programs. I was a cosponsor of
the amendment offered in the Appro-
priations Committee, increasing this
amount from $95 million to $247 million.
This amendment will provide 9-week
job opportunities for 947,828 eco-
nomically disadvantaged youths, ages
14 to 21 in urban and rural areas. I
believe that this program is an appropri-
ate mechanism with which to provide
work experience for disadvantaged
youths in the summer months and that
this will do much to alleviate the idle-
ness which too often provides an excuse
for social unrest and a tendency toward
criminal activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena-
tors yield back their time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back my time.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON) . All time having been yield-
ed back, and the bill having been read
the third time, the question is, Shall it
pass?

The bill (H.R. 14582) was passed.

Mr. ELLENDER. 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 behalf of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ELLEN-
DER, Mr. MAcNUSON, Mr. BiBLE, Mr.
RoBerT C. BYrp, Mr, McGEgE, Mr. PrROX~-
MIRE, Mr. MonNTOYA, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
Horrings, Mr. YouNG, Mrs. SmITH, Mr.
Hruska, Mr. ArLrorT, Mr. CorTon, Mr.
Casg, and Mr. Fonc conferees on the
part of the Senate.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I am most
gratified that the Senate has acted fa-
vorably on my proposal incorporated in
my bill 8. 2966 by including it as an
amendment to H.R. 14582 in title I, chap-
ter I on the appropriations for the De-
partment of Agriculture.

I am disturbed with a misrepresenta-
tion being sent to Aroostook County not
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only that no action had been taken on
S. 2966 but that such misrepresentation
went even further to charge that “none is
planned.”

It is most difficult to understand why
such a misrepresentation should be made
in the face of the actual facts. The most
charitable conclusion that I can reach
is that the misrepresentation resulted
from a failure of someone to make in-
quiry as to the factual situation before
making the misrepresentation.

I sought action on S. 2966 at the first
possible time after I introduced it. That
first opportunity came when the Senate
Appropriations Committee was consider-
ing the urgency supplemental appropria-
tions bill on March 14, 1972. I offered S.
2966 as an amendment to that bill. The
committee rejected it because it was
claimed that the House would not accept
any amendments to that bill.

I then notified the committee that I
would again offer S. 2966 as an amend-
ment to the second supplemental bill,
this bill, HR. 14582, when it came be-
fore the committee. When I did, mem-
bers of the committee indicated that
they would be favorably disposed to ac-
cept it.

On April 24, 1972, a week ago, the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Agricul-
ture accepted my S. 2966 in the form of
an amendment to H.R. 14582 and the
full committee approved it on April 27,
1972. Now today the full Senate has ap-
proved it.

Surely that is not a record of “no ac-
tion has been taken and none is plan-
ned” as has been represented to at least
one Aroostook County farmer.

I am grateful to the Senate for it now
has done all that it could in support of
8. 2966, which will become law unless the
House conferees on H.R. 14582 oppose
S. 2966 and refuse to accept it in H.R.
14582,

However, I am most hopeful that this
action against the farmers will not be
taken by the House conferees. I am hope-
ful because Representative HATHAWAY
has expressed his support for this pro-
posal—and as a member of the House
Appropriations Committee, I am sure
that Representative HATHAWAY can con-
vince his colleagues on the House Appro-
priations Committee, who are chosen as
House conferees on H.R. 14582 to agree
to the Senate’s action in putting my S.
2966 proposal in the bill and keeping it in
the bill.

The language of the provision in the
bill is:

Cropland Conversion Program

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the land use Adjustment program authorized
in section 16(e) of the Soil Conservation gnd
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended (16
U.S.C. 580p(e)), $10,000,000 to remain avail-
able until expended.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

StevENsoN). The Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, which
the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

A bill (S. 3526) to provide authorizations
for certain agencies conducting the for-
eign relations of the United States, and for
other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. What is the pending
order of business at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1175

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Strike out lines 1 through 12, inclusive,
on page 38 of the bill.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this
amendment proposes to strike out title
VII, which is all of section 701 on page
38

I call up that amendment at this time
so that it may be made the pending
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
pending business.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not
have any desire to discuss the amend-
ment, particularly, now, and I note that
the manager of the bill is not in the
Chamber, so there could not be any
agreement now about the time limitation
or anything like that. I do not think it
would be in order now, anyway. But I
will address the Senate on this amend-
ment when we reconvene.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I apologize for keeping the Senate in ses-
sion a wee bit late, especially in view of
the fact that many Senators have com-
mitted themselves to an engagement to-
night. However, had action on the sup-
plemental appropriations bill not been
completed today, it would have been
necessary to come in early tomorrow, but
more importantly, there is a likelihood
that fresh amendments would have been
prepared overnight, with the result being
that the Senate, on tomorrow, would
have had to travel over some of the same
ground that was plowed today, to say
nothing of possible new amendments be-
ing offered and additional points of order
being made tomorrow.

In view of the fact, therefore, that the
Senate has completed its action on the
supplemental appropriations bill, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE RECORD
TO REMAIN OPEN UNTIL MAY 19
FOR EULOGIES CONCERNING THE
LATE JAMES F. BYRNES AND FOR
PRINTING OF THE EULOGIES AS A
SENATE DOCUMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
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eulogies concerning the late James F.
Bymmes, former Representative, United
States Senator, Governor of the State of
South Carolina, Member of the U.S.
Supreme Court, and Secretary of State
of the United States, be bound and print-
ed as a Senate document.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also ask unanimous consent that
the RECORD remain open until May 19 so
as to permit Senators additional time in
which to include eulogies regarding Mr.
Byrnes,

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum. This
may very well be the final quorum call
of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

ORDER FOR WAIVER OF THE RULE
OF GERMANENESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Pastore
rule of germaneness be waived during
the session tomorrow.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will convene at 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

After the assistant leaders have been
recognized under the standing order,
there will be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 30 minutes, with the usual 3-
minute limitation on statements therein.

Following the transaction of routine
morning business, the unfinished busi-
ness will be laid aside temporarily, un-
der the order previously entered, and the
Senate will then take up H.R. 11589,
authorizing the foreign sale of certain
passenger vessels. There is a time agree-
ment of 2 hours on the bill, 1 hour on
any amendment in the first degree, 30
minutes on any amendment to an amend
amendment, any debatable motion, or
appeal. At least one rolleall vote is ex-
pected in connection with that bill.

Following the disposition of the bill,
at some time during the afternoon—I
do not expect it to be before 2 o'clock—
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL)
will move that the Senate go into a closed
session, under rules XXV and XXXI.
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If there is a second to that motion, the
Senate will proceed to conduct a closed
session. Rollcall votes could occur there-
in. .
Following the closed session, the Sen-
ate will return to the consideration of
the unfinished business, S. 3526. The
pending question at that time will be on
the adoption of the amendment by Mr.
STENNIS’ amendment No. 1175, Depend-
ing upon the hour at which the Senate
returns to legislative session, at the con-
clusion of the closed session, the Senate

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

may proceed with further debate on the
Stennis amendment tomorrow afternoon.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
12 noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:59
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Tuesday, May 2, 1972, at 12 noon.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by

the Senate May 1, 1972:
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

John Michael Hennessy, of Massachusetts,
to be an Assistant Secretary of the Treas-
ury, vice John R. Petty, resigned.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Clinton L. Olson, of California, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Sierra Leone.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

PROJECT SANGUINE
HON. GAYLORD NELSON

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Monday, May 1, 1972

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is only
10 days or so since I called to the at-
tention of the Senate a very important
and critical report on the Navy's pro-
posed Project Sanguine communications
system. At that time I said that it seems
that the more the scientific community
studies Project Sanguine, the more se-
rious is the doubt expressed that the
system can work.

Now just a few days later there is
further evidence of this growing doubt
with the issuance of an equally critical
study of Project Sanguine by Drs. Mi-
chael McClintock and Alwyn Scott, both
of the University of Wisconsin.

To clarify the record I would like to
point out that Drs. McClintock and Scott
issued a previous study on Sanguine and
that the study I reviewed just recently
was by Dr. Charles W. Harrison, Jr., of
the Sandia Laboratories of Albuquerque,
N. Mex., and a member of the review
panel selected by the National Academy
of Sciences and the National Academy
of Engineering to study the feasibility of
Project Sanguine.

In this latest study, Drs. Scott and
McClintock not only agree with major
premises of Dr. Harrison but point to
scientific data that substantiates their
earlier position that Sanguine would
need an unrealistic amount of power or
be an extremely slow method of commu-
nication. They also described as “highly
doubtful” the Navy’s proposal that the
project can be powered from existing
commercial electric power sources.

As I pointed out when discussing Dr.
Harrison'’s report, the Navy apparently
is satisfied that the necessary research
and development work on Sanguine is
very nearly finished and is proposing
to advance the project to the so-called
validation phase.

Obviously, much more careful analy-
sis of the problems these studies point
to must be made before the Congress
agrees to this step.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report by Dr. Scott and Dr.
MecClintock, entitled “A Further Tech-
nical Appraisal of Sanguine Type Sig-
nalling Systems,” be printed at this
point in the REecorp, to be followed by

biographical sketches of Drs. McClintock
and Scott.

There being no objection, the report
and biographical sketches were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

A FURTHER TECHNICAL APPRAISAL OF SaN-
GUINE TYPE SIGNALING SYSTEMS

(By Alwyn Scott, professor of Electrical Engi-
neering; Michael McClintock, senior sclen-
tists, Space Science and Engineering Cen-
ter; and Paul Rissman,K graduate student
in electrical engineering)

I. INTRODUCTION

On May 3, 1971 the Wisconsin Committee
for Environmental Information published a
“Report on the Technical Feasibility of Proj-
ect Sanguine” which concluded that Project
Sanguine could not work at the power levels
suggested by the Navy.* The reason for this
conclusion was that a buried transmitting
antenna is extremely inefficient. Thus it must
transmit data very slowly and can easily be
Jammed. Reports coming to a similar conclu-
slon have been made public by Professor A.
W. Blggs of the University of Kansas. [1, 2]

Since that time additional information has
been made avallable by the Navy and by
others which further weakens the case for
Project Sanguine, The purpose of this paper
is to review and summarize this additional
information.

II. CHARACTER OF THE "“LAURENTIAN SHIELD"

The calculations in the WCEI Report were
made using the very low value of ground
conductivity (5 x 10-* mho,/meter) which
was suggested by the Navy. [3] Such a low
value of ground conductivity assumes that
the geological structure of Northern Wiscon-
sin is dominated by the "Laurentian Shield”
& large plece of dry granite sald to lie just
below the surface. Discussions with geologists
indicate that this simply is not true. The
Wisconsin State Geologist says that the bed-
rock structure in Northern Wisconsin is very
complex [4| (also see Appendix B). F. C.
Frischknecht of the U.S. Geological Survey
states in a recent report [5]:

“However there is a good possibility that
locally the bedrock contains a sufficient con-
centration of electronically conducting ma-
terials [ref. In original text] to render it
highly conductive. Previous ground meas-
urements by the U.S. Geological Survey have
shown that locally Ironwood Iron Formation
and Tyler Slate of the Gogebic Range are
highly -conductive. Black carbonaceous or
graphitic slates have been encountered in
drill holes in the areas surveyed [refs.];
these slates [refs.] are likely to be conduc-
tive . . . There is also a possibility that
water filled shear zones, which are relatively

* The WCEI report was subsequently pub-
lished in the CoNGREssIoNAL REcomrp of May
17, 1971, pp. 15378-15388 and in “Environ-
ment"” September 13, 1971 pages 17-19 and
42-45, It Is included as Appendix A to this
report.

good conductors at VLF frequencies, exist in
the area.”
and later:

“If a detalled VLF survey were carried out
the magnetic field data should be evaluated
carefully In an effort to trace bedrock con-
ductors. Such bedrock conductors could have
resistivities on the order of 1 ochm-meter or
less [1 mho/meter or more], occur in bands
hundreds of feet wide, and extend for sev-
eral miles.”

It is well known that as the ground con-
ductivity goes up the efficiency of a buried
antenna decreases and the system perform-
ance deteriorates. Until there is more de-
tailed knowledge of the ground structure,
therefore, the ground conductivity of 5 x 104
mhos/meter suggested by the Navy and as-
sumed in the WCEI Report must be regarded
as optimistic.

It is disturbing to note that although the
Frischknecht Report was commissioned by
the Navy in support of Sanguine it is not
mentioned in a recent Navy discussion of
the project[6].

II1, SURFACE CONDUCTIVITY

It is assumed by the Navy that the antenna
currents will loop several miles down into
the low conductivity “Laurentian Shield".
This effect is absolutely necessary in order
to provide even the marginal system per-
formance anticipated by the Navy. But the
bedrock in Northern Wisconsin is covered
with a surface layer of ordinary soil which
may be up to several hundred feet thick, and,
according to the Wisconsin State Geologist,
the depth profile of this surface layer has
not been surveyed [4]. In the springtime the
surface layer will hecome wet and the con-
ductivity may be as large as 5 x 10-* mho/
meter or a factor of 100 larger than the value
assumed by the Navy for the ground conduc-
tivity. Thus the antenna current may be al-
most entirely shunted through this surface
layer during the springtime rendering the
system totally useless. The Navy asserts that
“only 3 to 5%" of the antenna current will
flow through the surface layer but it has
been unable to provide either theoretical or
experimental arguments to substantiate this
claim[7].

IV. PERFORMANCE OF A BURIED ANTENNA

The Navy continues to assert that effects
introduced by burying a Sanguine antenna
can be neglected [ref. 6, page 14]. They even
state incorrectly that this is the position of
Professor Biggs and of the authors of the
WCEI Report. Beyond the observation that
“no contrary theory has been proposed in the
literature” they support their assertions only
by some recent comparisons between the
recelving properties of loop antennas (of five
foot dlameter) above and below ground.
These experiments were carried out at Wend-
over Alr Force Base in Utah and at Plum
Island near Ipswich, Massachusetts [8]. These
experiments tell absolutely nothing about
the effects of burial upon a large Sanguine
type antenna; the results are only valid for
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