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grasp of modern problems and all have post-
graduate degrees.

There s President Seretse Khama of Bots-
wana, who studied at Fort Hare and Wit-
watersrand Universities before going on to
read law at Oxford and the Middle Temple,
London. President Leopold Senghor of Sene-
gal is a member of the Agreges de Gram-
maire, the highest French academic society.
As a poet he was in 1962 a strong contender
for the Nobel Prize for Literature. He has
twice represented France at UNESCO. In 1969
and 1960 he was the minister-counsellor for
Cultural Affairs, Education and Justice in
the French Government.

President Dauda Jawara of Gambia is a
veterinary surgeon with six years of study
behind him at Edinburgh. Dr. Kofi Busia of
Ghana has a Ph. D. is history and sociology
and was & lecturer for slx years at St. An-
thony's College, Oxford.

In Kenya, Vice President D. T. Arap Mol
was formerly a teacher, while our host, Mr.
Charles Njonjo, the Attorney General, re-
celved a BA degree from Fort Hare Univer-
sity before going on to the London School of
Economlics and to a practice at Grey's Inn
in London. President Julius Nyerere of Tan-
zania has an MA degree from Edinburgh
University and Dr. Kamuzu Banda of Malawi
has a Ph. D. degree from Chicago University
and an M.D. degree from Nashville, Tennes-
see, in the United States.

But it was not only the heads of govern-
ment who Impressed us in this way. It was
the breadth of knowledge of the assistants
as well.

The young man in the president’'s office,
the secretary in the department of foreign
affairs, the newspaper editors, the broad-
casters, the academicians.

Time and time again one found that these
people had obtained degrees at Makerere Uni-
versity in Uganda or Legon University in
Accra or at the University of Dakar and
had then gone on to do post-graduate study
at the Sorbonne, Columbia, Chicago, Edin-
burgh, London or Leningrad Universities.
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These younger men, who will be the leaders
of tomorrow, are modern men with a grasp
of the politics of the 20th century.

MESSAGE FOR SOUTH AFRICA

We asked the leaders we met: ‘“What
message can we take back to the people in
South Africa”?

Different leaders put it in different ways,
but the message was basically the same.

“We are not anti-South African per se. We
are not opposed to South Africa because of
its four million Whites, not even because it
has a White Government. We are not opposed
to your people but we are unalterably
opposed to your policy of race diserimina-
tion.”

The leaders with whom Mrs. Suzman and
I spoke understand the complexities of the
South African situation. They appreciate the
fears of the minority groups in Southern
Africa. They realise, too, that change could
best come from within South Africa.

They recognise the permanence of the
White man in South Africa. They acknowl-
edge the case for the protection of minori-
tles. They recognise, too, that the time
table for the implementation of a new policy
cannot be forced from outside.

They made no attempt to prescribe a de-
talled policy to South Africa, but they made
it clear that as long as South Africa had
a policy of race discrimination entrenched
in its law, as long as men were denied dignity
and opportunity because of their colour, the
country could not be accepted into the
African community.

I believe that all the leaders we met want
to see a resolution’ of the situation in South-
ern Africa, that they are all looking for signs
of a change, that they would all prefer peace
to violence.

In the words of the Lusaka Manifesto to
which they subscribed: “We would prefer to
negotiate rather than destroy, to talk rather
than to kill.”

But their attitude to dialogue with South
Africa differed widely. President Julius
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Nyerere of Tanzania would have nothing to
do with dialogue with the South African
Government until it changed its policy of
race discrimination.

President Kamuzu Banda of Malawl sald
that he was prepared to engage in dialogue
in the hope that this would bring about a
change, President Seretse Khama sald that
for dialogue to be meaningful it should start
in South Africa among South Africans.

The Kenyans, perhaps because a number
of them were educated at South African uni-
versities, adopted a somewhat cynical view
towards dialogue and asked: “Do you really
think that talking will cause Mr. Vorster to
change?"

WILLINGNESS TO TALK

President Senghor and President Jawara
showed no special interest in talking to the
apartheid government, but did indicate a
willingness to talk to people who wanted
change in South Africa.

Prime Minister Dr. Busia of Ghana has
already declared himself in favour of contact
as a means of bringing about change.

He was, however, prepared to consider dia-
logue as “another weapon in the armoury
of the strategy for the elimination of apart-
heid.” Because of his attitude he was strong-
1y criticised by the Opposition in his country.

I return to South Africa more than ever
convinced that it is possible for us to resolve
the problems of our multi-racial country;
that Black, White and Brown can cooperate
within South Africa. I belleve that there can
be a reconciliation between South Africa and
the states to the north.

But there can be neither co-operation
within South Africa nor reconcilation with
the rest of Africa as long as we treat men
of colour as lesser beings. When there is a
meaningful change in the direction of human
dignity and equal opportunity for all South
Africans not only will the doors of dialogue
be thrown wide open but we will be able to
play our full part as the leading independent
state on the African continent.

The ball is in our court.

SENATE—Monday, June 19, 1972

The Senate met at 10 am. and was
called to order by Hon. JENNINGS RAN-
poLpH, a Senator from the State of West
Virginia.

PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, infinite, eternal, and unchange-
able in Thy holiness, justice, goodness,
and truth, we acknowledge our depend-
ence upon Thee for life and liberty and
national well-being. Preserve this Nation
under Thy sovereignty that it may in-
creasingly serve Thy purposes for all
mankind. Keep the President and all our
leaders under Thy grace and guide them
by Thy wisdom through the perilous
times in which we live. Direct us in our
labors in this Chamber that what we
think and say and do may enhance the
Nation's welfare and promote Thy king-
dom among men and nations.

And to Thee we ascribe all glory and
praise. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DBENT PRO TEMPORE

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

CXVIII—1343—Part 17

Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr, ELLENDER) .
The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:
U.5. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official dutlies, I appoint Hon, JENNINGS
RanNpoLPH, & Senator from the State of West
Virginia, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
on June 16, 1972, the President had ap-
proved and signed the bill (S. 1736) to
amend the Public Buildings Act of 1959,
as amended, to provide for financing the
acquisition, construction, alteration,
maintenance, operation, and protection
of public buildings, and for other pur-
poses.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. RANDOLPH)
laid before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
June 16, 1972, be dispensed with.

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

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF
THE CALENDAR

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
Legislative Calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

THE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION AND CONTROL @ ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1972

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
828, S. 3443.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

5. 3443, to amend and extend the provisions
of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
the Judiciary with amendments, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That this Act may be clited as the “Juvenile
Delingquency Prevention and Control Act
Amendments of 1972".

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention and Control Act of 1968
is amended to read as follows:

“FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

“Sec. 2. The Congress finds that delin-
quency among youths has reached a crisis
situation which can be met by assisting and
coordinating the efforts of public and private
agencies engaged in combating the problem,
and by increasing the number and improv-
ing the quality of the services available for
preventing and combating juvenile delin-
quency. It is, therefore, the purpose of this
Act to assist States and local communities
in providing diagnosis, treatment, rehabilita-
tive, and preventive services to youths who
are delingquent or in danger of becoming de-
linquent, to provide assistance in the train-
ing of personnel employed or preparing for
employment in occupations involving the
provisions of such services, to provide sup-
port for development of Improved techniques
and information services in the field of juve-
nile delinquency, and to provide technical
assistance in such field.”.

Sec. 3. (a) The heading of title I of the
Juvenile Delinguency Prevention and Con-
trol Act of 1968 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“TITLE I—PLANNING AND DEVELOPING
COORDINATED PREVENTIVE AND RE-
HABILITATIVE SERVICES".

(b) The headings for parts A, B, C, and D
of such title are deleted.

(c) Bection 101 of such title is amended to
read as follows:

“GRANTS TO DEVELOP AND OPERATE PREVENTIVE
AND REHABILITATIVE COORDINATED SERVICES
Sec. 101. The Secretary may make grants

to, or contracts with, any State, county,

municipal, or other public or nonprofit pri-
vate agency or organization, for establishing
ur operating programs for the prevention and
treatment of juvenile delinquency, which in-
sure coordinated services. Such grants or
contracts may be provided for paying sll or
part of the cost of establishing or operating
coordinated youth services, including the
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cost of planning such programs, of providing
youth services either by contract or through
other arrangements, or directly, only for
those services which are not being provided
in the community and for which payment is
not avallable from other sources.”.

(d) Sections 102, 111, 112, 121, 122, 123, 131,
132, 133, and 134 of title I of such Act are
hereby repealed.

(e) Section 13 of title I shall be redesig-
nated as section 102 of such title and is
amended to read as follows:

“*APPLICATIONS

“Sec. 102. (a) Grants under this part may
be made only upon application to the Secre-
tary which contains or is accompanied by sat-
isfactory assurances that—

(1) the applicant will provide to the ex-
tent feasible for coordinating, on a continu-
ing basis, its operations with the operations
of public agencies and private nonprofit or-
ganizations, furnishing welfare, education,
health, mental health, recreation, job train-
ing, job placement, correction, and other
basle services in the community for youths;

“(2) the applicant will make reasonable
efforts to secure or provide any of such serv-
ices which are necessary for diagnosing, treat-
ing, and rehabilitating youths or youth in
danger of becoming delinquent and which
are not otherwise being provided in the com=-
munity, or if being provided are not adequate
to meet its needs;

“(3) maximum use will be made under the
program or project of other Federal, State, or
local resources available for provision of such
services;

“(4) public and private agencles and or-
ganizations providing the services referred to
in paragraph (1) will be consulted in the
formulation by the applicant of the project
or program, taking into account the services
and expertise of such agencies and organi-
zations, and with a view to adapting such
services to the better fulfillment of the pur-
poses of this part;

“(6) in developing coordinated youth serv-
ices, youth and public or private agencies,
and organizations providing youth services
within the geographic area to be served by
the applicant will be given the opportunity
to present their views to the applicant with
respect to such development; and

“(8) the applicant or lead agency or or-
ganization is responsible for both account-
ability for and continuity of services for
youth.

“{b) Such application shall contain such
information as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this Act, including—

“{1) a description of the services for de-
lingquent youths or youths in danger of be-
coming delinquent;

“(2) a statement of the method or meth-
ods of linking the agencies and organiza-
tions, public and private, providing these
and other services;

“(3) the functions and services included;

*(4) the procedures which will be estab-
lished for protecting the rights, under Fed-
eral, State, and local law, of the reciplents
of youth services, and for insuring appropri-
ate privacy with respect to records relating
to such services, provided to any individual
under coordinated youth services developed
by the applicant;

“(5) the procedures which will be estab-
lished for evaluation; and

“(6) the strategy for phasing out support
under this Act and the continuance of a
proven program through other means.

“(¢) No grant or contract may be made
under this title unless the application there-
for has first been submitted to the chief ex-
ecutive officer of the State in which the
coordinated youth services are to be estab-
lished in order to provide him with an op-
portunity (in accordance with regulations of
the Secretary) to review and comment upon
such application.”,
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Bec. 4. Section 133 of title I shall be re-
designated as section 103 of such title and
amended to read as follows:

“Labor Standards.”

“It shall be a condition of any grant under
this Act which is wholly or partially for con-
struction that all laborers and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontractors
on such construction shall be pald wages at
rates not less than those prevailing on simi-
lar construction in the locality as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor in accord-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended,
the Secretary of Labor shall have with re-
spect to these labor standards the authority
and functions set forth in Reorganization
Flan Numbered 14 of 1950, and sectlon 276c
of title 40.”

BEc. 5. (a) Section 135 of title I of such
Act shall be redesignated as section 104 and
the first sentence of such section is amended
by deleting “part B or C of” and “the State
agency or, in the case of grants under sec-
tion 132,".

(b) Sec. 302 of title IIT of such Act is
amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing sentence: “Particular emphasis should
be placed on providing technical assistance
in the development of juvenile delinquency
components or plans.”

{c) Section 402 of title IV of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 402. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for grants and contracts under
this Act, to the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, 75,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, and $75,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974."

(d) The first sentence of section 408 of
title IV of such Act is amended by deleting
“the Secretary” and inserting in lieu thereof
“the Interdepartmental Council”.

(e) Section 410 of title IV of such Act is
amended (1) by deleting paragraph (2)
thereof; (2) by redesignating paragraphs (3)
through (5) as paragraphs (2) through (4),
respectively; and (3) by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(5) ‘Delingquent youth®' refers to any
youth who has been found by & court to be
delinquent, or to be in need of care of super-
vision.

*(8) *Youth in danger of becoming delin-
quent’ refers to any youth whose conduect is
such as to bring him within the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court.

“(7) The term ‘youth services' means serv-
ices which assist in the prevention of juve-
nile delinquency or in the rehabilitation of
youths who are delinquent, including, but
not limited to: individual and group coun-
seling, family counseling, diagnostic services,
remedial education, tutorlng, alternate
schools (Institutions which provide education
to youths ocutside the regular or traditional
school system), vocational testing and train-
ing, job development and placement, emer-
gency shelters, halfway houses, extended pro-
bationary and parole services, aftercare serv-
ices, health services, drug abuse programs, so-
clal, eultural, and recreational activities, the
development of paraprofessional or volunteer
programs, community awareness programs,
runaway homes, foster care and shelter care
homes, group homes and any other com-
munity-based treatment or rehabilitative fa-
cilities or services, and legal services.

“(8) The term ‘coordinated youth serv-
ices' means a comprehensive service delivery
system, separate from the system of juvenile
justice (which encompasses agencles such
as those currently provided in the geographic
area covered by such juvenile courts, law en-
forcement agencies, and detention facilities)
for providing youth services to an individual
who Is delinquent or in danger of becoming
delinquent and to his family in a manner
designed to—

“{a) facilitate accessibility to and utiliza-
tion of all appropriate youth services pro-
vided within the geographic area served by
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such system by any public or private agency
or organization, which desires to provide such
services through such system;

“(b) identify the need for youth services
not currently provided in the geographic area
covered by such system, and, where appro-
priate, provide such services through such
system;

“(c) make the most effective use of youth
services in meeting the needs of young peo-
ple who are delinquent or in danger of be-
coming delinquent, and their families;

“(d) use available resouces efficiently and
with a minimum of duplication in order to
achieve the purposes of this Act; and

“(e) identify the types and profiles of in-
dividual youths who are to be served by such
a comprehensive system.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-867), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The committee bill is designed to extend
the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968, which expires on June 30,
1972, and to strengthen its operation by
clearly delineating the scope of activities to
be undertaken by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare In the juvenile de-
linquency field. The 1972 amendments pro-
vide for grants to State, county, municipal or
other public or nonprofit private agencies to
plan, develop, and operate coordinated youth
services systems, These systems are defined
as comprehensive dellvery systems, separate
from the system of juvenile justice, for pro-
viding youth services to an individual who
is delinquent or is in danger of becoming
delinguent and to his family. Thus, the pri-
mary focus of activity under the Juwvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act as
amended will be the development and opera-
tion of these coordinated youth services sys-
tems in various parts of the country.

A majority of the committee intends that
this extension be viewed as a means of en-
couraging the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to improve its efforts to
prevent juvenile delinquency by more pre-
cisely defining the scope of its activities. How-
ever, a majority of the committee agrees that
a much more comprehensive approach to the
problems of juvenile delinquency at the Fed-
eral level should be considered. The extension
will permit the committee to develop a full
hearing record on the type of restructuring
that may be needed before recommending,
new, comprehensive legislation. At the same
time, the extension will allow the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to
continue its important contribution to the
Federal effort to combat dellnquency, while
increasing its effectiveness by more clearly
defining its scope.

The other amendments are designed to re-
peal sections of the Juvenile Delinguency
Prevention and Control Act which are ren-
dered superfluous or redundant by the major
changes in title I. Specifically, the sections
regarding grants for rehablilitative and pre-
ventive services and for state plans are re-
pealed, since these services are an integral
part of the proposed coordinated youth serv-
ices systems. The 1972 amendments provide
authority for grants to accomplish essentially
similar purposes as those set forth in the
original act, with the differences that services
must be provided as part of a coordinated
system designed to maximize the impact of
available Federal, State, and loca] resources.
In addition, amendments designed to sharpen
the focus of the technical assistance effort
authorized under title III are made, so that
special emphasis will be placed on providing
technical assistance in the development of
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juvenile delinquency prevention and control
plans. Further, the requirement of making
an annual report is shifted to the Interde-
partmental Council, established by the 1871
amendments, as a means of increasing co-
ordination among Federal agencies respon-
sible for juvenile delinquency prevention and
control. The amendments also provide ade-
quate fiscal authorization for the operation of
the act.
BACKGROUND

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Aet was enacted by Congress in 1968
to  help States and local communities
strengthen their juvenile justice programs.
This assistance was to be broad in scope in-
cluding courts, correctional systems, police
agencies, law enforcement, and other agencles
which deal with juveniles, and was to en-
compass a wide range of preventive and re-
hablilitative services to delinquent and pre-
delinquent youth. The act also provided for
the tralning of personnel employed or about
to be employed In the area of juvenile de-
linquency prevention and control, and for
comprehensive planning, development of im-
proved techniques and information services
in the field of juvenile delinquency. The De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
was charged with administering the act, be-
cause that Department was believed to have
particular expertise in dealing with the pre-
ventive and rehabilitative aspects of delin-
quency.

The report accompanying the act clearly
sets forth the congressional intent that the
act be administered as part of an integrated
network of antipoverty, antislum, and youth
programs. The report states that the legisla-
tion should not be just another categorical
program administered In relative isolation
from much larger efforts such as the com-
munity action program, model cities, and the
Manpower Development and Training Act.
Thus, Congress clearly intended that the pro-
grams administered under the act serve to
coordinate all Government efforts in the area
of juvenile delinquency and to provide na-
tional leadership in developing new ap-
proaches to the problems of juvenile crime.

As the committee noted In the report ac-
companying the 1971 amendments, the orig-
inal promise of the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention and Control Act has not been ful-
filled. The first 3 years of the administration
of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968 were marked by delay
and inefficlency in implementing the broad
legislative mandate. More than a year and a
half elapsed before a Director was appointed
for the Youth Development and Delinquency
Prevention Administration, the agency with-
in HEW charged with administering the act.
To date, only one annual report has been
published, despite a legislative requirement
that such reports be made each fiscal year.
In this March 1971 report, YDDPA conceded
its own fallure to implement the goals of
the 1968 Act. With the exception of the por-
tion of the YDDPA budget spent on State
comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan-
ning, funds were spread throughout the
country in a series of underfunded, scat-
tered, unrelated projects. The subcommit-
tee found that juvenile delinquency pro-
grams have not been a major priority of the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare even though 1t has hac responsibility
for administering the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention and Control Act.

This lack of priority by HEW has been com-
pounded by the consistent fallure of the De-
partment to request more than a small pro-
portion of the amount authorized by Con-
gress for each fiscal year, resulting in piti-
fully small appropriations for YDDPA. In
fiscal 1970, example, 850 milllon was au-
thorized under the Juvenlle Delingquency
Prevention and Control Act. However, only
$15 million was requested and only $10 mil-
lion appropriated. In fiscal 1971, 875 million
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was authorized, $156 million requested, and
$15 million appropriated. From 1968 to 1971,
HEW requested only $49.2 million for opera-
tion of the act out of a total authorized
amount of $150 million. The serious deficien-
cles in HEW's administration of the Juve-
nile Delinquency Prevention and Control
Act are further demonstrated by the failure
of YDDPA to expend the limited resources
appropriated. From 1968 to 1971, out of the
small sum of $30 million appropriated, only
half, or $15 million, was actually expended.

The fiscal record of the administration of
the 1968 Act reflects HEW’s limited view of
the Department’s role in developing a pro-
gram commensurate with the delinquency
problem. Thus, the fulfiilment of the orig-
inal purposes of the aci has been rendered
virtually impossible because of inadequacies
both in appropriations and in administra-
tion.

One of the major problems in the admin-
istration of the 1968 act has been the con-
fusion of roles in the juvenile delinquency
field between HEW and the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration of the De-
partment of Justice set up under the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968. Under the Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1968, HEW was
intended to provide assistance to States In
preparing and implementing comprehensive
State juvenile delinquency plans. But LEAA,
with vastly larger resources than YDDPA,
soon became dominant in the criminal jus-
tice planning field.

In an exchange of letters on May 25, 1971,
the Secretary of HEW and the Attorney Gen-
eral acknowledged the existing inadequacy
in coordinating the juvenile delinquency
activities of their respective agencles. The
May 25 letters specified that each State
should develop a single comprehensive crimi-
nal justize plan which would comply with
the statutory requirements of both the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act and the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
and Control Act, The Secretary and the At-
torney General agreed that HEW was to con-
centrate its efforts on prevention and rehabil-
itation programs administered outside the
traditional juvenile correctional system while
LEAA was to focus its efforts on programs
within the juvenile correctional system. De-
spite this allocation of responsibility for de-
linquency prevention to HEW, the minimal
level of funding for the operation of the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol Act raises serious doubts about the pos-
sible effectiveness of YDDPA in providing
national leadership in the prevention of
delinquency.

The problems of the role of HEW under the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol Act should be viewed In the larger con-
text of the lack of primary responsibility in
any one Federal agency for all juvenile de-
linquency programs. Juyenile Delinquency
programs are presently spread among more
than 40 different agencies, There are no cen=-
tral goals and priorities to guide the plan-
ning and development of these diverse and
scattered programs. The national direction
and coordination of delinquency programs
envisioned by the Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
vention and Control Act for HEW has not
engaged in that Department.

In a response to the clear need to develop
more effective coordination of the Federal
juvenile delinquency effort, the committee
in the 1971 amendments to the Juvenile De-
linquency Prevention and Control Act estab-
lished an Interdepartmental Council consist-
ing of representatives of the major Federal
agencies involved in the area of juventile de-
linquency. The Council was to meet on a
regular basis to review the efforts of the vari-
ous agencies In combating juvenile delin-
quency and make certain that the overall
Federal effort was coordinated and efficient.
The 1971 amendments also gave YDDPA an
additional year to prove its effectiveness in
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the fight against juvenile crime and to de-
velop a strategy which would efficiently de-
ploy the limited resources of HEW.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Juvenile crime in this country has reached
crisis proportions in the past decade. Arrests
of juveniles for violent crimes have increased
by 167 percent. Arrests of juveniles for prop-
erty crimes, such as burglary and auto theft,
have jumped 89 percent. Almost two-thirds
of all arrests for serlous crimes are of young
people under the age of 21. Our failure as a
nation to deal with this crisis is tragically
clear. The recldivism rate for institutional-
ized delinguents is the highest of any age
group—between 74 and 85 percent. Many if
not most adult criminals have a juvenlle
record.

Congress responded to the alarming in-
crease in juvenile crime by enacting the Ju-
venile Delinquency Prevention and Control
Act in 1968. The first 3 years of the act’s
operation were marked by administrative
weakness and lack of direction. In extending
the act for 1 year, in 1971, Congress clearly
indicated its intention to review carefully
the administration of the 1968 act.

At committee hearings on April 28, 1972,
representatives of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare testified on the prog-
ress that YDDPA has made during the past
year in increasing its effectiveness. In defin-
ing the Department’s role in preventing juve-
nile delinquency more clearly, YODDPA has
specifically concentrated its work on the de-
velopment of systems which provide coordi-
nated youth services as well as funds for inil-
tiation of needed services which are other-
wise not avallable. Twenty-three youth serv-
ices systems were started in fiscal 1971, and
YDDPA estimates that there will be 13 more
such systems by the end of fiscal 1972.
YDDPA also testified that the present act,
with its emphasis on state juvenile delin-
quency planning perpetuates the confusion
about HEW’s role In the criminal justice
planning process and in providing grants for
preventive and rehabilitative services.

It was in light of this testimony that the
committee developed the 1972 amendments
to the Juvenile Delinguency Prevention and
Control Act. These amendments are de-
signed to reflect the focus on youth services
systems which HEW itself feels would be the
most effective use of its limited resources in
the juvenile delinquency area. The principal
amendment, the new title I, would encourage
the development of coordinated youth serv-
ices systems separate from the juvenile jus-
tice system through grants to public or non-
profit private agencies. YDDPA is to serve as
a catalyst to bring together resources from a
broad range of public and private health,
education, employment, and other agencies
which would provide services to delinquents
or youth in danger of becoming delinquent
and their families. YDDPA's funds will be
concentrated on selected youth services sys-
tems to maximize fully the impact on this
program.

The committee belleves that the adminis-
tration of the Juvenile Delinquency Preven-
tion and Control Act has improveu during
the past year and can be substantially im-
proved in the future by defining the scope
of its activities in accordance with the 1972
amendments., Therefore, the committee rec-
ommends repeal of the sections of the 1968
act relating to grant authority for State
planning and for preventive and rehabllita-
tive services. Under the 1972 amendments,
grants may be made for preventive and re-
habillitative services If such services are part
of a coordinated youth services system and
are not already available in the community.

The committee recognizes the great need
for improved training of personnel working
with youths who are delinquent or who are
in danger of becoming delinquent. There-
fore, the training authority established un-
der title IT of the Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
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vention and Control Act has been retalned.
The committee also understands that
YDDPA’s responsibility for providing train-
ing will cease when and if H.R. 45 is enacted
into law. H.R. 45 would establish an Institute
for Continuing Studies of Juvenile Justice,
one of the primary purposes of which is to
provide training.

The committee also recognizes the im-
portance of the Federal role in providing
technical assistance to State, local, and
private agencies in the area of delinquency
prevention and rehabilitation. The 1972
amendments retain’ the technical assistance
authority contained in title IIT with the re-
quirements that particular emphasis be
placed on technical assistance relating to
the development of juvenile delinquency
plans. The special expertise developed under
the act should be readily available to LEAA
and to state planning agencies in the prepa-
ration of comprehensive State juvenile delin-
quency plans.

The committee retains its concern about
the administration of the 18968 act, partic-
ularly with regard to the level of funding.
The 1972 amendments provide for a 875 mil-
lion suthorization. However, the pattern of
severely limited budget requests and appro-
priations appears to be a continuing prob-
lem. In fiscal 1972, for example, although $75
million was authorized, only $10 million' was
requested and $10 milllon appropriated. In
fiscal 1973, although the committee’s amend-
ments contain a §75 million authorlzation,
only $10 milion has heen requested.

In reporting the 1972 amendments to the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol Act, the committee accepts the YDDPA
program in its present form as a possible
means for improving the administration of
the act, but does not consider this to be a
comprehensive response to the delinquency
crisis. At the April 28, 1972, hearings, a repre-
sentative of the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency (NCCD) testified that the
youth service system is a worthwhile con-
cept but does n'ot present the total answer
to the national problem of juvenile delin-
quency prevention. The NCCD concluded
that the low level of funding of YDDPA as
well as the emphasis on utilizing existing
services assures that juvenile delinquency
prevention will be an appurtenance to other
program goals.

In moving info programing youth services
systems, YDDPA has relinquished responsi-
bility for coordinating the current diverse
array of juvenile delinquency programs. The
need for such coordination remains. At the
April 28 hearings, representatives of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
and LEAA testified favorably on the progress
of the Interdepartmental Council. The
Council, under the chairmanship of the At-
torney General, has met regularly during the
past year to review ways in which the Fed-
eral effort might be made more effective.
Since the Council appears to be a useful
mechanism for providing communication be-
tween Federal agencles concerned with juve-
nile delinquency, the committee recom-
mends the transfer of the annual reporting
requirement regarding Federal juvenile delin-
quency activities from YDDPA to the Inter-
departmental Couneil.

In reaching its decision to recommend a
two year extension of the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention and Control Act, the com-
mittee had extensive discussion of how long
an extension would be appropriate. Some
members were concerned that the 1972
amendments might be regarded as a com-
prehensive answer to the delinquency prob-
blem of this Nation. They emphasized the
need for continued study of the entire Fed-
eral juvenile delinquency effort with a view
toward enacting new comprehensive legisla~-
tion next year. Those committee members
who supported a longer extension of the act
were concerned about the difficulties of ad-
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ministering the program on a short-term
basis. However, a majority of the committee
is agreed that the 1972 amendments are no
substitute for the vigorous national leader-
ship, coordinating authority, and substantial
resources ne for an effective Federal
response to the problems of juvenile delin-
quency.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT—AU-
THORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote by
which H.R. 5066 was passed last Fri-
day, and its third reading, be reconsid-
ered, for the sole purpose of offering a
technical amendment which is made
necessary by the changes that were made
in the bill by the floor amendments
adopted by the Senate last Friday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered,
and the bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

HR. 5066, an act to authorize appropri-

atlons for fiscal year 1972, to carry out the
Flammable Fabrics Act.

bn}‘he Senate proceeded to consider the

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 1, after line 7, insert:

“Sec. 2. That the Flammable Fabrics Act

be amended by adding a new section at the
end thereof, as follows.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Macnuson) I ask unanimous con-
sent fo insert a statement regarding the
Flammable Fabrics Act amendments
adopted by the Senate on Friday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON

On Friday the Senate took a major step
toward protecting our nations' children from
the risks of Injury by fire from childrens’
sleepwear.

Our amendment to H.R. 5066, adopted as
amended by a vote of 65 to 0, directs the Sec-
retary of Commerce to promulgate a flamma-
bility standard for children’s sleepwear to be
effective no later than July 1, 1973.

Under the procedures of the Flammable
Fabrics Act routine standards are not ef-
fective for one year after the date of their
final promulgation. However the Act does
contemplate some occasions when more rapid
action is necessary. In the case of flammabil-
ity standards for Children’s Sleepwear, sizes
T to 14, the Secretary is directed to utilize
the procedures of the Act in so far as prac-
tleable. This means that he will hold hear-
ings and recelve public comment on the
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standard he promulgates for Children's
Sleepwear, but the standard once developed
will not wait for the routine twelve months
delay for it to take effect, As a result of the
action of the Senate, If jolned in by the
House, the standard for Children’s Sleepwear
will be effective not later than July 1, 1873.

I commend the able senior Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. Corrow) and the other
able members of this body who worked with
me to arrive at a solution to the problems
confronting our nation’s children arising out
of the intrinsic lammable character of most
fabrics.

I am looking forward to the support of the
members of the House and the responsible
members of industry. The Secretary of Com-
merce will need our support as he seeks an
appropriate standard. If this effort receives
the attention it deserves there should be a
major improvement in the avallability of
flame resistant farbrics for all types of chil-
dren’'s garments in the marketplace within
the next few years, and at least for children’s
sleepwear, an absence of any garment which
does not meet an adequate test for fiame re-
sistance, after July 1, 1973.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD subsequently
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that H.R. 5066 be printed as it
passed the Senate,

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

THE NIXON-BREZHNEV TREATY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
hearings on the Nixon-Brezhnev treaty
start this morning in the Committee on
Foreign Relations. They will be most im-
portant, I think, to the future of this
Nation, to the Soviet Union, and very
likely to the rest of the world.

The President has indicated that one
of his principal goals is a generation of
peace. I want to assure him that that is
the goal of the Senate, the Congress, and
the American people, as well,

I wish to express the hope that the
hearings will be gone into in detail and
that then a favorable report from the
Committee on Foreign Relations will be
issued expeditiously so that the Nixon-
Brezhnev treaty can be taken up on the
floor of the Senate as soon as possible.

If things work out, I would hope it
would be possible to do so before we
recess at the end of this month. If not,
then certairly when we come back be-
tween the two national conventions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp three
editorials which were published in the
Great Falls Tribune of Great Falls,
Mont., under date of May 25, 1972, en-
titled “Generation of Peace; May 28,
entitled “The Arms Treaty”; and June
6, entitled “Harnessing the Missiles”;
and an article entitled “The Rationale
for Defense Spending Grows More and
More Irrational,” written by D. J. R.
Bruckner, and published in the Los
Angeles Times of June 19, 1972,

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

GENERATION OF PEACE

A "“generation of peace,” which President
Nixon has declared is one of his prinecipal
goals, may be assured If he and Russian Party
Chief Leonid I. Brezhnev agree on an arms
limitation program.
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President Nixon’s journey to Moscow al-
ready has succeeded in several significant
areas. The delegations of the two superpowers
have agreed to cooperate in research on en-
vironmental problems. They also formalized
an earlier agreement for coordinated health
research on cancer, heart disease and environ-
mental health,

It's encouraging that President Nixon and
Soviet Party Chief Brezhnev are realistic
enough to attempt to set limits on the nu-
clear arms race. Each knows that the chances
for peaceful coexistence in a troubled world
will be enhanced greatly if the superpowers
agree to establish a ceiling on both offensive
and defensive nuclear weapons.

President Nixon and Party Chief Brezhnev
know that the two nations now have a nu-
clear capacity to destroy the world, that each
power has sufficient intercontinental nuclear
missiles to accept a devastating surprise
strike and still have enough nuclear might to
destroy the attacking nation, They know that
the U.S. has an estimated nueclear capacity
equivalent to 18 billion tons of TNT and that
Russia has an estimated 19-billion-ton arse-
nal of nuclear weapons. There won't be much
left on earth if the weapons in the two
arsenals are exploded.

The best wishes of the entire world, con-
cerned about the possibility of a nuclear
holocaust if an atomic war breaks out, will
rest with President Nixon and Party Chief
Brezhnev.

THE ArRMS TREATY

The nuclear arms limitation agreement
signed In Moscow Friday by Preslident Nixon
and Russian Party Chief Leonid I. Brezhnev
marks an historic milestone in world history.

The treaty, if ratified by the U.S. Senate,
may bring an end to the costly arms race in
which both superpowers have been compet-
ing for more than two decades. Without such
a treaty, the two great nations will continue
the shaky state of equilibrium called the
“balance of terror,” a state in which each
nation has more than enough nuclear weap-
ons to demolish the other within a few hours.

Under the arms limitation agreement, each
of the superpowers still is left with the abil-
ity to accept a surprise strike and be able to
retaliate with sufficient power to destroy
the attacking nation.

Military experts say the U.S. has nuclear
warheads with the power of 18 billion tons
of TNT and that Russia has a nuclear arsenal
with the power of about 19 billion tons of
TNT. The other nuclear natlons, Britain,
France and China, also have nuclear weap-
ons so the total world nuclear tonnage is
equivalent to more than 40 billion tons of
TNT.

Only two atomic bombs have been ex-
ploded in war. The first killed 78,150 persons
in Hiroshima, Japan, Aug. 6, 1945; the sec-
ond killed 73,394 persons three days later
when dropped by a U.S. plane over Nagasaki,
Japan. The two bombs, each with an atomiec
power equivalent to 20,000 tons of TNT,
injured about as many persons as they killed
and the effects of radioactive damage still
linger in the two cities.

The two bombs dropped over Japan are
baby ones when compared to the giant nu-
clear warheads in the intercontinental mis-
siles Russia and the U.S. are able to launch
at 15,000-miles-an-hour speeds against tar-
gets as far as 10,000 miles away.

President Nixon and the Russaln lead-
ers know that if the nuclear weapons are
turned lose, no nation will win—that it will
be a case of murder-suicide if one nation
starts such a nuclear war.

President Nixon and the Russian leaders
rate a “thank you"” from all nations for
agreeing to limit the nuclear race. President
Nixon is entitled to great personal credit for
his efforts to obtain the agreement, one he
has maintained is needed to assure a “gen-
eration of peace.”
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HARNESSING THE MISSILES

The nuclear arms limitation treaty which
President Nixon signed in Moscow May 26
has been greeted with a favorable response
throughout the nation but also has raised
strong opposition in many quarters,

The treaty, which must be ratified by the
Senate before it goes into effect, will be
debated thoroughly in Congress in coming
weeks,

Many who are criticizing the agreement
are saylng that the pact gives the Russians
an edge in the nuclear weapon field. Presi-
dent Nixon answered such fears by saying
that the nation will continue to be stronger
than any other nation on earth.

Opponents apparently fail to understand
that each of the two superpowers has an
overkill ecapacity almost beyond comprehen-
sion. Each nation possesses the nuclear
capability to accept a surprise attack and
still retaliate with sufficient might to de-
stroy the attacking country.

Many fall to appreciate that war has
changed so radically in the nuclear age that
began at the end of World War II. In that
war, the United States exploded a total ton-
nage of bombs equivalent to 2 million tons
of TNT—bombs dropped over a period of
four years.

Two of the 200 nuclear-tipped Minuteman
missiles now deployed in Montana pack as
much explosive fury as all the bombs we
dropped over Germany and Japan in World
War II. A Minuteman missile can Ttace
through space at 15,000 miles per hour and
rain nuclear death on an entire city within
& half hour from the time the signal is
flashed in Washington, D.C.

The Minutemen missiles in Montana have
100 times more explosive power than all the
bombs we dropped in World War II. The
Montana missiles are only part of the 1,054
Intercontinental missiles in the U.S. arse-
nal—which also include powerful missiles
in our submarines—and glant nuclear
bombs in our bombers.

Military experts estimate the U.S, has a
nuclear arsenal equivalent to 18 billion tons
of TNT and that Russia’s arsenal may be
equivalent to 19 bililion tons of TNT.

That's enough nuclear power to devastate
the entire earth—a fact opponents of the
arms limitation treaty may want to think
about as they attempt to defeat the treaty.

THE RATIONALE FOR DEFENSE SPENDING
GROWS MORE AND MORE IRRATIONAL
(By D. J. R. Bruckner)

New York—Early this year the Adminis-
tration justified its increased military budget
requests by arguing that it would need funds
for new weapons if the Strategic Arms
Limitations Talks fafled. Last week it was
arguing that it needs more funds for new
weapons to give the Russlans an incentive
to proceed with SALT II and agree to a
treaty limiting offensive weapons.,

Some congressional crities of the military
budget have been trying to find a way to tie
the arms agreements to the debate over
spending, in an effort to cut funds, but the
Administration could have ignored that
effort safely, The arms agreements and the
budget are two quite distinct matters which
could be handled separately. Evidently the
President finds some advantage in co-opting
the tactlc of his critics; it is probably a
political advantage in an election year,

The rot set into our thinking about the
military when Congress agreed 25 years ago
fo eliminate the War Department and call
the new combined services agency the De-
fense Department. And last week the Presi-
dent was telling more than 100 members of
Congress at the White House that his aim
is to insure the “security” of the nation. The
Russian leaders were telling their people the
same thing in one of those long, allusive,
code-worded articles in Pravda defending
the summit agreements. Neither leadership
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suggested to 1ts constituency that security
might be best achieved by disarmament
rather than by armament. In fact, the chief
U.S. arms negotiator Gerard Smith told the
Russians on May 9 that an objective of the
Salt II talks on offensive weapons “should be
to constrain and reduce on & long-term basis
threats to the survivability of our respective
strategic retallatory forces.” That means, in
translation, that our safety lies in our un-
restrained ability to bomb one another to
hell.

Mr, Nixon displayed his mastery of this
weird language of the politics of war when
he told the congressmen that the Russians
told him that “they were going forward with
defense programs in the offensive area .. .”
His conclusion was that “since they will be
going ahead with their programs, for the
United States not to go forward with its
programs would mean that any incentive
that the Soviets had to negotiate the follow-
on agreement would be remecved.” Do you
understand?

This is all of & plece with the American
threat to abrogate an ABM treaty if SALT
II does not produce an offensive weapons
treaty within five years. Henry Kissinger ac-
tually argued in the congressional briefing
at the White House that it was our deploy-
ment of the Safeguard ABM misslle that
made the new ABM limitation treaty possi-
ble.

We are invited to conclude that, if one
step up in the arms race made one treaty
possible, another step up will make another
treaty possible. The theory that an increase
in military spending will encourage Russia
to make more arms limitation treaties gains
an illusory persuasiveness from the fact that
there is an ABM treaty before Congress. But
why would not a cutback in military spend-
ing encourage the Russians to negotiate just
as well? We do not know; we have never
tried that method.

The proposed $83.2 billion Defense Depart-
ment budget includes initial funds for Min-
uteman II and Poseidon missiles, a new B-1
bomber for the strategic arsenal, a new Tri-
dent submarine to cost something more than
$1 billion. Wonderful. In 26 years we have
spent more than $1,000 billlon on our war
machine. This commitment, we are supposed
to believe, has persuaded the Russians to sign
a treaty limiting additions to one part of
the machine; spending billions more to im-
prove other parts of the machine will lead to
another treaty. And then?

If a new and different reason is needed to
justify this increased military budget, you
must expect that one will be found, treaty
or no treaty. We have seen the unsettling
spectacle of Admiral Thomas Moorer, chief
of the Joint Chiefs, telling Congress that
the military might withhold its approval
of the ABM treaty unless the military budget
for offensive weapons goes up. Defense Sec-
retary Laird then issued a warning that the
Russians are building multiple warhead mis-
siles, althiough it turns out in fact that there
has been no testing of such weapons by
Russia and that the situation has remained
unchanged all year. Then Laird was up in
the Capitol arguing that the arms limitation
agreements would be dangerous unless we be-
come better armed.

International affairs might be in fact as
totally unreasonable, perhaps lunatic, as
these guys want to make us belleve. But I
suspect there is another angle to this effort,
a political angle. A storm will be stirred up in
Congress, but Mr. Nixon’s treaty and agree-
ment will be approved anyway, and he can
go hefore the voters as a victor in a tough
fight with a stubborn Congress. And Sen.
Hubert Humphrey, in his California cam-
palgn, demonstrated to the White House the
effective use of frightening people about any
cuts in the military budget, convincing them
that restraint 18 weakness abroad and a
source of unemployment at home.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The words are used in different ways now,
and the arguments sound different, but in
fact, the condition of the war machine will
be a chief concern of this campaign as it has
been the chief concern of every campalgn
since 1940,

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I merely
want to underscore the statement just
made by the distinguished majority
leader that the hearings on the Nixon-
Brezhnev treaty began at 10 a.m. today.
I hope that they can be conducted as
expeditiously as is necessary for a full
hearing. It would be an excellent thing
if we could act on this treaty before
we adjourn for the first of the two na-
tional conventions. If not, of course, I
think we really must be prepared fo do
it between the conventions. But I hope
we can do it, as the distinguished major-
ity leader says, in the near future.

There is, so far as I know, no great, no
massive objection to the terms of the
treaty in any area of which I am aware.
It is another way to bring about a better-
ment of our chances for peace. It is an-
other step in the search for peace. Mean-
while, other steps are going on with Mr.
Podgorny in Hanoi, Mr. Kissinger in the
People’s Republic of China, and, perhaps,
Mr. Le Duc Tho in the People’s Republic
of China.

The number of nations interested in
putting an end to this ulcer which bleeds
away the strength of the North Viet-
namese, the BSouth Vietnamese, the
United States, and its allies is, of course,
of the greatest importance to all of us.
It is the prayer of all Americans and of
people of good will everywhere that we
find an end to this utterly miserable con-
dition in which we find ourselves.

‘We wish success to all who are engaged
in this common search for peace.

THE NIXON-BREZHNEV TREATY
AND THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, last
week the President and Dr. Henry Kis-
singer met with approximately 130
Members of Congress to discuss and ex-
plain the Moscow agreements on the
Arms Limitation Treaty and Agreement.

Because these talks encompassed such
vital elements on these particular mat-
ters, I ask unanimous consent that the
President’s statement, Dr. Kissinger's
statement, and the question-and-answer
session—all at the White House—be in-
serted at this point in the Recorp.

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

THE WHITE HousE REMARKS OF THE PRrESI-
DENT—THE STATE DiNING RooMm

Ladies and gentlemen, we are beginning
a little late because I understand traffic is
quite heavy around the White House this
morning due to the arrival of the President
of Mexico, We must go forward with the
schedule, because there ls a Joint Session,
as you know, today and we do want the mem-
bers of the committees present here today to
be able to attend that sesslon, We will have
to adjourn this meeting at approximately
12:00 o'clock, or at best, five minutes after
12:00, to give you plenty of time for gques-
tions.

A word about the format of this meeting.
I will make a statement, and then I will have
to depart in order to prepare for the arrival
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of the President of Mexico. Dr. Kissinger will
then make a statement, and then it will be
open to questions to members of the com-
mittees who are present here.

In order to facilitate recognition of Mem-
bers, someone who knows all of the Members
who are here, Clark MacGregor, will moderate
the question and answer period, but we will
try to be just as fair as possible among the
members of the committees and between
the House and the Senate, and Clark will, of
course, be responsible in the event It Isn’t
fair.

In any event, let me come directly now to

my own remarks, which will not be too ex-
tended, because Dr. Kissinger today will be
presenting the Presidential views. He will be
telling you what the President’s participation
has been in these negotiations. The views he
will express I have gone over with him in
great detail, and I will stand by them.
- I noted in the press that it was suggested
that I was calling down the members of these
committees for the purpose of giving you
a pep talk on these two agreements. Let me
lay that to rest right at the outset. This is
not a pep talk and Dr. Kissinger is not going
to make you a pep talk either.

When I came back from the Soyiet Union,
you will recall in the Joint Session I sald
that I wanted a very searching inquiry of
these agreements. I want to leave no doubt
about my own attitude.

I have studied this situation of arms con-
trol over the past 314, years. I am totally con-
vinced that both of these agreements are in
the interest of the security of the United
States and in the interest of arms control
and world peace.

I am convinced of that, based on my study.
However, I want the members of the House
and the members of the Senate also to be
convinced of that. I want the Nation to be
convinced of that.

I think that the hearings that you will con-
duct must be searching because only in that
way will you be able to be convincing to
yourselves and only in that way will the Na-
tion also be convinced.

In other words, this is not one of those
cases where the President of the United
States is asking the Congress and the Nation
to take on a blind faith a decision that he
has made in which he deeply belleves.

I believe in the decision, but your ques-
tions should be directed to Dr. Kissinger and
others in the Administration for the purpose
of finding any weaknesses that you think are
in the negotiations or in the final agreements
that we have made.

As far as the procedures are concerned, as
you know, you will be hearing the Secre-
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the
head of the CIA, and of course, Ambassador
Smith, in the sessions of your various com-
mittees.

I know that a number have suggested that
Dr. Kissinger should appear before the com-
mittees as a witness. I have had to decline
that particular invitation on his part, due to
the fact that Executive privilege had to pre-
vail,

On. the other hand, since this is really an
unprecedented situation, it seemed to me
that it was important that he appear before
the members of the committee in this for-
mat. This is on the record.

All of you will be given total transecripts of
what he says. All of you will have the op-
portunity to ask these questions and in the
event that all of the gquestions are not asked
on this occasion, he, of course, will be avail-
able to answer other guestions in his office
from members of the committee as time goes
on, during the course of the hearings.

What we are asking for here, In other
words, is cooperation and not just rubber-
stamping by the House and the Senate. That
is essential because there must be follow-
through on this and the members of the
House and Senate, it seems to me; must be
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convinced that they played 'a role as they
have up to this point, and will continue to
play a role in this very, very important field
of arms control.

Now, let me go to the agreements, them-
selves, and express briefly some of my own
views that I think are probabiy quite familiar
to you, but which I think need to be under-
lined.

I have noted a great deal of speculation
about who won and who lost in these ne-
gotiations. T have said that neither side won
and neither side lost. As a matter of fact,
if we were to really look at it very, very
fairly, both sides won, and the whole world
WOn.

Let me t2ll you why I think that is im-
portant. Where negotiations between great
powers are involved, if one side wins, and the
other loses clearly, then you have a built-in
tendency or incentive for the side that loses
to break the agreement and to do everything
that it can to regain the advantage.

This is an agreement which was very
toughly negotiated on both sides. There are
advantages in it for both sides, For that rea-
son, each side has a vested interest, we be-
lieve, in keeping the agreement rather than
breaking it.

I would like you to examine Dr. Kissinger,
and the other witnesses, before the commit-
tee on that point. I think you also will be
convinced that this was one of those cases
where it is to the mutual advantage of each
side, each looking to its national security.

Another point that I would like to make
is Presidential intervention in this particular
matter, Presidential coordination, due to the
fact that what we have here is not one of
those cases where one department could
take a lead role.

This cut across the functions of the De-
partment of State, the Department of De-
fense, it cut across, also, the AEC, and, of
course, the Arms Control Agency.

Under these clrcumstances, there is only
one place where it could be brought together,
and that was in the White House, in the
National Security Council, in which all of
these various groups participated.

There is another reason, which has to do
with the system of government in the Soviet
Union. We have found that in dealing with
the system of govenment in the Soviet Union,
that where decisions are made, that affect the
vital security and in fact, the very survival
of a nation, decislons and discussions in
those cases are made only at the highest level.
Consequently, it is necessary for us to have
discussions and decisions at the highest level
if we are going to have the breakthroughs
that we have had to make in order to come
to this point of a successful negotiation.

The other point that I would make has
to do with what follows on. The agreement
that we have here, as you know, is in two
stages: One, the treaty with regard to ABM
defensive weapons; and second, the offensive
limitation, the Executive Agreement, which
is indicated as being, as you know, not a
permanent agreement—it is for five years—
and not total. It covers only certain categories
of weapons.

Now we are hoping to go forward with the
second round of negotiations. That second
round will begin, we trust, in October. That
means that we can begin in October, pro-
vided action is taken on the treaty and on
the offensive agreement that we have before
you at this time, sometime in the summer
months; we would trust before the l1st of
September, I don't mean that it should take
that long, but I hope you can finish by the
1st of September so we can go forward with
the negotiation in October.

The other point that should be made with
regard to the follow-on agreements is not re-
lated to your approval of these agreements.
It is related to the actlons of the Congress
on defense. I know there is disagreement
among various Members of Congress with re-
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gard to what our defense levels ought to be.
I think, however, I owe it to you and to the
Nation to say that Mr. Brezhnev and his col-
leagues made it absolutely clear that they
are going forward with defense programs in
the offensive area which are not limited by
these agreements.

Under those circumstances, since they will
be going forward with their programs, for the
United States not to go forward with its pro-
grams—and I am not suggesting which ones
at this point; you can go into that later—
but for the United States not to go forward
with its offensive programs, or worse, for
the United States unilaterally to reduce its
offensive programs would mean that any in-
centive that the Soviets had to negotiate the
follow-on agreement would be removed.

It is for that reason, without getting into
the specifics as to what the level of defense
spending should be, as to what the offensive
programs should be, I am simply saying that
if we want the follow-on agreement, we have
to take two steps: First to approve these
agreements; and second, we need a credible
defensive position so that the Soviet Union
will have an incentive to negotiate a perma-
nent offensive freeze. That is what we all
want.

These are just some random thoughts that
I had on this matter. I will simply close by
saying that as one stands in this room in this
house, one always has a tendency to think of
some of the tragedies of history of the past.
As many of you know, I have always been, and
am, a great admirer of Woodrow Wilson. As
all of you know, the great tragedy of his life
was that after he came back with the Treaty
of Versailles and the League of Nations, due
to ineffective consultation, the SBenate re-
Jected the treaty and rejected the League.

We, of course, do not want that to happen.
We do not think that it will happen. We
have appreciated the consultation we have
had up to this point, and we are now going
forward with this meeting at this time.

I will only say that in looking at what
Wilson sald during that debate, when he
was traveling the country, he made a very,
it seemed to me, moving and eloquent state-
ment. He sald: “My clients are the children.
My clients are the future generation.”

This is an election year, and I realize
that in an election year it is difficult to move
as objectively as we ordinarily would move
on any issue, but I would respectfully re-
quest the Members of the House and Senate,
Republican and Democratic, to approach this
in the spirit that Wilson explained in that
period when they were debating whether they
should go forward with the League of Na-
tions, remembering that our clients are the
next generation, that approval of these agree-
ments, the treaty limiting defensive weap-
ons, the agreement limiting offensive weap-
ons in certain categories, and also the con-
tinuation of credible defense posture, will
mean that we will have done our duty by our
clients, which are the next generation.

Thank you.

CONGRESSIONAL BRIEFING BY DR. HENRY A,

KISSINGER

Dr. EKissinGer. Gentlemen, the President
has asked me to present to you the White
House perspective on these agreements, and
the general background, with the technical
Information and some more of the details to
be supplied by the formal witnesses before
your various committees.

I I will read a statement to you which we
will distribute. It is still in the process of
being typed.

In considering the two agreements before
the Congress, the treaty on the limitation
of available missile systems and the interim
agreement on the limitation of offensive
arms, the overriding questions are these:
Do these agreements permit the United
States to maintain a defense posture that
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guarantees our security and protects our
vital interests? Second, will they lead to a
more enduring structure of peace?

In the course of the formal hearings over
the coming days and weeks, the Administra~
tion will demonstrate conclusively that they
serve both of these goals. I will begin that
process this morning by offering some general
remarks on the agreement, after which I will
be happy to take your gquestions.

UNITED STATES-SOVIET RELATIONS IN THE

1970's

The first part of my remarks will deal with
U.S.-Soviet relations as they affect these
agreements. The agreement which was signed
46 minutes before midnight in Moscow on
the evening of May 26th by President Nixon
and General Secretary Brezhnev is without
precedent in the nuclear age; indeed, in all
relevant modern history.

Never before have the world's two most
powerful nations, divided by ideology, his-
tory and confiicting interests, placed their
central armaments under formally agreed
limitation and restraint. It i1s fair to ask:
What new conditions now prevail to have
made this step commend itself to the calcu-
lated self-interests of both of the so-called
superpowers, as it so clearly must have done
for both willingly to undertake it?

Let me start, therefore, with a sketch of
the broad design of what the President has
been trying to achieve in this country’s rela-
tions with the Soviet Union, since at each
important turning point in the SALT nego-
tiations we were guided not so much by the
tactical solution that seemed most equitable
or prudent, important as it was, but by an
underlying philosophy and a specific percep-
tion of international reality.

The international situation has been un-
dergoing a profound structural change since
at least the mid-1960s. The post-World War
II'pattern of relations among the great pow-
ers had been altered to the point that when
this Administration took office, & major re-
assessment was clearly in order.

The nations that had been prostrate in
1945 had regained their economic strength
and their political vitality. The Communist
bloc was divided into contending factions,
and nationalistic forces and soclal and eco-
nomic pressures were reasserting themselves
within the individual Communist states.

Perhaps most important for the United
States, our undisputed strategic predomi-
nance was declining just at a time when
there was rising domestic resistance to mili-
tary programs, and impatience for redistribu-
tlon of resources from national defense to
social demands.

Amidst all of this profound change, how-
ever, there was one important constant—the
continuing dependence of most of the world's
hopes for stability and peace upon the ability
to reduce the tensions between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

The factors which perpetuated that rivalry
remain real and deep.

We are ideological adversaries, and we will
in all likelihood remain so for the foreseeable
future.

We are political and military competitors,
and neither can be indifferent to advances by
the other in either of these fields.

We each have allies whose association we
value and whose interests and activities of
each impinge on those of the other at numer-
ous points.

We each possess an awesome nuclear force
created and designed to meet the threat im-
plicit in the other’s strength and aims,

Each of us has thus come into possession
of power singlehandedly capable of extermi-
nating the human race. Paradoxically, this
very fact, and the global Interests of both
sides, create a certain commonality of out-
look, a sort of interdependence for survival
between the two of us.

Although we compete, the confiict will not
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admit of resolution by victory in the classi-
cal sense. We are compelled to coexist. We
have an inescapable obligation to build
jointly a structure for peace. Recognition
of this reality is the beginning of wisdom
for & sane and effective foreign policy today.

President Nixon has made it the starting
point of the United States policy since 1969.
This Administration’s policy is occasionally
characterized as being based on the prin-
ciples of the classical balance of power. To
the extent that that term implies a belief
that security requires a measure of equi-
librium, it has a certain validity. No na-
tional leader has the right to mortgage the
survival of his people to the good will of
another state. We must seek firmer restraints
on the actions of potentially hostile states
than a sanguine appeal to their good nature.

But to the extent that balance of power
means constant jockeying for marginal ad-
yantages over an opponent, it no longer ap-
plies. The reason is that the determination
of national power has changed fundamentally
in the nuclear age. Throughout history, the
primary concern of most national leaders
has been to accumulate geopolitical and mill-
tary power. It would have seemed incon-
ceivable even a generation ago that such
power once gained could not be translated
directly into advantage over one’s opponent.
But now both we and the Soviet Union have
begun to find that each increment of power
does not necessarily represent an increment
of usable political strength.

With modern weapons, a potentlally de-
cisive advantage requires a change of such
magnitude that the mere effort to obtain
it can produce disaster. The simple tit-for-
tat reaction to each other's programs of a
decade ago i8 In danger of being overtaken
by a more or less simultaneous and contin-
uous process of technological advance, which
epens more and more temptations for seek-
ing decisive advantage.

A premium is put on striking first and on
creating a defense to blunt the other side’s
retaliatory capability. In other words, mar-
ginal additions of power cannot be de-
cisive. Potentially declsive additions are ex-
tremely dangerous, and the quest for them
are destabilizing. The argument that arms
races produce war has often been exagger-
ated. The nuclear age i{s overshadowed by
its peril.

All of this was in the President’s mind as
he mapped the new directions of American
policy at the outset of this Administration.
There was reason to belleve that the Soviet
leadership might also be thinking along
similar lines as the repeated fallure of their
attempts to gain marginal advantage in local
crises or in military competition underlined
the limitation of old policy approaches.

The President, therefore, decided that the
United States should work to create a set of
circumstances which would offer the So-
viet leaders an opportunity to move away
from confrontation through carefully pre-
pared negotiations. Prom the first, we re-
jected the notion that what was lacking was
a cordial climate for conducting negotia-
tlons.

Past experience has amply shown that
much heralded changes In atmospherics, but
not buttressed by concrete progress, will re-
vert to previous patterns, at the first sub-
sequent clash of interests.

We have, instead, sought to move for-
ward across a broad range of issues so that
progress in one area would add momentum
to the progress of other areas.

We hoped that the Soviet Union would
acquire a stake in a wide spectrum of nego-
tiations and that it would become con-
vinced that its interests would be best served
if the entire process unfolded. We have
sought, in short, to create a vested interest
in mutual restraint.

At the same time, we were acutely con-
scious of the contradictory tendencles at
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work in Soviet policy. Some factors—such
as the fear of nuclear war; the emerging con-
sumer economy, and the increased pressures
of a technological, administrative society—
have encouraged the Soviet leaders to seek
a more stable relationship with the United
States. Other factors—such as 1ideology,
bureaucratic inertia, and the catalytic ef-
fect of turmoll in peripheral areas—have
prompted pressures for tactical gains,

The President has met each of these man-
ifestations on its own terms, demonstrating
receptivity to constructive Soviet initiatives
and firmness in the face of provocations or
adventurism. He has kept open a private
channel through which the two sides could
communicate candidly and settle matters
rapldly. The President was convinced that
agreements dealing with questions of arma-
ments in isolation do not, in fact, produce
lasting inhibitions on military competition
because they contribute little to the kind of
stability that makes crises less likely. In re-
cent months, major progress was achieved
in moving toward a broadly-based accommo-
dation of interests wtih the USSR, in which
an arms limitation agreement could be a
central element.

This approach was called linkage, not by
the Administration, and became the object
of considerable debate in 1969. Now, three
years later, the SALT agreement does not
stand alone, isolated and incongruous in the
relationship of hostility, vulnerable at any
moment to the shock of some sudden crisis.
It stands, rather, linked organlcally, to a
chain of agreements and to a broad under-
standing about international conduct ap=-
propriate to the dangers of the nuclear ‘age.

The agreements on the limitation of stra-
tegic arms is, thus, not merely a technical
accomplishment, although it is that In part,
but is must be seen as a political event of
some magnitude. This is relevant to the ques-
tion of whether the agreements will be easily
breached or circumvented. Given the past,
no one can answer that question with cer-
tainty, but it can be sald with some assur-
ance that any country which contemplates
a rupture of the agreement or a circumven-
tion of its letter and spirit must now face
the fact that it will be placing in jeopardy
not only a limited arms control agreement,
but broad political relationship.

PREPARATIONS FOR THE ARMS TALKS

Let me turn now to the more specific de-
cisions we had to make about what the agree-
ment should do and how it could be achieved.

We knew that any negotiations on arms
control, especially ones involving those cen-
tral weapons systems which guarantee each
side's ‘security, were found to be sensitive
and complicated, requiring frequent high-
level decisions.

The possibility of a deadlock would be ever
present, and the repercussions of a deadlock
could not help but affect U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions across the board, We had to begin,
therefore, by assessing what the situation
was in terms of armaments in place and
under construction; what realistic alterna-
tives we had at the negotiating table; and
how a tentative or partial agreement would
compare with no agreement at all,

For varlous reasons during the 1960s, the
United States had, as you know, made the
strategic decislon to terminate its building
programs in major offensive systems and to
rely instead on qualitative improvements.
By 1969, therefore, we had no active or
planned programs for deploying additional
ICBMs, submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles or bombers. The Soviet Union, on the
other hand, had dynamic and accelerated
deployment programs in both land-based and
sea-based missiles. You know, too, that the
interval between conception and deployment
of strategic weapons systems is generally
five to ten years.

At the same time, both sides were in the
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initial stage of strategic defense programs,
each approaching the anti-missile problem
from a different standpoint. The BSoviets
wanted to protect their capital. The United
States' program concentrated on protecting
our retaliatory forces. Both sides also pos=-
sessed weapons which, although not central
to the strategic balance, were nevertheless
relevant to it. We have aircraft deployed af
forward bases and on carriers. The Soviet
Union has a sizable arsenal of Intermediate-
range missiles able to attack our forward
bases and devastate the territory of our allies.

A further complication was that the com-
position of forces on the two sides was not
symmetrical. The Soviet Union had glven
priority to systems controlled within its own
territory while the United States had turned
increasingly to sea-based systems.

The result was that they had a panoply
of different ICBM’s while we essentially had
one general class of ICBM's, the Minuteman,
together with a more effective and modern
submarine force operating from bases over=
seas and equipped with longer-range mis-
siles,

All of this meant that even arriving at a
basic definition of strategic equivalency
would be technically demanding and polit-
ieally intricate.

Looking beyond to the desired limitations,
it appeared that neither side was going to
make major unilateral concessions. When the
national survival is at stake, such a step
could not contribute to stability. The final
outcome would have to be equitable and to
offer a more reliable prospect for maintain-
ing security than could be achieved without
the agreements.

With these facts in view, the President,
in the spring of 1969, established a group of
senior officlals responsible for preparing and
conducting the SALT negotiations,

I acted as Chairman, and the other mem-
bers included the Under Secretary of State,
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency, and the
Director of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency.

This group, called the Verification Panel,
has the task of analyzing the issues and fac-
tors and submitting for the President’s de-
cisions those options which commanded sup-
port in the varlous departments and agen-
cies.

The Verification Panel analyzed each of the
weapons systems which could conceivably be
involved in an agreement. It compared the
effect of different limitations on our program
and on the Soviet programs, and weighed the
resulting balance. It analyzed the possibili-
tles of verification, and the precise risk of
evasion, seeking to determine at what point
evasion could be detected and what meas-
ures would be available for a response. This
was done in various combinations so that if
one plece of the equation changed, say the
ABM level, the Government would be able to
determine the effect of that change upon the
other components of a particular negotiating
package.

Our aim was to be In a position to give
the negotlations a momentum. We wanted
to be sure that when stalemates developed,
the point at issue would not be largely tac-
tical, ‘and that the alternative solutions
would be analyzed ahead of time and ready
for Iimmediate decision by the President.

SUMMARY OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

In the first round of the talks, which be-
gan in November of 1969, the two sides
established a work program and reached
some tentative understanding of strategic
principles,

For example, both sides more or less agreed
at the outset that a very heavy ABM system
could be a destabilizing factor, but that the
precise level of ABM limitatlons would have
to be set according to our success In agreeing
on offensive limitations.
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In the spring and summer of 1970, each
country put forward more concrete pro-
posals, translating some of the agreed prin-
ciples into negotiating packages. During this
period, we, on the American side, had hopes
of reaching a comprehensive limitation. How-
ever, the initial search for a comprehensive
solution gradually broke down over the ques-
tion of defining the scope of the forces to be
included.

The Soviets belleved that strategic meant
any weapons system capable to reaching the
Soviet Union or the United States. This
would have included our forward-based air-
craft and carrier forces, but excluded Soviet
intermediate range rockets aimed at Europe
and other areas.

We opposed this approach, since it would
have prejudiced our alllance commitments
and ralsed a distinction between our own se-
curity and that of our European allies.

We offered a verifiable ban on the deploy-
ment and testing of Multiple Independent
Reentry Vehicles. The Soviets countered by
offering a totally unverifiable production ban,
while insisting on the freedom to test, thus
placing the control of MIRV's effectively out
of reach.

At this juncture, early in 1971, with the
stalemate threatening, the President took a
major new initiative by opening direct con-
tact with the Soviet leaders to stimulate the
SALT discussions and for that matter, the
Berlin negotiations, and providing progress
could be achieved on these two issues, to ex-
plore the feasibility of a summit meeting.

The Soviet leaders’ first response was to
insist that only the ABM's should be limited,
and that offensive systems should be left
aside. But as far as we were concerned, the
still incipient ABM systems on both sides
were far from the most dynamic or dan-
gerous factors in the strategic equation. It
was the Soviet offensive programs, moving
ahead at the average rate of over 200 land-
based and 100 sea-based missiles a year,
which we felt constituted the most urgent
issue. To limit our option of developing the
ABM system without at the same time check-
ing the growth of the Soviet offensive threat
was unacceptable.

Exchanges between the President and the
Soviet leaders embodying these views pro-
duced the understanding of May 20, 1871. As
any workable compromise in the field must
do, that understanding met each side's es-
sential concerns. Since the offensive systems
were complex and since agreement with re-
spect to all of them had proved impossible,
it was agreed that the initial offensive set-
tlement would be an interlm agreement and
not a permanent treaty, and that it would
freeze only selected categorles at agreed
levels.

On the defensive side, the understanding
called for negotiatlons towards a permanent
ABM solution with talks on both issues to
proceed simultaneously to a common conclu-
slon.

This left two major issues for the negotia-
tors, the precise level of the allowed ABM's,
and the scope of the interim agreement, spe-
cifically what weapons would be included in
the freeze.

Devising an equitable agreement on ABM's
proved extremely difficult. The United States
had virtually completed its ABM site at
Grand Forks, and we weré working on the
second site at Malmstrom. Hence, we pro-
posed freezing deployments at levels opera-
tional or under construction, that is to say,
two ICBM sites on our side, and the Moscow
defense on the other.

The Soviets objected thls would deny them
the right to have any protection for their
ICBM's, a new formula was then devised al-
lowing each side to choose two sites, one each
for national capital and ICBM defense or
both for ICBM defense. The resolution of the
ABM issue was completed after our Chiefs
of Staff, supported by the Secretary of De-
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fense, decided that a site in Washington to
defend the National Command Authority
was to be preferred over the second ICBM-
protective site at Malmstrom. They reasoned
that while a limited defense would not as-
sure the ultimate survival of the National
Command Authority, it would buy time
against a major attack while the radars in
both the NCA defense and the defense of
ICBM's would provide valuable warning.
Moreover, an NCA defense would protect the
National Command Authority in the event
of a small attack by some third country or
even an accidental or unauthorized launch
of a weapon toward the United States.

The President accepted their recommenda-
tion.

What about the offensive weapons freeze?
Early in the discussions about the imple-
mentation of this portion of the May 20 un-
derstanding between the President and the
Soviet leaders, it was decided to exclude from
the freeze bombers and so-called forward-
based systems. To exclude, that is, the weap-
ons in which this country holds an advan-

e.

We urged the Congress to keep this fact
in mind, when assessing the numerical ratios
of weapons which are subject to the offen-
sive freeze.

There was also relatively rapid agreement
following the May 20 breakthrough that in-
tercontinental ballistic missiles would be
covered. This left the issue of the inclusion
of submarines.

With respect to ICBM's in submarines, the
situation was as follows: The Soviet Union
had been deploying at the average annual
rate of 200 intercontinental ballistic missiles
and 100 sea-based ballistic missiles a year.
The U.S. had completed deployments of
Minuteman and the 41 Polaris submarines
in 1967. Of course, as you know, we are en-
gaged in increasing the number of warheads
on both our ICBM's and submarine-launched
missiles. We were, and are, developing a new
submarine system, although 1t cannot be
deployed until 1978 or until after the end
of the freeze, In other words, as a result of
decisions made in the 1960's, and not rever-
sible with the time-frame of the protected
agreement, there would be a numerical gap
against us in the two categories of land- and
sea-based missile systems whether or not
there was an agreement. Without an agree-
ment, the gap would steadily widen.

The agreement would not create the gap.
It would prevent its enlargement to our dis-
advantage. In short, a freeze of ICBMs and
sea-based systems would be overwhelmingly
in the United States’ interest.

These basic consliderations undoubtedly
impelled the recommendation of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff that any freeze which was to
command their support must include the
submarine-based system. The only possible
alternative was a crash program for building
additional missile-launching submarines. The
President explored this idea with the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the Chlef of Naval Opera-
tions. Their firm judgment was that such a
program was undesirable. It could not pro-
duce results before 1976—that is, toward the
very end of a projected freeze—and only by
building a type of submarine similar to our
current fleet, and without many of the fea-
tures most needed for the 1980's and beyond.

The President once again used his direct
channel to the Soviet leaders, this time to
urge the !nclusion of missile-launching sub-
marines in the offensive agreement,

After a long period of hesitation, the Soviet
leaders agreed in principle at the end of
April, Final details were worked out in Mos-
cow between the President and the Soviet
leaders.

My purpose In dwelling at such length
upon the details of our internal delibera-
tions and negotiations has been to make one
crucial point: Neither the freeze of ICBMs
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nor the freeze of submarine-launched mis-
siles was a Soviet idea, and hence, it 1s not
an American concession. On the contrary, in
both cases it was the Soviet Union which
reluctantly acceded to American proposals
after long and painful deliberation.

PROVISIONS OF THE AGREEMENT

I will not spend this group's time in further
review of the frequently arduous negotia-
tions in Vienna, Helsinki, and during the
summit in Moscow leading to the final agree-
ment. I do want to pay tribute on behalf of
the President to Ambassador Smith and his
delegation, whose dedication, negotiating
skill and patience contributed decisively to
the outcome.

Let me summarize the principal provisions
of the documents as signed. The ABM treaty
allows each side to have one ABM site for
defense of its national command authority
and another for the defense of interconti-
nental ballistic missiles.

The two must be at least 1,300 kilometers,
or 800 miles apart in order to prevent the
development of a territorial defense. Each
ABM site can have 100 ABM interceptors.

The treaty contains additional provisions
which effectively prohibit either the estab-
lishment of a radar base for the defense of
populated areas or the attainment of ca-
pabilities to intercept ballistic missiles by
conversion of air defense missiles to anti-
ballistic missiles.

It provides for withdrawal by either party
on six months" notice, if supreme national
interests are judged to have been jeopardized
by extraordinary events. By setting a limit to
ABM defenses the treaty not only eliminates
ones area of potentially dangerous defensive
competition, but it reduces the incentive for
continuing deployment of offensive systems.

As long as it lasts, offensive missile forces
have, In effect, a free ride to their targets.
Beyond a certain level of sufficiency, differ-
einces in numbers are therefore not conclu-
sive.

The interim agreement on offensive arms
Is to run for five years, unless replaced by a
more comprehensive permanent agreement
which will be the subject of further negotia-
tions, or unless terminated by notification
similar to that for the treaty.

In essence this agreement will freeze the
numbers of strategic offensive misssiles on
both sides at approximately the levels cur-
rently operational and under construction,
For ICBM's this is 1054 for the United States
and 1618 for the Soviet Union, Within this
overall limitation, the Soviet Union has ac~
cepted a freeze of its heavy ICBM launchers,
the weapons most threatening to our strate-
gic forces.

There is also a prohibition on conversion
of lights ICBM’s into heavy missiles, These
provisions are buttressed by verifiable pro-
visions and criteria, specifically the prohibi-
tion against any significant enlargement of
missile silos.

The submarine limitations are more com-
plicated. In brief, the Soviets are frozen to
their claimed current level, operational and
under construction, of about 740 missiles,
some of them on an older type nuclear sub-
marine. They are permitted to bulld to a
ceiling of 62 boats and 950 missiles, but only
if they dismantle older ICBM's or submarine-
based missiles to offset the new construction.

This would mean dismantling 210 ICBM's
and some 30 missiles on some nine older
nuclear submarines. Bomhbers and other air-
craft are not included in this agreement.

In sum, the interim offensive agreement
will keep the overall number of strategic
ballistic missile launchers both on land and
at sea within an agreed celling which is
essentlally the current level, operational or
under construction. It will not prohibit the
United States from continuing current and
planned strategic offensive programs, since
neither the multiple-warhead conversion, nor
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the B-1 is within the ‘purview of the freeze
and since the ULMS submarine system 1is
not, or never was planned for deployment
until after 1977. The agreement will stop
the Soviet Unlon from increasing the exist-
ing numerical gap in missile launchers.

Finally, there are a number of interpreta-
tive statements which were provided to the
Congress along with the agreements. These
interpretations are in several forms: Agreed
statements initialed by the delegations,
agreed  Interpretations or common under-
standings which were not set down formally
and initialed, unilateral interpretations to
make our position clear In instances where
we could not get total agreement.

In any negotiation of this complexity,
there will inevitably be details upon which
the parties cannot agree. We made certain
unilateral statements in order to insure
that our positions on these detaills was in-
cluded in the negotiating record and under-
stood by the other side.

The agreed interpretations and common
understandings for the most part deal with
detailed technical aspects of limitations on
ABM systems and offensive weapons. For ex-
ample, it was agreed that the size of missile
silos could not be significantly increased and
that “significantly” meant not more than
10 to 15 percent,

In the more important unilateral declara-
tions we made clear to the Soviets that the
introduction of land mobile ICBM's would
be inconsistent with the agreement. Since
the publication of the various unilateral in-
terpretative statements, suggestions have
been heard that the language of the treaty
and agreement in fact hide deep-seated dis-
agreements. But it must be recognized that
in any limited agreements, which are be-
tween old time adversaries, there are bound
to be certain gaps.

In this case the gaps relate not so much
to the terms themselves, but rather to what
it was impossible to include. The interpreta-
tlons do not vitiate these agreements, but
they expand and add to the agreements.

WHAT DO THE AGREEMENTS MEAN?

Taking the longer perspective, what can
we' say has been accomplished?

First, it 1s clear that the agreement will
enhance the security of both sides. No agree-
ment which falls to do so could have been
signed In the first place or stood any chance
of lasting after it was signed. An attempt to
gain a unilateral advantage In the strategic
fleld must be self-defeating.

The President has given the most careful
consideration to the final terms. He has
asked me to reiterate most emphatically this
morning his conviction that the agreements
fully protect our national security and our
vital interests.

Secondly, the President is determined that
our security and vital interests shall remain
fully protected. If the Senate consents to
ratification of the treaty and if the Congress
approves the interim agreement, the Admin-
istration will, therefore, pursue two parallel
courses.

On the one hand, we shall push the next
phase of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
with the same energy and conviction that
have produced these initlal agreements.

On the other hand, until further Arms
limits are negotiated, we shall push research
and development and the production capacity
to remain in a fully protected strategic pos-
ture should follow-on agreements prove un-
attainable and so as to avold glving the other
side a temptation to break out of the agree-
ment.

" Third, the President belleves that these
agreements, embedded as they are in the
fabric of an emerging new relationship, can
hold tremendous, political and historical sig-
nificance in the coming decades. For the first
time, two great powers, deeply divided by
their divergent values, philosophies, and so-
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clal systems, have agreed to restrain the very
armaments on which their national survival
depends. No declslon of this magnitude could
have been taken unless it had been part of
a larger decision to place relations on a new
foundation of restraint, cooperation and
steadily evolving confidence. A spectrum of
agreements on joint efforts with regard to
the environment, space, health, and promis-
ing negotiations on economic relations pro-
vides a prospect for avolding the fallure of
the Washington Naval Treaty and the
Kellogg-Briand pact outlawing war which
collapsed in part for lack of an adequate po-
litical foundation.

The final verdict must walt on events,
but there is at least reason to hope that
these accords represent a major break in the
pattern of suspicion, hostility, and confron-
tation which has dominated U.8.-Soviet rela-
tions for a generation. The two great nuclear
powers must not let this opportunity slip
away by jockeying for marginal advantages.

Inevitably an agreement of such conse-
quence raises serious questions on the part
of concerned individuals of guite different
persuasions. I cannot do justice to all of
them here. Let me deal with some of the
most frequently asked since the agreements
were signed three weeks ago.

Who won?

The President has already answered this
question. He has stressed that it is inappro-
priate to pose the question in terms of vic-
tory or defeat. In an agreement of this kind,
either both sides win or both sides lose. This
will either be a serious attempt to turn the
world away from time-worn practices of
jockeying for power, or there will be end-
less, wasteful and purposeless competition in
the acquisition of armaments.

Does the agreement perpetuate a U.S. stra-
tegic disadvantage?

We reject the premise of that question on
two grounds. First, the present situation is
on balance advantageous to the United
States. Second, the Interim Agreement per-
petuates nothing which did not already
exist in fact and which could only have
gotten worse without an agreement.

Our present strategic military situation is
sound. Much of the criticism has focused on
the imbalance in number of missiles between
the U.8. and the Soviet Union. But, this
only examines one aspect of the problem.
To assess the overall balance it is necessary
to consider those forces not in the agree-
ment; our bomber force which is substan-
tially larger and more effective than the
Soviet bomber force, and our forward base
systems.

The quality of the weapons must also be
welghed. We are confildent we have a major
advantage in nuclear weapons technology
and in warhead accuracy. Also, with our
MIRV's we have a two-to-one lead today in
numbers of warheads and this lead will be
maintained during the perlod of the agree-
ment, even if the Soviets develop and deploy
MIRV’s of their own.

Then there are such factors as deployment
characteristics. For example, because of the
difference in geography and basing, it has
been estimated that the Soviet Union re-
quires three submarines for two of ours to
be able to keep an equal number on station.

When the total picture is viewed, our stra-
tegic forces are seen to be completely suffi-
clent.

The Soviets have more missile launchers,
but when other relevant systems such as
bombers are counted there are roughly the
same number of launchers on each side. We
have a big advantage on warheads. The So-
viets have an advantage on megatonnage.

What is disadvantageous to us, though, is
the trend of new weapons deployment by the
Soviet Union and the projected imbalance
flve years hence based on that trend, The
relevant question to ask, therefore, is what
the freeze prevents; where would be Be by
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1977 without a freeze? Consldering the cur-
rent momentum by the Soviet Union, in both
ICBM’s and submarine launched ballistic
missiles, the ceiling set in the Interim Agree-
ment can only be interpreted as a sound ar-
rangement that makes a major contribution
to our national security.

Does the agreement jeopardize our secu-
rity in the future?

The current arms race compounds nums-
bers by technology. The Soviet Union has
proved that it can best compete in sheer
numbers. This is the area which is limited
by the agreement.

Thus the agreement confines the competi-
tion with the Soviets to the area of technol-
ogy? And, heretofore, we have had a sig-
nificant advantage.

The follow-on negotiations will attempt to
bring the technological race under control.
Until these negotiations succeed, we must
take care not to anticipate their outcome by
unilateral decisions.

Can we trust the Soviets?

The possibility always exists that the So-
viets will treat the Moscow agreements as
they have sometimes freated earller ones, as
just another tactical opportunity in the pro-
tracted conflict. If this happens, the United
States will have to respond. This we shall
plan to prepare to do psychologically and
strategically and provided the ac-
cepts the strategic programs on which the
acceptance of the agreements was predicated.

I have sald enough to indicate we advocate
these agreements not on the basis of trust,
but on the basis of the enlightened self-in-
terests of both sides. This self-interest is
reinforced by the carefully drafted verifica-
tion provisions in the agreement. Beyond the
legal obligations, both sides have a stake in
all of the agreements that have been signed,
and a large stake in the broad process of im-
provement in relations that has begun. The
Soviet leaders are serious men, and we are
confident that they will not lightly abandon
the course that has led to the summit meet-
ing and to these initial agreements, For our
own part, we will not abandon this course
without major provocation, because it is in
the interest of this country and in the in-
terest of mankind to pursue it.

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

At the conclusion of the Moscow summit,
the President and General Secretary Brezhney
signed a Declaration of Principles to govern
the future relationship between the United
States and the Soviet Union. These principles
state that there is no alternative to peaceful
coexistence In the nuclear age. They commit
both sides to avold direct armed confronta-
tion, to use restraint in local conflicts, to as-
sert no special claims In derogation of the
sovereign equality of all nations, to stress co-
operation and negotiation at all points of
our relationship.

At this point, these principles reflect an
aspiration and an attitude. This Administra-
tion will spare no effort to translate the as-
piration into reality. We shall strive with
determination to overcome further the
miasma of suspicion and self-confirming pre-
emptive actions which have characterized the
Cold War.

Of course the temptation is to continue
along well worn paths. The status quo has
the advantage of reality, but history is strewn
with the wreckage of natlons which sought
thelr future in their past. Catastrophe has
resulted far less often from conscious decl-
sions than from the fear of breaking loose
from established patterns through the inex-
orable march towards cataclysm because no-
body knew what else to do. The paralysis of
policy which destroyed Europe in 1914 would
surely destroy the world if we let it happen
again in the nuclear age.

Thus the deepest question we ask is not
whether we can trust the Sovilets, Bt
whether we can trust the Soviets, but wheth-
er we can trust ourselves. Some have ex-
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pressed concern about the agreements not
because they object to their terms, but be-
cause they are afraid of the euphoria that
these agreements might produce.

But surely we cannot be asked to maintain
unavoidable tension just to carry out pro-
grams which our national survival should
dictate in any event. We must not develop
a national psychology by which we can act
only on the basis of what we are against and
not on what we are for.

Our challenges then are: Can we chart a
new course with hope but without illusion,
with large purposes but without sentimental-
ity? Can we be both generous and strong?
It is not often that a country has the op-
portunity to answer such questions meaning-
fully. We are now at such a Juncture where
peace and progress depend on our faith and
our fortitude.

It is in this spirit that the President has
negotiated the agreements. It is in this spirit
that he asks the approval of the treaty and
the Interim Agreement and that I now stand
ready to answer your guestions.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION AFTER A
BRIEFING BY DR. HENRY KISSINGER

Mr, MacGrEGOR. Gentlemen, as the Presi-
dent indicated in his report to the Joint
Session of Congress two week ago tonight, he
places the highest importance on executive-
legislative partnership in the further carry-
ing forward of the constitutional process
with respect to the treaty and the agreement.

This session this morning is designed to
further that commitment on the President's
part and to give to you and through you
the American people, an opportunity for the
fullest possible debate and the fullest range
of questions.

The President has asked me, and I would
like to do so, to recognize the Chairman of
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
Senator Fulbright.

Senator FurericHT. Thank you, Mr. Mac-
Gregor.

Dr. Kissinger, first, may I say I think that
was an extraordinarily thorough and en-
lightening statement. The only regret I have
is that he didn't make it public so all the
country could have heard it, because I think
it is a very great description, I think, of
what these agreements mean.

I am thoroughly in accord with the spirit
with which you have given them and the way
the President has presented this agreement
for our country. I have only one serious
question about it.

There does appear to me to be an in-
herent inconsistency in the attitude as ex-
pressed by the Secretary of Defense the other
day. For background, I will read one sentence.
This is a quote from his testimony before the
Armed Services Committee: I could not sup-
port the agreements If the Congress fails
to act on movement forward of the Trident
system, the B-1 bombers or other programs
that we have outlined to improve our stra-
tegic offensive systems durlng this five-year
period.”

Now, the explanation that Mr. Kissinger
has made about maintaining our security
during the five-year period I accept as a
general statement, but in view of the fact
that we know the Soviets have no aircraft
carrlers whatever, they have a very small and
not very modern bomber force, they have
no forward bases similar to ours, unless you
consider Cuba perhaps a forward base.

But so far, we have no evidence that it is
being so prepared. They are not planning a
Trident system that I know of. Their system
of submarines is traditional and similar to
the ones they already have.

In view of this, it seems to me to couple
the approval of the ABM and the interim
agreement with Congressional approval of
these vastly expensive programs raises a seri-
ous question about our determination to
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accept this agreement in the spirit in which
I think it was negotiated and the spirit
which you have stated. That is a gradual
relaxation of the tensions, and not to use
these agreements as an excuse for a greatly
enlarged arms system of our own.

This is the only thing that has bothered
me about them. I, of course, am persocnally
extremely pleased with the overall agree-
ments with the scle exception, do we mean
it, as I have said, and you yourself so offer,
put yourself in the place of the Russians,
if we proceed immediately to a very large
expansion of our weapons system, would this
not leave in the mind of General Grechko
and his colleagues a question about our sin-
cerity in really moving toward a reduction
in the arms race.

This is the only question I have and it is
the one which bothers me and I wish you
would enlarge upon the necessity of proceed-
ing at once and tying these agreements with
the approval of programs about which there
were serious questions even before this agree-
ment was made, there were very serious ques-
tions about the A-14 and B-1 before these
negotiations were agreed on.

Now, we seem to be put in the position of
being pressured Into that in order to get an
agreement with which I thoroughly in accord.

Dr. KissINGER. As the President pointed
out, and as I also said in my statement, Mr.
Chairman, we intend to move on two tracks:
One, we hope to start the second round of
SALT negotiations as soon as the Senate
ratifies the treaty and the Congress approves
the interim agreement.

If the schedule that was tentatively sug-
gested to you by the President were met,
that is to say, approval by the end of August,
we would hope to have the first session of
the second round of SALT sometime during
October and then to begin the process again.
We will pursue those negotiatio=s with the
attitude towards bringing about a change in
the international climate that I have de-
scribed.

At the same time, the question arises of
what we should do in our national defense
posture while we engage in these negotia-
tions. It has been the judgment of this Ad-
ministration that we must continue these
programs which preserve our strategic posi-
tion. I do not, in this setting, want to go into
each individual weapon system because I be-
lieve that the appropriate committees will
examine the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with
respect to them.

Our view, however, is that we must con-
tinue those strategic programs which are
permitted by the agreement and those re-
search and development efforts in areas that
are covered by the agreement in case the
follow-on agreement cannot be negotiated.

Our experience has been that an on-going
program is no obstacle to an agreement and,
on the contrary may accelerate it. That was
certainly the case with respect to Safeguard.
We are in the position with respect to vari-
ous categeries of weapons that the Soviet
Union has an accelerated program, and we
have none. Therefore, our position is that
we are presenting both of these programs on
their merits. We are not making them con-
ditional. We are saying that the treaty is
Justified on its merits, but we are also say-
ing that the requirements of national secu-
rity impel us in the direction of the strategic
programs, and we hope that the Congress
will approve both of these programs as it
examines each of them on its merits.

Mr. MacGrEGOR. I am sure if the President
were here, he would like to have recognized
the Chairman of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, Chairman Morgan.

Congressman MoreAN. Thank you, Clark,
and I want to thank Dr. Kissinger in inviting
us to brief us on it.

" When. the President appeared here in the
short appearance he made before this group,
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he spelled out the reason why this had to
be done in Moscow at such a high level, be-
cause it crossed over so many agencles and
because of the form of government of the
Boviet Union.

He also ended up by saying that you would
not be available for testimony on Capitol
Hill, in which I agree. But I just wondered,
with the five commlttees who are represented
here today, who are going to consider over
in the Senate side the Treaty of the ABM’'s
and over on the House side this, the limita~
tion that has been set by you and the
President, of September 1, whether you
would be available by these committees for
consultation as we go along.

Dr. Eiissivger. I would be delighted to
meet with members of these committees in
groups, on an individual basis, or in the kind
of setting that we have worked out before,
in which I will meet with the committees at
the invitation of the Chairman in some set-
ting that maintains the position of Execu-~
tive privilege.

But I will be fully available to answer any
questions and we are prepared to go as far
a8 Is humanly possible with respect to Execu-
tive privilege.

Certainly, to make available to the Con-
gress any answers that we can.

Congressman MorGaN. I want to assure you
that the Committee on Foreign Affairs will go
to work on this as soon as we get back from
the Democratic Convention.

Mr. MacGreEGor. I am sure we would like
to hear from the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services, the Honorable
John Stennis.

Senator STENNIS. Well, Mr. Chairman, and
colleagues of the Congress, I certainly didn't
come here to make a statement. I came to lis-
ten and to learn. I did respond when I walked
in, to & request that I would say just a word.

Gentlemen and ladies here in the Congress,
I have been on the Armed Services Commit-
tee since before we had ICBM’s and I have
thought many times the growing realization
I had of what these could mean and now what
they do mean in our hands and then this
same weapon in the hands of our adversaries.

So, I have been driven into a corner of
wanting very much to have some kind of an
agreement that would be the germ, perhaps,
of something that would relieve the tensions
and assure our safety.

I do have one major reservation about this
situation I am going to mention, but I do
believe if we can approve it, it is a start,
maybe not much of a start, but it is a start.
That 1s the biggest thing I see about it.

I do have one major reservation about this
situation I am going to mention, but I do be-
lieve if we can approve it, it is a start, maybe
not much of a start, but it is a start. That is
the biggest thing I see about it.

May I just respond one moment to the very
major point that the Senator from Arkansas
made, about if we get these agreements, why
go on with the ULM’s. I remember so well the
ABM debate that we had In the Senate. The
most outstanding point in my mind, I was
convinced that the great probability was that
by putting In the ABM for whatever it was
worth, it might increase the chances of get-
ting some kind of a start on agreements.

Not that I have any perception, but as I
have understood, from the President at other
briefings, they thought that was a major
point in getting this.

This same reasoning applies, I think. I am
going to support the B-1 and the ULM’'s and
frankly, I am going all of the way on ULM’s
now, even though I had in mind supporting it
only for a limited amount this year, and not
on an all-out program.

I have in mind now, the statement you
made, Dr. Kissinger, but I am not under its
impaect exactly, and I have sald these things
because they were old thoughts. But it 1s
quite helpful.

By the way, Is this an open meeting, is the
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press here? Anyway, the reservation I have is
on this surveillance, our power to detect any
cheating. That hadn't been gone into here
and it hasn't been gone into in other briefings
that I have been to, and I don't insist on
any question being answered on it, but I
raise that point.

If you want to comment on it, you may.
I want to make this observation. I think that
we are more than doers out there in the
Congress. We are not going to say just Yes
or No. We have to actively make up our
mind en this, and take a position for future
generations.

I believe that will help us approach it. Do
you want to comment on that detection and
surveillance?

Dr. KissiNger. Well, I am sure that when
Mr. Holms testifies in executive sessions,
that he can go into more detail than I can. In
fact, all I can do is to make the statement
that we are confident that national means
of verification are sufficient to monitor the
numerical limitations of this agreement.

We studied this problem in great detail
before we entered negotiations, and deter-
mined for each category of weapon the mar-
gin of error that we thought our collection
systems had and what we could do to react
once we found out that there had been a
violation.

In each of these cases, we found that the
margin was well within tolerable limits. In
this case, however, where we are dealing with
numbers, we are confldent that the national
means of verification are sufficient to give
us the highest degree of confidence that this
agreement will be lived up to, or that we
will know it almost immediately if it is not
lived up to.

Mr. MacGreGoR, The President is aware
that the members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy have developed a tremendous
expertise which applies directly to the Stra-
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty and to the in-
terim agreement and we are delighted to see
the Chalrman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, the Honorable John Pastore,
from Rhode Island.

Senator Pastore, do you have a question?

Senator PasTore. Not exactly a question
for the moment because I have asked it be-
fore and I think it has been answered. I
think the one dominant question here is
whether or not in these agreements we have
reserved to ourselves the military potential
that will constitute a deterrent against an
attack upon us, and also whether or not in
consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
they are all unanimous that this is a good
agreement.

Dr, K1ssINGER, Mr. Chairman, we would
not have entered into this agreement if we
thought it impaired our capacity for deter-
rence. As was pointed out In my statement,
we belleve that it maintains the capacity
of deterrence and at the same time, enables
the world to start toward turning away from
the arms race as well as improving the whole
international climate.

SBecondly, at every stage of this agreement
we consulted in the greatest detail with the
Joint Chiefs of Stafl. This has been pointed
out, both in my statement, but it was done
throughout the work of the Verification
Panel in which the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff is represented and at every
decision that the President made, the In-
ternational Security Council

I do not know of any significant declsion—
I don't know of any decision with respect to
this agreement that was made which the
Joint Chiefs of Staff have not unanimously
supported.

During the final stages of the negotiation
in Moscow, we were In direct touch with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as the various proposals
unfolded, and, of course, you will be calling
Admiral Moorer yourself, but I am certain
that he will confirm the unanimous support
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for this agree-
ment.
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Mr. McGreGOR. Yes, Congressman.

Congressman Nepzi. Dr. Kissinger, on
March 14, the President gave as a rationale
for the broad safeguard system, part of his
rationale, was the defense of the American
people against the kind of nuclear attack
which the People's Republic of China is
likely to be able to mount within the decade.

Has anything happened to that threat, and
in that connection, are you able to tell us
anything about your forthcoming visit to
China?

Dr. EissiNGER. Our estimate of the Chinese
nuclear capability is still approximately what
it was at the time that Safeguard was devel-
oped. Our estimate of the likellhood of our
being involved in any nuclear conflict with
the People's Republic of China is considerably
less than it was at the time that the Safe-
guard program was submitted to the Con-
gress, because of the political developments
that have happened since then, specifically
the opening toward China.

Therefore, we accept now that in the over-
all context of the contribution that this
agreement could make toward world peace
and toward improving general relationships,
and in the light, also, of improvement of re-
lations with the People’s Republic of China,
that we could pay this price of foregoing the
additional protection that the President re-
quested in his original statement.

We could do this all the more so because if
our estimates turn out to be incorrect, we
have such an overwhelming retaliatory capa-
bility vis-a-vis any other country other than
the Soviet Unlon, that the idea of a third
nuclear country attacking the United States
is a rather remote possibility

Congressman Nepzr, Didn't we have it three
months ago?

Dr. K1ssiNGER. I was talking about the jus-
tification which the President gave when he
started the Safeguard Program, I don't know
what March 14th statement you are talking
about. It must have been March 14, 1969,

Congressman Nepzi. My apologies.

Dr. KIssINGER, It was not March 14th of
this year,

Congressman Nepzi. I stand corrected.

Dr, KissINGER. That was 1069. Then with
respect to my visit to the People’s Reubllc of
China, it was foreseen in the Shanghai Com-
munique. It was tentatively agreed to at the
time of the President’s visit to Peking that
sometime during the course of the summer
we would send a senior representative to the
People’s Republic. We intend to review the
whole range of international problems as they
affect American-Chinese relationships.

Mr. MacGreGor. When I recognized Con-
gressman Nedzl, I was looking unsuccess-
fully for the Chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services, Congressman
Hébert of Louisiana. I don't see Eddie, but I
do see the ranking majority Member of the
Committee, and the Vice Chairman of the
Committee on Atomic Energy. I would like to
recognize Congressman Mel Price,

Congressman Price. Mr. MacGregor, Mr.
Hébert has important business in Louislana
today and could not be here. But I would like
to advise the group that the committee will
mark up the Procurement Bill and all the
items in there are going to be approved this
afternoon.

Senator BENNETT. My question Is partly a
request for additional clarification. Do I un-
derstand that Mr. Kissinger’'s statement will
be available to us as well as that of the
President?

Dr, KmssiNncEr. That is correct.

Congressman Hanson. Dr. Kissinger, as I
understand the ABM Treaty, it anticlpates
the construction of an ABM site at the capi-
tal of each of the two countries, plus one
other site.

Dr. KissiNGeER. That is correct.

Congressman Hawsow. With respect to an
ABM system to protect our Natlon’s Capital,
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is it the intention of the Administration to
push forward for authorization and construc-
tion of this system around Washington and
how important is it to the credible defense
to which reference was made that we do pro-
ceed to authorize and construct this protec-
tion for the Natlon's Capital? Will our posi-
tion be significantly weakened in terms of
future negotiations if we fail to take this
step?

Dr. K1ssINGER. First of all, we will request
this authorization. Secondly, it was the judg-
ment of our senior military leaders that a
second site in the Capital area would be
more useful than a second site in Malstrom.
It would give additional warning time in
case of a major attack and it would give
protection against an attack by a third
country, It is for this reason that we are
recommending to the Congress and request-
ing the Congress to authorize its construc-
tion.

Senator Jacxson. Dr. Kissinger, first I
want to compliment you on a very fine
statement. I think we all want to see an
end to the arms race, but I think we all
should agree that if you are going to have
an_ agreement it should be one that will
stabilize and not destabilize. When you have
a number of ambiguities such as we have
in the present arrangement, I think it is
fraught with some trouble,

For example, I just want to illustrate a
couple: There are a lot of them. But we do
haye, for example, a bilateral understanding
on the number of advanced strategic type
submarines, the ¥ Class, Polaris, That is de-
fined specifically. But there is no specific
limitation other than our unilateral state-
ment as to the number of land-based mis-
slles, intercontinental, that are permitted.

Would you comment? The same is true of
“What is a heavy missile?"”

Dr. Ki1ssiNGER. With respect to the num-
bers of niissiles actually being deployed, the
Soviet Union has been extremely reluctant
to specify precise numbers, that is true. We
have operated with a number of 1618, There
is absolutely no question that if our intelli-
gence should reveal that the Soviet num-
bers significantly exceed that figure that the
whole premise of the agreement will be in
question.

Now, what will maintain this agreement
is not the fact that we can wave these pro-
visions and take It to court at any partic-
ular moment, but what will maintain this
agreement is the consequences the other side
will face if it turns out that it has turned
into a scrap of paper and that it is being
circumvented.

If this agreement were being circum-
vented, obviously we would have to take
compensatory steps In the strategic fleld. But
beyond that, as is pointed out in my state-
ment, the two countries have a unique op-
portunity right now to move into an entirely
different relationship of building additional
trust.

If it turns out that through legalistic in-
terpretations of provisions of the agreement
of through falling to specify numbers about
which we have left absolutely no doubt as
to our interpretation and where are hereby
reaffirmed, if it should turn out that those
numbers are beilng challenged in any signifi-
cant way at all, then this would cast a
doubt. It would not only threaten disagree-
ment, but it would threaten the whole basis
of this new relationship which I have de-
scribed.

We are very confident that our national
means of detection give us the highest de-
gree of confidence that these numbers can-
not be exceeded without our knowing and
that if they are exceeded that the conse-
quences I described will follow.

Now, with respect to the definition of
heavy missiles, this was the subject of ex-
tensive discussions at Vienna and Helsinkt,
and finally Moscow. No doubt, one of the
reasons for the Soviet reluctance to specify
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a precise characteristic is because un-
doubtedly they are planning to modernize
within the existing framework some of the
weapons they now possess.

The agreement specifically permits the
modernization of weapons. There are, how-
ever, a number of safeguards. First there is
the safeguard that no missile larger than the
heaviest light missile that now exists can be
substituted.

Secondly, there is the provision that the
silo configuration cannot be changed in a
significant way and then the agreed interpre-
tive statement or the interpretive statement
which we made, which the other side stated
reflected 1ts views also, that this meant that
it could not be increased by more than 10
to 15 percent.

We believe that these two statements,
taken In conjunction, give us an adequate
safeguard against a substantial substitution
of heavy misslles for light missiles. So, we
think we have adequate safeguards with
respect to that issue.

It is, however, true, Senator Jackson, that
within these Ilimitations, improvements,
qualitative improvements, are possible which
will increase the capabllities of each of these
missiles and this 1s one of the reasons why
we have advocated qualitative Improvements
in our strategic forces. But as far as the break
between the light and the heavy missiles is
concerned, we belleve that we have assurances
through the two safeguards that I have
mentioned to you.

Congressman STrRATTON. Dr. EKlssinger, 1
have one question with regard to one of the
unilateral statements that was published the
other day. Under the agreement, as I under-
stand it, we have 41 Polarls submarines and
we could go to 44 if we turned in our Titans.
But the Soviets say that they are considering
the British and the French Polarls sub-
marines to be part of our force and that if
the total goes over 50 they will consider the
agreement breached. The British have four.
The French have one and three others in
construction, which means that if the French
ones are completed, then we could only have
42 without putting it over the total of 50.

Could you comment on how we can hold
down the British and French as part of this
agreement?

Dr. K1ssINGER. First of all, the Soviet Union
has not said that they would consider the
agreement breached. The Soviet Unilon has
said that they would then reserve the right
to ask for additional compensation.

Secondly, we have emphatically rejected
that Interpretative reclitation and have
written our rejection of that into the record.
S0, we do not conslder that we have agreed
to this Soviet interpretation. You have to
remember the Interpretative statements are
in a number of categories. There are those
that are agreed and initlaled. There are
those orally agreed. There are those that are
unilateral and not challenged and then there
are those that are unilateral and challenged.

I would think that a unilateral statement
that was challenged at the time it was made
would not be the most determining feature
in our own policy with respect to this.

But, finally, the provisions that permit the
trading in of one type of missile for another
do not have to be implemented. We have the
right, but we don't have the obligation, to
trade in the Titans for additional subma-
rines and given our construction program
at this moment, with no additional subma-
rines of the Polaris type being built, we may
well decide not to exercise the option and
keep the Titans, in which case your question
would be moot.

But in any event, we have not accepted
this Soviet interpretation,

Congressman Pike. Dr, Kissinger, if T un-
derstand the philosophy whereby one of these
agreements requires a treaty and the other
is an executive agreement, it has to do with
the fact that the executive agreement is 1im-
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ited to a term of years. As we look ahead to
SALT II, I would like to ask this question:
For how long a perlod of years could an ex-
ecutive agreement be made which was not
required to be a treaty? Could it be for 25
years, for example?

I would also like to ask a question in this
regard: the tentative agreement was fairly
well leaked or publicized in some manner be-
fore the President went to Moscow. I would
simply like to ask whether there were any
substantive changes made at Moscow.

Dr. KissiNGer. The first question is an im-
portant Constitutional question: At what
point does an executive agreement achieve
character of such permanence that it should
really more properly be in the form of a
treaty?

There were two reasons why the executive
agreement was put into that form. One was
because of its limited duration and secondly
because of its limited scope. That is to say,
here we had an agreement, the major cate-
gories of which were going to be included
again in a more comprehensive negotiation
leading to a more permanent arrangement.

For example, the disparity which is in-
volved for a limited period of time might not
prove acceptable for a more permanent
arrangement.

For this reason, that is to say, the limited
duration and the limited scope, it was de-
cided that an Executive Agreement which,
however, is submitted to the entire Congress,
‘Was more appropriate.

If you got to the point where you made a
25-year agreement, I don't want to prejudge
that issue, but as a political scientist and not
as a presidential assistant, 1t would look more
like a treaty to me. But I don’'t want to get
into that.

Now, with respect to the second question,
the general outlines of the agreement were
shaped, really, in three ways. One was by
negotiations in Helsinkl and Vienna, which
did most of the detail. But the policy de-
cisions that were brought about through di-
rect contact between the President and the
Soviet leaders which led to the May 20, 1971
breakthrough and then, again, to the for-
mula which led to the inclusion of the sub-
marines—which we were in Moscow there
were four major issues that had not been
resolved in Helsinkl, which were known as
issues, but the solution of which could not
have been leaked because it hadn’'t been
achieved. Those were the subjects that were
most intensively discussed between the Presi-
dent and the General Secretary, primarily the
issue of how you calculate the submarine
limits, and at what point the replacement
of submarines has to start, and which sub-
marines had to be counted for replacement
purposes, and questions of this type.

There were subsidiary issues having to do
with the silos, I mentioned interpretative
statements, and matters of this kind, none of
which had been settled in Helsinki, and had
to be settled in very extensive conversations
between the president and the General Sec-
retary and between members of our delega-
tion in Moscow and their Soviet colleagues.

Mr. McGRrEGOR. Senator Javits?

Senator Javirs. I would like to revert to the
question asked by Senator Fulbright and
Senator Stennis, because they raise some, to
my mind, very serious points.

On the assumption that the treaty can be
denounced in six months, but the agreement
cannot be denounced at all, it is Is breached,
either party can treat it as an end. What do
you advise us to about the September 1 date
the President names, if by then we have not
determined that we wish to authorize any
additional weapons systems In view of the
fact that the President has made it clear that
he made this agreement on the assumption
that we, too, would press forward with our
weapons plans as the Russians are?

And the second part of that question is: Is
this the total bill or are there more weapons
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systems to come within the next five years
that we are golng to have to authorize be-
cause we have made this deal?

Dr. Kissinger. First, I think it is not cor-
rect to say that you have been asked to au-
thorize weapons because we have made this
deal. All of the weapons that you are being
asked to authorize had been requested prior
to the deal and were judged to be necessary
before the deal. The question is not whether
the deal impels them, but whether the deal
makes them dispensable.

This is the shape of the debate.

Secondly, I am frankly not sure about the
withdrawal provisions of the defensive agree-
ment. I thought it had the same withdrawal
provisions.

It is my impression that the offensive
agreement has exactly the same withdrawal
provisions of the defensive treaty, so that
we are protected.

Thirdly, as I have sald, we are requesting
both of these programs on thelr own merit,
and, therefore, it is up to the Congress to
decide how to deal with them,

Senator Percy. Dr. Kissinger, I would like
to first express that in dealing with our two
major adversaries, you will always be as skill-
ful and successful as you have in skirting
around the Executive privilege question.

I think in the case of the treaty and the
agreements, you have been, and the Presl-
dent has been, and Secretary Rogers.

My question pertains to the second allow-
able site that each party can have, Neither
one of us has even begun the preparation of
those two sites. Nelther one of us have either
site in our original defense strategy plan. Is
it possible that we could reach an agreement
that neither one of us go ahead with those
two sites and would we take the initiative
in suggesting that might be a possibility?

Dr. Kissinger. The question of the defer-
ral of the second site had been considered
and had been rejected by both sides. The
Soviet Union had taken the position that
1t could not agree to an ABM limitation that
did not give it the right as long as we were
in a position to defend ICBM's in which they
could not also defend some ICBM’s of their
own.

So, therefore, our fallure to go ahead with
our second site would, in effect, give them
two sites to our one. The only possibility for
us would have been to scrap the site we had
and build an entirely new one in Washing-
ton, and it seemed to us not a good policy
to begin a disarmament agreement by which
we had to scrap everything that we had done
in order to build something entirely different
from what we started out to do.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. If you have any complaint
about this process, I am the one to complain
to, but I have not identified to date the
following hands, and I would like to recog-
nize you in this order, if I may. Senator
Ervin, Congressman Gubser, Congressman
Fascell, Congressman Leggett, and Congress-
man Frelinghuysen, and then we will go on
from there.

Senator ErviN. I would llke to ask this
question, I think we had the wisest of all
Americans in Benjamin Franklin, and he
said, “Beware of being lulled into dangerous
security.” My question is this: Wouldn't a
ratification of the treaty and the approval
of the Limited Arms Agreement make it all
the more imperative for us to go forward with
the Trident and with the B-1 bomber, and
other programs to keep from belng lulled
into a dangerous sense of security?

Dr. KissINGER. That 1s the position of the
Administration.

Congressman GUBSER. I seem to get from
your remarks that we do, under the treaty,
have the option of going ahead with Malm-
strom instead of the protection of the Na-
tional Capital. Is that correct or was that
possible at one time?

Dr. KissiNGER. This was considered at one
time, and then when we reached a point
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where we were talking about two sites, the
Becretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl concluded that if there were to be two
sites, they would rather have the second
site around the National Command Authority
than in Malmstrom. Whether we could have
obtained Soviet acquiescence in two ICBM
sites rather than having the second site in
Washington, we cannot judge today, because
we asccepted the recommendations of our
military leaders that if there were to be a
second site, that second site should be in
Washington.

Congressman FasceLL. Dr. Kissinger, what
does the protocol address itself to, and what
were the circumstances which brought it
about; and, secondly, we know what is ex-
cluded from the Interim Agreement and we
know what we can proceed with in terms of,
qualitative improvements because they won't
be deployed until 1975. What is it that the
Russians have excluded from the Interim
Agreement and what is it that the Russians
can proceed with in terms of qualitative im-
provement that might not be deployed until
after 19757

Dr. KissINGER. The protocol came about
because the submarine question could have
been an extraordinarily complicated one, and
the complications arose from this fact, We
do not have a program for building missile-
carrying submarines until 1978 at the earliest.
The Soviet Union had been producing over
the last last few years at the rate of eight
missile-carrying submarines a year. It has
bullt additional facilities which would en-
able it nearly to double this production rate,
although up to now they have used it mostly
for the conversion of older submarines into
more modern types. But they do have a very
substantial production capability.

Therefore, a freeze on submarine con-
struction was bound to stop a very dynamic
Soviet program, and it was not affecting
Any on-golng American program. Therefore,
a formula had to be found which at one and
the same time met our needs for some
equivalent, and took account of the reality
that the Soviet Union without this agree-
ment could have produced at the rate at
least of eight to nine a year, so that over
the period of the freeze, the Soviet Union
could have bullt up to eighty to ninety sub-
marines, that is an additional 40 to 45 to
something like 43 to 44 they now have under
construction.

This was the situation we faced. So we
developed a formula which enabled the So-
viet Union, if it wished, to go beyond their
present level up to 62, which is well short
of their capacity, but only at the price of
trading in some of the older ICBMs and some
of the older missiles on earlier nuclear sub-
marines, so that the Soviet Union has to
trade in 240 missiles in order to be able to
build up to this agreed level.

So the submarine agreement has the dual
advantage of stopping the Soviet program
on construction well short of its capacity;
and secondly, retiring for the first time by in-
ternational agreement a substantial number
of other missiles that we, in our annual
statements, had been carrying as part of the
Boviet missile force.

So we needed a protocol to determine those
things.

Then there was the second question of at
what level does the process of trading-in
start? That is to say, at what point do you
determine that the Soviet Union must trade
in these ICBMs and older submarine mis-
slles for newer ones. The ambiguity here
arose from the fact that while our intel-
ligence is adequate to tell us when they are
putting submarines at sea, and how many
submarines are under construction in the
sheds at any given moment, there is some
difficulty in defining the term ‘“‘under con-
struction.”

If you start the process of “under con-
struction” when the hull sections are being

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-—SENATE

built, before they are moved into the sheds,
you get a different figure than if you get the
figure in the sheds. Therefore, this was a sub-
Jject of some complicated negotiation to de-
termine the level at which the trade-in
would start, which is, as expressed in the
communique, at the level of 740 ballistic
missiles on submarines, which includes 30
older ones, which is to say, therefore, at the
level of 704 to 710 of the newer submarines.

This is the explanation for this rather
complex calculation of the protocol.

Now as far as the Soviet Unlon is con-
cerned, thelr bombers are outside of this
system and theoretically they could start
building up their bomber force without be-
ing limited by this agreement.

Historleally, the Soviet Union has not put
the emphasis on its bomber force that we
have. Its operating procedures and experi-
ence is far below the level of our Air Force.
We do not consider it probable that they
will make a major effort in that field, but
this is one field in which they could make
progress.

The field in which it is most likely that
they will make progress is in the moderniza-
tion of the missiles that are permitted un-
der the agreement. That is, they will not
violate the numbers of the agreement, but
they will improve the quality, accuracy,
number of warheads and this is what will
represent a threat to our strategic forces.

Congressman LeGGeETT. Doctor, I want to
commend you and the Administration on the
negotiation of what I think is an extremely
remarkable agreement. I have Iy reserva-
tions that perhaps the Department of De-
fense is stampeding in the opposite direction,
though, of the spirit of the negotiations.

I am concerned that in the bill that we
marked up yesterday in the Armed Services
Committee we increased the hard site Sprint
nuclear program clearly outlawed as far as
deployment 100 percent.

We accepted the budget figures which had
a 900 percent increase in the ULMS or Tri-
dent program. Of course, the answer you
originally gave was that we needed this as a
bargaining chip perhaps for FPhase 2 or 3,
however, 1t seems to me we have successfully
negotiated the limitation on the number of
land-based missiles without an accelerated
program, limited the submarine tubes with-
out an accelerated program.

We perhaps have wasted several million
dollars in th® ABM program in making that a
bargaining chip and aren't we perhaps doing
the same thing in developing the big bar-
gaining things which obviously will never be
deployed if you are successful In your ne-
gotiating program?

Dr. E1ssINGER. Let me say two things: One,
it is not easy to prove the motivations of the
other side In making an agreement. I would
think it probable however that we could not
have negotiated the limitations on offensive
weapons if it had not been linked to the
limitations on defensive weapons and to their
desire of stopping the deployment of the ABM
system.

S0, what drove these negotlations for the
first year was their desire to limit our ABM
deployment. And it was not until we insisted
that we could not agree to an ABM treaty
without offensive limitations that they re-
luctantly included the offensive limitations.

Secondly, I think we will deploy, even if
we are successful in the negotiations that it
is very likely we will deploy ULMS and Tri-
dent and then retire a similar number of the
older submarines, use them for replacement
purposes rather than additions to the cur-
rent submarine fleet,

So, I cannot fully accept the assumption
that they will not be deployed. What would
almost certainly happen though if an agree-
ment were successful is a substantial re-
placement of the older Polarls boats.

Congressman LeceeETT. Of course, those old-
er Polaris are a quarter billion dollars a plece,
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zero defects and a third of a mile CPIL It is
hard to ccnceive that they are obsolete or
will be.

Dr. Kissinger. I don't want to go into the
technical weapons characteristics. I think
you will get more competent witnesses than
me on that subject.

Congressman FREYLINGHUYSEN. I am sure
we all appreciate both your presentation and
the guestion and answer period which you
have given us. I would like to congratulate
you on a masterful presentation, I think
Clark is to be congratulated on the music
that he has provided to supplement the
high points.

My question gets back to this level of de-
fense spending. The President and you both
said you hoped for an earlier resumption of
the SALT talks. Assuming ratification of the
treaty, you didn't really answer Senator Ful-
bright’s question as to whether the Soviets
might noy consider defense spending an in-
dication of our sincerity or insincerity. Do
you think that there is any chance that there
is not an expectation on the part of the
Soviets with respect to defense spending that
might jeopardize successful talks following
the ratification of the treaty?

In other words, does the other side hook
our spending and our attitude towards de-
fense to further talks?

Dr. KissinGer. Pirst of all, this last round
of talks took nearly 214 years. So, even if the
talks start again this fall, they are likely to
be prolonged. We would expect that the
first session will deal with general prinei-
ples rather than with detalled negotiating
packages.

All the more 50 in the next round, we are
getting into the more complicated issues of
how to control technological change where
national means of inspection are not as relia-
ble as they are with respect to sheer num-
bers,

Now, there is no question that the Sovlet
Union will judge our intentlons in part by
the level of our defense spending, for good or
evil, and that we cannot take the position
that our defense spending is irrelevant to
our general political relationship.

The question is: If we speed too little on
defense, if we create such a unilateral weak-
ness then we destroy their incentive to nego-
tiate seriously. If we spend too much and
give them the idea that we are gearing up
simply for getting a tremendous spurt to get
ahead of them, then we create the other
problem.

So our problem is to get our defense ex-
penditures at a level that does not create a
unilateral weakness and give them pressure
for agreement but does not get us into an
area where it had the counter-productive
tendency of generating a new round on their
side.

We believe that we are navigating that
course. But it is a serious question and it
is a serious problem and we have to be alert
to both of these dangers.

Mr. MacGrEGOR. John Hunt wishes to make
a statement in explanation for the departure
of a number of members of Congress.

Congressman HunT. Let me thank you for
the clear and concise explanation of your
mission this morning. On behalf of the Armed
Services Committee, you will notice some of
us are leaving. It is not because of any dis-
courtesy to you, sir, or because we are not
interested.

The fact is we have a conflicting schedule
of subcommittees that are getting ready for
an important mark-up of the legislation this
afternoon in the absence of Mr. Hébert.

So, if you permit me for a moment to ex-
plain, that is the reason they are leaving.

Dr. Eissincer. Thank you. I thought they
were like my Harvard students. (Laughter.)

Congressman HarrineTON. At the risk of
being repetitive, to follow on Congressman
Freylinghusen's question and Senator Ful-
bright’'s question, I am puzzled that this
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year and last year we saw a $6 billion in-
crease in defense spending requested and if
the estimates given us by the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense Moot are correct, we can ex-
pect a 5 billion increase in Southeast Asia.

I have seen before the tlde was even out,
before our committee, hundreds of millions
of dollars sought for additional spending in
the procurement bill for the betterment of
systems that were not part of your agree-
ment in Russia.

On three levels I am puzzled, one, sound
economic policy which appeared to be both
centered in the White House as a concern
prior to the present occupancy in the White
House looking toward the era of 1964 and
1968, public confidence that has been led to
believe that somehow out of this whole busi-
ness will come a reduction, not an increase,
in the overall spending in the defense area
and in general, whether or not in going to
these talks you didn’t have enough of an
outline of questions in coming before Con-
gressional committee and members of the
Executive Branch did to be able to live this
year with the procurement and appropria-
tions bill as they were without adding to
them In the way and with the timing I
think has been chosen to do it.

I would like to have you address yourself
to some of those considerations, particularly
as a constituent might say to me, “What do
you mean it is going to cost more for de-
fense? I thought you fellows were negotiat-
ing for reductions in tensions and costs.” I
think that is the problem most of us have.

Dr. K1ssINGER. It is our intention and con-
viction that as these talks proceed into other
areas that we will be able to bring about
a substantial reduction in defense expendi-
tures as a result of these talks.

There are, of course, certain savings In
the ABM program. What we are finding out
is that the combination of certain trends
has produced requirements which are not
themselves the cause of the agreement, but
which have come to a head at about the
same time by accident as the agreement.

One of these problems is that for a num-
ber of years we had significantly slowed down
the modernization of our strategic programs
so0 that our strategic weapons now were es-
sentially designed in the early 60s, while
‘those of the Soviet Union were designed in
the late 60s and this has created a certain
technological requirement.

This is the reason for this additional ex-
penditure. This other figure for Southeast
Asia that you mentioned is a projection for-
ward of current rates and may or may not be
necessary, depending on how long current
rates are being sustained.

Congressman HARRINGTON. I am quoting
Assistant Secretary Moot.

Dr. KissiNGger. I know and he projected
them forward over a period of months which
may or may not be necessary because he was
being proper with the Congress by giving his
best estimate, but he was projecting current
expenditure rates.

If there were negotiations, for example, if
the offensive slows down, there are many fac-
tors that could affect this. I am just trying
to give you an idea.

Thirdly, the increase in the defense spend-
ing has been caused to a considerable extent
also by military pay increase which now
consume about 54 percent of our defense
budget. I have seen a chart—I think the
Secretary of Defense can do it much better
than I—that shows what the present defense
establishment would cost if the pay scales
were still those of eight or 10 years ago.

So, it is a combination of these factors
that have produced the increase of defense
costs while forces have actually been shrink-
ing.

Senator Coorer. I would like to join with
others In thanking you and showing appre-
clation for your very fine statement.

The first question I will ask is not one
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that I suggest myself, but it was asked the
day the agreement was announced. I am
sorry Senator Jackson is not here, but he
wouldn’t mind my saying he asked the ques-
tion.

Are there any other understandings, se-
cret understandings, which have not been
made public or will not be made public? I
think we will be asked, and it is just as well
to ask it now.

Dr. KissinGgeR. There are no secret under-
standings. We have submitted to the Con-
gress the list of all the significant agree-
ments and interpretive statements, and so
forth. What we have not done iz to go
through the record to see whether Ambassa-
dor Smith might have said something that
they interpreted in a certain way, and this
is why we put on the qualification “signifi-
cant”, because otherwise we would have to
submit the entire record.

According to the best of our judgment,
there are no secret understandings, and all
the significant interpretive statements have
been submitted to the Congress.

Senator Coorer. May I ask one more ques-
tion? I notice in your explanation, it is sald
that the United States asked for a prohibi-
tion on mobile land-based missiles. You lat-
er withdrew that. But you did say that if
the Soviet Union went ahead with deploy-
ment, you would consider it serious enough
to break the agreement. Is the Soviet Union
going ahead with mobile land-based mis-
siles?

Dr. Kissinger. Let me make one other
comment with respect to the first thing about
secret understandings.

There are, of course, in the discussions,
general statements of intentions. For exam-
ple, we have conveyed to the Soviets what I
have also sald here publicly on the record:
that the option of converting the Titans into
submarines, given our present construction
program, was not something we would nec-
essarily carry out. But we do not consider
that as & secret agreement, that sort of thing.
This was simply a statement of general uni-
lateral intentions,

Now, with respect to the land-based mo-
bile missiles, we have made an interpretive
statement according to which the deploy-
ment of land-based mobile missiles would
be inconsistent with the purposes of the
agreement. Then this raises the question of
whether our national means of verification
are adequate to monitor this.

The national means of verification are
adequate to monitor over a period of time
whether a land-based mobile missile is being
deployed. The margin o error with respect
to total numbers would be great, if you have
a margin of error of five percent, and I am
glving you a fletitious figure; it might be 15
percent with respect to mobile missiles.

But the fact of the matter is, what we
have to monitor is not total numbers of
land mobile missiles; what we have to mon-
itor is the fact that they are deploying any
of them. We are quite confident that within
a reasonable period of time after the initial
deployment, and maybe not in the first
month, but over a three- to four-month pe-
riod, and well before they can develop a
substantial capability, we will te able to tell
whether they have deployed a land moblile
missile and we can draw the appropriate
conclusions.

So as to the fact of deploying a land mo-
bile missile, we are confident that we will
discover it well before they could deploy
enough to have any effect.

Congressman MoNAcaN. Dr. Kissinger,
you have said that these agreements, our
confidence In them, is not based on trust,
but enlightened self-interest, and yet I think
you would agree with any bllateral arrange-
ments, with the credibility of the other party
to the contract, where that is very impor-
tant, you have also said that there is reason
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to believe that the area of distrust and sus-
picion may be at an end.

I just wonder, in view of that question of
credibility, is there any specific reason that
you have for coming to this conclusion?

Dr. KissiNGEr. We are not basing this
agreement on trust, and we believe that this
agreement can be wverified; and secondly,
that it has adequate safeguards to prevent
its being 'violated. We also believe that we
have started a process by which we can move
international relations into a new era, and
we base this on the fact that we agreed with
the Soviet Union over the past two years on
the issue of Berlin, which has removed one of
the primary causes of tension in the world
for the foreseeable future, and a whole spec-
trum of agreements on health, space, envi-
ronment, rules of navigation, that we are on
the verge of making progress with them in
other flelds such as commercial agreements,
and finally, we have signed a Declaration of
Common Principles which it would have
been no point to sign unless we meant to
move in & major effort in that direction.

So, for all of these reasons, we believe that
there is a basis, that we have an opportunity
both in the Soviet Union and in the United
States, to move into a new era. Whether both
sides have the wisdom to do it, and even if
they have the wisdom they are not caught by
events in areas in which they cannot con-
trol their decision, this remains to be seen.
But I think we have the opportunity to turn
a significant page in history, and as far as
this Administration is concerned, we are
going to make a major effort in that direc-
tion.

Senator PerL. It is an excellent presenta-
tion. I have three short guestions.

First, if the Boviet expenditures for arms
remains static, or should decline, or ours go
up, wouldn't that have a reverse effect on
their willingness to move into SALT II?

Secondly, are any of the provisions of the
seabed disarmament treaty in conflict with
our own treaty which you have negotiated,
in view of the fact that we apparently still
consider the possibility of weapons of mass
destruction stored on the'seabed floor, and
they are prohibited by the seabed disarma-
ment treaty?

Third, why, in this set of negotiations, was
the constitutionally normal course of Con=-
gressional consultation, advise as well as
consent, not engaged in?

Mr. MacGreGoR. When did you stop beating
your wife?

Dr. KissiNGeER. With respect to the seabed,
I am not aware that we have any intention
of deploying weapons on the seabed, and we
have no intention of violating the seabed
agreement, so unless you know of some
weapon that I am not aware of, I would have
to say that this is not planned.

We believe that the defense expenditures
will stay roughly in balance and that the
Boviet incentive to come to an agreement
will not be reduced by our being stronger.
On the contrary. So the judgment has been
that our strength, if anything, gives them
an additional incentive to make a negotia-
tion, if we do not carry it to a point where
they are convinced that this is just a sub-
terfuge for a massive effort to get ahead of
them. If that should become their convic-
tion, then, in fact, we have a problem.

I have to repeat: We have to navigate be-
tween that, on the one hand, weakening our-
selves unllaterally, and on the other hand
between having them see these negotiations
simply as a stage by which we try to achieve
superiority. Either of these things would be
self-defeating.

As for the process of consultation with the
Senate, as Senator Fulbright knows, this is
not my specialty, but it has been my under-
standing that Mr. Smith and the appropriate
Secretaries have been In close consultation,
and we have tried from here to be on a per-
sonal basis in contact with key Senators.
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Mr. MacGrecor. Might I add in that respect,
Senator Pell, that at least since I have been
here, that Is, January 4, 1971 to date, 1t has
been Ambassador Gerard Smith’s intention,
following the directions of the President, to
make himself readily available to the Mem-
bers of the Benate and the House of Repre-
sentatives, here in Washington as well as in
Helsinkl and Vienna. I would be delighted to
talk to you further about that, but I had
thought that was worked out to the reason-
able satisfaction of the Members of the Con-
gress,

Congressman Fraser, Dr. Kissinger, let me
say first that I have thought that the con-
sultations with Ambassador Smith have been
good, both here in Washington and in Vien-
na.

I listened with some care to the answer
you gave to Senator Percy's question on the
ABM sites. I can appreciate the Soviets would
want to have a symmetrical arrangement
with ours, but I was not qulte clear from your
answer whether In fact you have evidence
that the Sovlets intend to go ahead with
their option to protect an offensive missile
site.

The reasons I ask that 1s that since build-
ing the National Capital Defense is not a
bargaining chip clearly because we have now
put a cap on ABM and since we have a two
to three times lead over the SBoviet Union
building a site over the Capital is not going
to give us any significant benefit from the
possibility of attack. It will not even give us
more time.

Unless we already know the Soviets are
going to build a second ABM, why couldn't
we walt on ours and save the taxpayers sev-
eral billions of dollars?

Dr. KissinGer. It depends on how you de-
fine “how do we know"”. We have no evidence
that they have started construction. We have
the impression that they have the firm inten-
tion of proceeding. I have no evidence what-
ever to the contrary that they do not intend
to proceed.

All the conversations the Presidential party
had with them left the impression that they
have a firm intentlon of proceeding with
their second site. As for the argument of how
much time you gain, the effort to over-
whelm, in itself, is apt to glve some addi-
tional time but I would not insist that this
will add a huge span of time to the warning.

Congressman ZasLocKI. Dr. Kissinger, the
President and you have made it quite clear
that it would be desirable to have the treaty
ratified and the Executive Agreements ap-
proved by Congress in order that Phase II
could begin in October.

‘We fully understand the system of the So-
viets and there is no ratification on their
part as we have it here, and I am sure the
Soviets understand that this is an election
vear and we have political conventions and
there may be an opportunity not to meet,
that is a ratification and approval of the
Executive Agreements.

Is it absolutely necessary that the treaty
be ratified and Executive Agreements ap-
proved by Congress before Phase IT can begin,
sometime in October? Indeed, cannot Am-
bassador Smith meet with his counterparts,
even though the Senate and the Congress
have not finished their work as far as the
treaty and Executive Agreement are con-
cerned?

If T may ask just a second question, I
think it is in the report, but what problems
were there, or why didn’t we pursue with
greater determination the inclusion of
MIRV’'s in the Executive Agreement?

Dr. EissiNGer. With respect to the first
question actually, the Soviets do go through
a ratification procedure, They have their Su-
preme Soviet approve it but with all respect,
it is a little more tractable than our Con-
gress,

The reason why, really, we can have some
exploratory informal talks and we probably
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will at wvarious levels, but the reason it
would be difficult to start formal sessions is
because we have to know from what base
we are operating. It is rather an embarrass-
ing position to have a senior negotiator op-
erate on the basis of the assumption of a rati-
fication.

Also, it would be somewhat presumptuous
towards the Congress to assume a ratification
that has not in fact taken place, Yet, on the
other hand, unless you make some assump-
tlon, you really have not got a fixed base
from which you can operate,

Therefore, the beginning of the second
phase of SALT really has to follow congres-
slonal ratification. We understand the pres-
sures of this year and this is simply a fact.

Now, with respect to MIRV, MIRV is a com-~
plex issue for this reason: You can count
numbers with national means of verification,
but it is much more difficult to determine
how many warheads are confined in the mas-
ter warhead.

Now, you have some indications but it is
not very easy. Therefore, with respect to the
deployment of MIRV, the inspection require-
ments have to be a little bit more rigid than
would be otherwise the case,

Now, we have made two proposals, two
linked proposals, one s a ban on the testing
of MIRV, this we are prepared to monitor by
national means of inspection, and second, a
ban on the deployment of MIRV for which
we asked for spot-checks on on-site inspec-
tion. Now we considered the test ban ab-
solutely crucial because we could have been
somewhat more lenient on the frequency of
on-site inspection if there had been a test
ban on MIRV's because without testing, by
definition, it is not easy to deploy them. It
is, in fact, impossible to deploy them.

The Soviet Union, for not ununderstand-
able reasons, because they are behind in
MIRV technology, refused a test ban. They
also refused a deployment ban as such. What
they proposed was a production ban but
without inspection. A ban on production is
totally unverifiable in the Soviet Union while
they could verify ours through our budget
and other methods through which our in-
dustrial production generally becomes
known.

So, the Sovlet counter-proposal for a pro-
duction ban without a test ban was gen-
erally unacceptable to us and when we reach-
ed that stalemate, we could not proceed any
further, This was the obstacle to proceeding
on the MIRV's.

Congressman ZABLoCKI. What encourage-
ment do you see, or optimism that this may
be an area that in Phase II we may find some
common ground on?

Dr. KissiNGer. Phase II, Mr. Congressman,
will be very much more difficult than Phase
I, because there, we will deal with tech-
nological problems and there we will require
even more ingenuity with respect to Phase II
than was shown in Phase I,

If one can have optimism with respect to
it, it 1= because now the Soviet technology
has gone somewhat further probably so that
they may be more willing to accept a test
ban which will at least put a limit on further
deployments, and secondly, you will remem-
ber when we started these negotiations in
1969, we were golng through a crisis in the
Middle East and the Berlin Crisis, We were
emerging out of this whole miasma of sus-
picion and it was the first time we engaged
with the Soviets in any major negotlation, so
the climate was different.

Now, we have established a pattern in
which the Chief of State on our side, the
President and their political leaders, can
be in constant contact with each other and
I believe we can perhaps move a little more
creatively in the early stages of SALT II than
we could in the early stages of SALT I.

I must also say that the subject 15 more
difficult. Certainly, we had conversations of
the breadth and precision in Moscow that
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would have been unimaginable three or four
years ago with respect to strategic ques-
tions, but this gives us some hope that at
least we can talk about the gut issues.

Senator FurBriGHT: Can I ask you to
comment on one aspect, on the significance
of ABM, so much more has been said about
the agreement.

How do you evaluate what appears to me
to be a renunciation of the effort to create
a defense? What you have left in the ABM
is surely nothing more than a token. Hasn't
each country, in effect, said, “We recognize,
we have no defense to almost total devasta-
tion in view of the capacities for destruction,
or within the existing weapons’, and if that
is true, 1sn't this the experience, and I don't
know why you would say it would be much
more difficult.

If they live up to that and we give them
no reason to believe we haven't accepted
in good faith that our population is hostile
to their weapons, and vice versa, and it seems
to me it ought not to be more difficult
if you belleve in that.

Dr. EissiNGeEr: I believe, Mr. Chairman,
this is a very good point. The limit on ABM’s
or effective ABM's of both sides, really cre-
ates a situation, as I said in my statement,
in one sentence, in which the offensive weap-
ons of both sides really have a free ride into
the country of the other.

8o that therefore, the difference in num-
bers is somewhat less signficant than you
would assess otherwise. There 1is still a danger
that one side will get such an enormous
numerical advantage in warheads that it can
completely obliterate the force of the other.

But in the absence of significant defenses,
even relatively small forces can do an enor-
mous amount of damage.

Therefore, too, if we can move into the
second phase of SALT, into an explicit rec-
ognition that both sides will try to stay
away from counter-force strategies, from the
one danger that now exists, or the over-
whelming danger, that they will try to de-
stroy each other, then perhaps the premium
on MIRV's will be reduced, because, as you
remember very well, Mr, Chairman, MIRV’s
were developed at first as a hedge against
ABM,

So I think we will find, in perhaps unex-
pected ways, that the new strategic relation-
ship that is created by this treaty will create
realizations on both sides as to the signifi-
cance of usable strateglc power that over a
period of the next negotiations could have
quite dramatic impacts.

I am very glad that you asked that.

Mr. MacGreGor: It is very close to 12
noon. We appreciate your participation and
your presence and your patlence, and we
thank you for launching what the President
has called an effective Leglslative-Executive
partnership.

MEXICO'S PRESIDENT—
AN OUTSPOKEN VISITOR

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an article published in the
U.S. News & World Report for June
26, 1972, entitled “Mexico’s President—
An Outspoken Visitor,”

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

Mexico’s PRESIDENT—AN OUTSPOKEN ViIsITOR

It is a concerned and frank-speaking Presl-
dent of Mexico who has been touring the
United States on a six-day visit.

From the start, Luis Echeverria Alvarez
made it clear that he had no intention of
confining himself to the sort of “hands across
the border” platitudes that have character-
ized previous state visits between the two
nations.
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Addressing a joint sesslon of the US.
Congress, President Echeverria strongly
criticized an American foreign policy of com-
ing to terms with other strong countries
while “ignoring the rights and interests of
less-developed nations.”

Mexico's leader noted that the U.S. “is
encouraging dialogue with other world pow-
ers that have different ideologies”—namely,
Russia and Communist China.

“Nevertheless,” Mr. Echeverria told Con-
gress, “these changes have not yet been re-
flected in the policy of the United States
toward the Third World and toward the
Latin-American countries, in particular.”

The Mexican President, both in his speech
to Congress and in talks at the White House,
pinpointed specific problems that, in his
view, now cloud relations between his nation
and the U.8.

Biggest of these is the high salt content
of the Colorado River. The U.S., in agreeing
to share its water, had also agreed to improve
its quality. Mexicans maintain the salinity
in the Mexicali Valley had sharply reduced
farm output.

“It is impossible to understand,"” Mr. Eche-
verria told Congress, “why the United States
does not use the same boldness and imagina-
tion that it applies to solving complex prob-
lems with its enemies to the solution of
simple problems with its friends.”

The Mexican leader's words drew a quick
response. President Nixon, the next day
agreed that Mexican farmers should get water
as purs as Americans do. He pledged prompt
action to achieve this.

TRADE PROBLEMS

Trade between the two nations has emerged
as a special concern of President Echeverria,
who warns of the damage caused by protec-
tionist measures taken at the behest of
American “minority groups.”

An example cited by Mr. Echeverria Is
imports into the U.S. of Mexican winter
fruits and vegetables. These now are con-
trolled by strict “voluntary” quotas set in
consultation with Florida and California
growers, They sometimes have forced the
Mexicans to destroy strawberry and tomato
harvests.

Another worry “south of the border” is the
possible passage of a measure currently be-
fore Congress, which would affect more than
300 “in-bond” factories, American-owned, op-
erating In Mexico. Organized labor in the U.S.
is giving considerable support to the bill as a
means of blocking the “export of U.S. jobs.”

On this point, the Mexican President is be-
lieved to have received assurance from Presi-
dent Nixon of his opposition to the bill, as
well. Studies carried out for the White House
conclude that the bill would cause little
change in the job picture—and might even
worsen it. The bill's prospects for passage are
rated as “very dim.”

The visit of President Echeverria is a break
with the past in another important respect—
after two days in Washington, he became the
first Mexican President in history to cross the
U.S. on a series of personal appearances.
Cities on the schedule included New York,
Chicago, San Antonio and Los Angeles.

President Echeverria's plans on this whirl-
wind tour of major cities include meetings
with Mexican-American groups.

The changes in Mexico's foreign policy that
caused Presldent Echeverria to do things
differently on this U.S. trip have been dic-
tated by economic problems at home as well
as by a changing world picture.

Mexico, after years of rapld growth, is be-
set with the sort of economic headaches that
plague many other developing countries. It
runs a trade deficit of 1 billion dollars, has a
foreign debt of 4.5 billlon dollars, and a heavy
debt-servicing burden.

DRIVE TO EXPORT

To improve its foreign-payments position,
the nation has pushed a major export drive,
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sending trade missions to Asia, Europe, parts
of Latin America. Mr. Echeverria went to
Japan on such a mission early this year.

At the same time, the Mexican Govern-
ment has begun to show more interest in as-
sociation with other Latin-American coun-
tries and with the so-called Third World of
underdeveloped countries on other conti-
nents., Last April, Mr. Echeverria went to
Chile to speak before the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development—a
rallying place for developing countries in
their campalgn to obtain trade concessions
and aid from the industrialized nations.

But President Echeverria has made clear
throughout his American tour that Mexico's
ties to U.B. must remain strong. “Mexico pro-
poses to the people and Government of the
United States,” he told Congress, ‘“that we
begin a new phase in our relations. Thus you
would conform to the action you have taken
in other areas, and we would attain the ob-
jectives that have always guided our foreign

policy."

SLOWDOWN IN GI WITHDRAWAL
FROM VIETNAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an article published in the
U.S. News & World Report for June 26,
1972, entitled “Why the Slowdown in GI
Withdrawals?”

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

WHY THE SLOWDOWN IN GI WITHDRAWALS

Sarcon.—President Nixon's carefully de-
signed withdrawal of American troops from
Vietnam is running into complications.

Since the massive Communist invasion of
March 30, the U.S. has boosted sharply the
number of fighter-bomber squadrons based in
South Vietnam.

These units must be protected by U.S.
ground troops. Other Americans are needed
to advise and support South Vietnamese
forces battling the enemy.

As a result, the number of nonessential
men available for withdrawal has been dras-
tically reduced, putting the pull-back behind
schedule.

Now, more than 4,000 men must be taken
out each week if Mr. Nixon's July 1 celling
of 49,000 is to be reached. Over the past six
weeks, withdrawals have averaged no more
than 1,100 a week.

SHIFT TO THAILAND

The solution hit upon by military planners:
Move three Marine and four Air Force squad-
rons from Da Nang in South Vietnam to base
in neighboring Thailand. This would cut the
U.S. troop total in Vietnam by 5,000 and
would keep the planes In the war zone for
the bombing campaign against North Viet-
nam.

“This is a kind of numbers game,” says a
U.S. official in Saigon, “but it is the way we
have been told to do it."”

When the switch Is completed, the Da
Nang base will be returned to South Viet-
namese jurisdiction, releasing U.S. guard
units for withdrawal, including 3,000 soldiers
in three combat battalions of the 196th in-
fantry Brigade.

The withdrawal is complicated further
by this development: Despite a steady drop
in the number of Americans in South Viet-
nam itself, a major build-up of the U.S.
Seventh Fleet off the Vietnam coast and of
fighter-bomber units in Thalland actually
has increased over-all American strength in
Indo-China.

For the first time in the war, the Army
is outnumbered by both the Air Force and
Navy. As of June 8, there were 40,900 sol-
diers in Vietnam, The Air Force had 15,800
men in Vietnam and another 40,000 in Thal-
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land. Navy strength totaled 2,700 in Viet-

nam and had almost tripled, from 15,000 to

42,000, aboard Seventh Fleet warships,
DECISION COMING

In coming days, President Nixon is faced
with yet another crucial decision: How many
more American troops can be safely pulled
out in the next stage of the pull-back sched-
ule to be announced before July 1.

Ranking officials say that despite the of-
fensive by the North Vietnamese, President
Nixon is determined to press ahead with his
program which already has removed nearly
half a milllon Americans from Vietnam in
three years.

Administration sources predict that at
least another 15,000 men will leave Vietnam
between July 1 and August 31—barring a
renewed Communist thrust.

This would be just one step away from an
eventual “residual force” of 20,000 to 25,000
men expected to remain until the Commu-
nists release all American prisoners.

Military sources caution, however, that Mr.
Nixon could be hard-pressed to find enough
GI's to pull out beyond July 1. U.S. forces in
Vietnam, they say, already are near an irre-
ducible minimum.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

RESCISSION OF ORDER FOR REC-
OGNITION OF SENATOR ROTH
TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, that the order grant-
ed to the distinguished Senator from
Delaware (Mr. Rota) be vacated.

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 ex-
ceed 30 minutes, with statements limited
therein to 30 minutes.

DEMOCRATIC PLATFORM
PROPOSALS

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, today I
am proposing to the Democratic Party
platform committee my ideas on what
this year’s platform should include. In
my presentation, I point out that the 1972
election offers the Democratic Party, as
well as the country generally, a unique
opportunity to reassess the direction we
are to follow in the decade and beyond.
The end of the next Presidential term
will coincide with the 200th anniver-
sary of our country’s founding., Great
progress has been made these past 2 cen-
turies, but our focus must be on the fu-
ture, its challenges and opportunities as
well as its problems.

This is not the year to strike up the
band with “Happy Days are Here Again”
and then cart out the old rhetorical
cliches about the dignity of man, the
worth of the individual and the rest of
yesterday’s high-sounding, windy talk.
This may have worked in the past, bub
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people want constructive, workable solu-
tions today. We should promise only what
we can deliver and discuss only what we
know.

The Democratic Party has always led
the way with a program directed at to-
day’s reality, not yesterday's history. We
must continue in that tradition. Where
programs—even our own—have failed,
we should be the first to admit it. When
new approaches are needed, we should
devote the resources and imagination
necessary to develop them.

In that light, I would like to present
several proposals for consideration based
on legislation I have developed to attack
some of the basic problems confronting
this country.

I. BUILDING A UNIFIED SOCIETY

People scoffed at the Eerner Commis-
sion’s prediction in 1968 that we were
becoming a divided nation—one blacxk
and poor, the other white and wealthy.
All the evidence in the intervening 4
years has only shown this warning to be
true.

The principles of equality the Nation
was founded on and the Democratic
Party has championed are being severely
tested. A gap has always separated the
myth of equal opportunity for all Ameri-
cans and the reality of inequality. But
the Democratic Party has always led the
fight to close the gap.

Now, however, we are governed by an
administration intent on widening the
gap between rhetoric and reality. We
have a President who calls for equal edu-
cational opportunity, but introduces leg-
islation which would subvert the Con-
stitution and turn back the clock to pre-
1954 America, when “separate but equal”
was the standard. If we fail to oppose
such a policy and to reiterate our support
for equal opportunity, everything the
Democratic Party has fought for will be
lost.

Every day we debate the issue the
growing division in America increases.
Only 27.8 percent of the black students
in the North and West now attend ma-
jority white schools. In the South, where
we always assumed the problem was the
greatest, the figure is now much higher—
43.9 percent. This still means that over
half the black students there attend basi-
cally segregated schools.

Segregated schools are only a mani-
festation of a segregated society. For
years we have talked about open hous-
ing while allowing virtual apartheid to
sweep across the country.

Our central cities are becoming black-
er and our suburbs whiter. During the
last decade 2% million whites left the
cities and 3 million blacks moved in.
At the same fime, the suburbs in our 66
largest metropolitan areas gained 12.5
million whites and only 800,000 blacks.

Poor families, black or white, are be-
coming trapped in the inner cities, unable
to move to the suburbs because of rising
housing costs resulting from restrictive
land use controls. Approximately 80 per-
cent of the housing on the market, most
of which is in the suburbs, is priced above
the level a family with an income of
$8,000 can afford. At the same time most
of the jobs for inner city residents are
opening up in the suburbs, but cannot
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be reached because of high housing costs
and inadequate mass transportation
systems.

North and South, in schools as well as
housing, we must recognize that the
divisiveness undermining the strength
of this country will end only when we de-
velop a national commitment to attack
segregation on a metropolitan-wide basis.
In view of the absence of any presi-
dential initiative in this direction, the
Democratic Party must provide the
leadership needed to solve this crucial
problem.

I have developed two proposals de-
signed to deal with this problem.

The first involves long-term, metro-
politan-wide integration of our Nation's
urban schools. Under my plan the schools
in our urban areas would have 12 years
to devise and implement a plan for in-
suring that each individual school had
a percentage of minority group students
equal to one-half the percentage of mi-
nority group students in the entire
metropolitan area.

For example, if the minority group
school population of the entire area was
20 percent—a figure that includes most
major cities—10 percent of the students
in each school would have to be mi-
nority-group students at the end of the
12 years. This would mean that only two
or three minority-group students would
be in each class. I cannot believe anyone
is so bigoted that they would object to
sending their children to school with two
or three blacks or Spanish-speaking
Americans.

This proposal is the only major piece
of civil rights legislation which has
gained the support of Democrats from
every section of America including men
like Senators STENNIS, MUSKIE, ALLEN,
McGovErN and CRANSTON.

Even my education plan will ulti-
madtely fail if we continue to have all-
white suburbs and black central cities.
We simply cannot shuffle enough stu-
dents around fast enough by buses, trains,
or automobiles to overcome the effects
of residential segregation. On the other
hand, if neighborhoods were integrated,
supporters of the neighborhood schools
concept would find that they had also
achieved integrated schools.

For this reason, I have introduced leg-
islation that would use the immense pow-
er of the Federal Government to open
the burgeoning suburbs to all citizens.
Under my proposal, no Federal Govern-
ment agency or contractor could build
or expand a facility until the town where
it would be built provided a sufficient
supply of housing for the facilities’ ex-
pected low- and moderate-income em-
ployees. Thus, if a community desired to
obtain the economic benefits of such a
facility, it would also have to bear the re-
sponsibility of providing housing for
workers of the facility.

The Senate has incorporated portions
of my plan in the 1972 housing legisla-
tion by requiring that cities and towns
must build low- and moderate-income
housing for employees of Government
agencies before they could receive com-
munity development grants. If approved
by the House, this will represent an im-
portant first step in the struggle to elim-
inate economic discrimination in our
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housing markets. Nevertheless, much
more needs to be done.

The Nixon administration talks a lot
about “forced integration.”

But is it forced integration to allow
families to escape the ghetto and own a
home of their own?

Is it forced integration to allow a man
to live near his job?

And is it forced integration to provide
this Nation with a national goal and
commitment to end the racial isolation
that threatens more than anything else
to tear this country apart?

The Democratic Party knows it is not
and must continue to lead the Nation to-
ward achievement of our goal of a uni-
fied society.

II. WELFARE REFORM

Everyone agrees that the present wel-
fare system is a mess. No one supports it
and it supports no one adequately.

The current public assistance program,
aid to families with dependent chil-
dren—AFDC—is made up of 54 different
State and territorial programs, each ad-
ministered by a separate jurisdiction un-
der broad Federal guidelines. Including
the county-administered programs, there
are at least 1,152 distinct operating wel-
fare systems.

As a result of this diversity of pro-
grams, there is a wide variance in bene-
fit levels and rules and regulations for
determining eligibility and need. There
are as many different interpretations of
the Federal welfare guidelines as there
are interpreters.

At the same time, costs for the States
are rapidly growing out of control, At
the present rate, costs will double at
least every 3 years.

And yet the beneficiaries of the wel-
fare system are no better off. In fact,
welfare cutbacks are taking place all over
the country. Payments to recipients in
almost half the States have been de-
creased in the last 2 years.

Other problems abound in the welfare
system. By limiting payments to those
families in which the male head is absent
family disintegration is encouraged.
Families with an unemployed father are
eligible for limited assistance in only 23
States. The “working poor,” that is, those
who work full time but still live in pov-
erty, are not helped at all. And yet 40
percent of the poor in this country live
in families headed by full-time workers.
Single people and childless couples are
also completely ineligible for Federal as-
sistance. Our welfare problem is a na-
tional one which requires a national so-
lution.

In January of 1968 President Lyndon
Johnson commissioned a study of income
maintenance programs. After 22 months
of intensive study and hearings the Pres-
ident’s Commission on Income Mainte-
nance Programs—the Heineman Com-

mission—issued its recommendations to
create a family assistance plan. Based

in large part on the work of the Commis-
sion, President Nixon introduced in Oc-
tober of 1969 a family assistance plan.
During the 3 years of debate on welfare
reform the President has revised and re-
revised the originally sound proposal to
a point where, in .its present form in
H.R. 1, it is completely unacceptable.
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As passed the House and pending in the
Senate, H.R. 1 is reform in name only.
While it sets up a guaranteed annual in-
come of $2,400, it does little to assure
that payment levels in States whose lev-
els exceed $2,400 will be maintained.
Thousands of impoverished Americans
would face potential massive welfare cut-
backs. H.R, 1 sets work requirements for
employable adults which would result in
welfare recipients being forced to accept
jobs at the subpoverty wage level of
$1.20, only three-fourths of the Federal
minimum wage. H.R. 1 sets up stringent
and punitive administrative procedures,
provides inadequate day care, inequitable
methods of determining eligibility and
need, and no aid to single people and
childless couples.

I have therefore introduced a major
welfare reform proposal based on the
family assistance plan concept. My
amendment to HR. 1—amendment No.
559—cosponsored by 18 Democratic Sen-
tors would establish a single national
welfare program for all citizens in need,
with uniform benefits, rules, and admin-
istration.

It would establish a national Federal
floor of benefits at a level of $3,000 for a
family of four. Benefits would increase
over a 5-year period so that all people
in need of public assistance would be
receiving at least a poverty level income
by the time the program is fully fed-
eralized.

My proposals also embody the follow-
ing principles which must be included in
any program of welfare reform:

First. We must assure that no recipient
receives less following welfare reform
than he or she now receives. In States
where payments are higher than the
Federal guarantee level, States must be
required to make supplemental payments
up to the level at which they were pay-
ing in January of 1971 or any previous
or subsequent higher level. This will
rescind most of the State welfare cut-
backs.

Second. Benefit levels must increase
automatically on an annual basis accord-
ing to increases in the cost of living. Such
a principle has recently been adopted for
social security benefits.

Third. We must adopt a national wel-
fare system with equitable and humane
uniform rules for determining eligibility
and need under Federal administration.

Fourth. Fiscal relief for the States
must be part of a welfare reform system.
By assuring that State costs for welfare
will not have to rise above their 1971
levels—as envisioned in amendment 559
and H.R. 1—States will be able to plan
their budgets on a rational basis.

Fifth. Any jobs that are provided to
employable welfare recipients must be at
no less than the Federal minimum wage.
The present $1.60/hour is already $700
less than the poverty level on an annual
basis. Surely there is no justification for
paying lower wages.

Sixth. Adequate protections to assure
that mothers are not forced to work and
leave their children against their will are
mandatory.

Seventh. The method of determining
eligibility and need must be placed on a
“current need” system. That is, welfare
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payments must provide for the needs of
recipients at the present, notwithstand-
ing income earned in the past. Safe-
guards can be built into the accounting
period to assure that those with high
incomes cannot take advantage of the
system.

Eighth. Administrative procedures as-
suring fairness, dignity, and due process
to the recipients must be afforded, in-
cluding right to counsel, hearings meet-
ing the standards of the Administrative
Procedure Act, written decisions, quick
determination of eligibility, the rights to
appeal, and simplified administrative
procedures easily understandable and re-
sponsive to the recipients’ needs.

Ninth. Income supplements must be
provided to those who work full time to
support themselves and their families,
but still have a subpoverty level income.
By aiding the working poor, an incentive
is built into the system assuring that
it is always more profitable to work than
to receive welfare.

Tenth. Any system of public assistance
must provide jobs for those willing to
work—either in the private or the pub-
lic sector. It has been estimated that
State and local government could use
as many as 4 million additional people
to provide the basic services expected
of government. All such jobs must meet
Federal minimum wage standards as well
as health and safety criteria.

Eleventh. A social services component,
including comprehensive day care meet-
ing the 1968 Federal interagency day
care requirements is also needed to pro-
vide the ancillary assistance enabling a
family to move, if possible, toward full
self-support.

Ultimately, we must recognize that a
welfare system cannot solve the problems
of poverty. Public assistance is only a
short-term means of alleviating the
deleterious long-term effects of a society
which has yet to solve the basic problems
of providing good jobs, housing, educa-
tion and health care for all its citizens.

III. THE WORKING CLASS

We are only beginning to discover that
the working class of this country has le-
gitimate problems of its own that we
have long ignored. From womb to tomb,
the American working class is in constant
economic insecurity. Unemployment, re-
cession, inflation, medical bills, a lack of
educational opportunities, poor housing,
and the fear of retirement in poverty are
major problems that haunt working fam-
ilies wherever they turn.

Working Americans have done every-
thing we told them to. They have worked
hard—done their best to save what they
can—and they still cannot make it.

They feel their Government has for-
gotten them, that their leaders are pre-
occupied with the problems of blacks
and other minorities. Working men and
women increasingly sense a prejudice
against them in academie, intellectual,
and liberal political circles.

The working class I'as noted that there
are few people to articulate their
thoughts for them. When leaders do pay
attention, they often play to the biases
of workers rather thar. their strengths.

President Nixon has claimed an inter-
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est in the working class. He terms them
the “forgotten” Americans. But his solu-
tion to their problems is not a positive
program. All the President has done is to
give working people scapegoats to dis-
like—TV networks, militant blacks and
college students—and very few positive
reforms and accomplishments to improve
their lives.

Providing only scapegoats is smart pol-
itics because everyone knows the poor
and the black and the young do not vote.
But it clearly is not responsible politics
for a country that faces a growing polari-
zation between white working people and
the rest of society.

Some political observers have noted
that because blacks and other minorities
have nowhere to move but into the lower
middle class, Federal efforts should be
directed at improving the white families’
conditions. This thinking asserts that
we will never solve the problems of mi-
norities until we solve the problems of
the lower middle class. For a time, I
advocated that approach. Yet as I
thought about it, I came to realize that
it is not the right reason for helping
working white families. The deserving
deserve assistance because they deserve
it—not because somebody else is more
deserving.

We should set out to help the lower
middle class because it is the right thing
to do, not because it will indirectly help
some other group. We should help mid-
dle Americans because they are vitally
important and essential to the success
of this country. They erect our sky-
scrapers, dam our rivers, unload our
ships, pave our roads, drive our trucks,
police our streets, man our defense. They
are the muscle and heart that keeps the
country moving. America needs them as
much as they need America.

A, JOBS

Our highest priority must be to insure
that every able-bodied American who
wants a job is able to find one. We should
establish the concept of the Government
as “employer of last resort” for men
and women who have lost or cannot find
jobs in the private sector.

We have a great paradox in American
society today: We have over 5 million
unemployed men and women in a coun-
try burdened with a huge backlog of
public service needs—in our parks and
streets, slums and countryside, schools
and colleges, libraries, hospitals, nursing
homes, public buildings—indeed,
throughout the public and nonprofit sec-
tors of this economy. The Government
as “employer of last resort” would in-
sure that all Americans are able to lead
meaningful, productive lives.

B. EDUCATION
1. STUDENT 'AID

Our goal should be to open the doors
of our universities to all intelligent and
interested youngsters, regardless of their
parents’ financial resources and to en-
courage those who, for one reason or
another, are just filling up desk space
to use their time more profitably. Aca-
demic ability is not a gift only the rich
enjoy any more than an interest in non-
2cademic subjects is limited to the chil-
dren of working people. Scholarship
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funds need to be increased so that all
gualified students are able to continue
their education past high school.

2, COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Our focus should not be only on 4-year
colleges. Enrollment in 2-year colleges
tripled from 1960 to 1970. Over 2 mil-
lion students now attend community
colleges across the country, and new col-
leges are being built at a rate of about
one a week.

To provide more diversity and balance
in the academic world, the country’s sys-
tem of smaller, community oriented col-
leges must be expanded and their doors
opened to everyone with a desire to learn
and grow intellectually.

In a dynamic society, each citizen
should have the opportunity to develop
his or her mind for an entire lifetime.
That is why the community college, with
its emphasis upon meeting the educa-
tional needs of the local people, is so
vitally important. That is why the stu-
dent body should not be composed cnly
of young people preparing for the pro-
fessions. The student body should be a
“civic body,” represented by all aspects
of American life—and all ages.

A cornerstone of State and Federal
policy should be to support the growth
of community colleges. Every high school
graduate should have the opportunity to
attend a community or State college
within driving distance of his home.

3. TUITION TAX CREDIT

In addition to scholarships, other

forms of assistance must be found to en-
able working class parents to send their
children to college. I have proposed for

several years a tax credit plan for tuition
payments.

My bill proposes a maximum tax credit
of $325 per student. The credit would
be computed on the basis of 100 percent
of the first $200 of qualifying expendi-
tures for tuition, fees, and books; 25 per-
cent of the next $300; and 5 percent of
the subsequent $1,000. No credit would
be allowed for student costs above $1,500.

The available credit would begin to be
phased out when the taxpayer's adjusted
gross income reached $15,000. Two per-
cent of the amount by which a taxpayer’s
adjusted gross income exceeded $15,000
would be deducted from the credit avail-
able to that taxpayer. Thus, no taxpayer
with an income above $31,250 would be
eligible for a credit.

I have proposed a similar program for
those who pay to send their children to
private schools. More is involved than
simply the cost to parents.

The President’s panel on nonpublic
education has reported that nonpublic
school enrollment has been declining at
a rate of 6 percent per year. Roman
Catholic schools have been hardest hit,
pbut they are not alone. In the past 2
years, independent school enrollment has
dropped 11 percent, military schools 10
percent, and boarding schools 4 percent.
At this rate one-fourth of the schools op-
erating in 1970 will be closed by 1975.

If this trend continues we will experi-
ence a massive dislocation in our public
school system. Over 10 percent of Amer-
ica’s total elementary and secondary stu-
dents attend nonpublic schools. Should
these schools collapse, our public school
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system would have to absorb over 5 mil-
lion more children. Most of the impact
would be felt in urbanized areas already
heavily burdened by the need to provide
public services. In the 20 largest cities
nearly 2 out of 5 schoolchildren are en-
rolled in nonpublic schools. The public
school system in New York City would
have to expand to accommodate over
358,000 new students if private schools
closed. In Chicago, 208,000 students
would be added, and in Philadelphia
146,000.

My own State of Connecticut faces a
similar potential burden. Over 100,000
students, 14 percent of all students, now
attend parochial and private schools.
Twelve of these schools closed in 1971
and more may close this year. We all
have a stake in this problem.

Some critics of aid to nonpublic
schools argue that public assistance will
weaken support of our publie school sys-
tem. They point out that less than half
of the public school bond issues were
ratified last year.

We cannot ignore, however, the enor-
mous costs involved in transferring
nonpublic students into the public
schools. It has been estimated that col-
lapse of our nonpublic schools would cost
local taxpayers an additional $5 billion
a year. Taxes would have to increase or
more public schools close to meet this
expense. The American public should not
be forced to assume this additional tax
burden unless it is absolutely necessary.

In the past, cities and States have been
most ingenious in developing assistance
programs. Few of them, however, have
satisfied the constitutional prohibitions
against the “establishment of religion.”
In 1971 the Supreme Court in Lemon
against Kurtzman, summarized the
cumulative criteria it had developed.
First, the program must have a secular
purpose; second, its primary effect must
not be the advancement or inhibition of
religion; finally, it must not foster “an
excessive governmental entanglement
with religion.”

I believe that tax credits meet these
tests. First, the program’s purpose is to
lower the expense of education to the
student’s parents. No tax funds would
be given to the school. Second, its effect
is to enable parents to decide which
type of education is best for their child.
Finally, because the taxpayer, not the
school, is subject to audit, there are no
excessive governmental entanglements.

Unless some Government aid is forth-
coming, most of our nonpublic schools
will eventually disappear. Those that
survive will do so by requiring exorbitant
tuitions which only the very wealthy can
afford. The result will be that private and
parochial schools, rather than being edu-~
‘cational options open to all, will be
sanctuaries for the rich.

My proposal would avoid these prob-
lems. By allowing middle and lower in-
come families the ability to send their
children to nonpublic schools, it will
guarantee the continued existence of
these schools plus a well balanced stu-
dent body.

C. NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE

No problem affects the working class

more than the absence of adequate
health care and insurance. This Nation
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is facing a health care crisis. Spiralling
costs, inadequate insurance, maldistri-
bution of resources and a shortage of
medical manpower characterize our non-
system of medical care. Despite growing
Federal expenditures for health care
programs, no coherent national plan has
been developed to deal with these
problems.

For most Americans, the symbol of
American medicine is not the Red Cross,
the Blue Cross or the physicians insignia.
It is the dollar sign. In the decade be-
tween 1960 and 1970, hospital costs
almost tripled and doctors’ fees nearly
doubled. The average day in the hospital
that cost $32.23 in 1960 cost $79.83 in
1970. The complete physical that cost $57
as recently as 1968 cost $100 in 1970.

An individual in most cases is forced
to rely on luck to protect himself against
backbreaking medical bills. He hopes he
lives in the right city, works for the right
union, and earns enough money. In the
last analysis, these factors determine
the kind of medical security his family
has. Many people do not have much
but luck to rely on. In the face of rising
costs, there are still 24 million Amer-
icans—one out of every seven persons un-
der age 65—who have no hospital insur-
ance at all. One person in five is with-
out surgical insurance—35 million. One
in three is not covered for exira in-hos-
pital medical expenses, such as doctors
visits—61 million.

Absence of adequate insurance is only
one factor contributing to the health
care crisis. The Nation is currently faced
with a gross misallocation of resources.
Many rural communities are unable to
attract the services of even one qualified,
primary care physician while many
larger, affluent areas have an excess of
specialists.

Hospitals are further compounding the
problems. In the battle to attract more
patients and doctors, they rely on the
prestige of new programs, research, and
medical specialties. It is the average pa-
tient who pays for the duplication and
reduplication of narrowly channeled ex-
pertise.

Many proposals have been introduced
in the Congress which propose at least
some revision in the financing of medical
care. However, few adequately address
the larger problem of the deficiencies in
the health care delivery system. We must
direct our aftention toward effecting
needed improvements in this system if
we are to insure the success of a national
health insurance plan.

Our strategy must include considera-
tion of methods to increase the numbers
and distribution of health manpower,
means to optimize the utilization of re-
sources, outreach programs to bring all
persons into the mainstream of the
health care system, and cost control
guidelines to curtail the rising costs of
needed health services.

The development of a coherent na-
tional health strategy will provide a
sound basis for the implementation of
a national health insurance plan. In the
development, of a platform proposal for
national health insurance the Demo-
cratic Party should consider the follow-
ing essential principles:

First. National health insurance must
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guarantee universal entitlement and uni-
versal coverage of benefits.

Every individual in this country, re-
gardless of finanecial status, age, race,
medical history, or geographical location
should be entitled to the same amount,
duration and scope of benefits. The cov-
erage of benefits should be broad enough
to assure that no person will be unable
to obtain needed medical care.

Second. National health insurance
should insure the patient as well as it in-
sures the hospital and the doctor.

Most hospitals and insurance plans do
a much better job of insuring the hos-
pital and the physician against the cost
of their doing business than they do of
insuring the patient against the cost of
doing business with them. If the Nation
decides to grant private insurance com-
panies the privilege of providing national
health insurance, we must have guaran-
tees that the industry will be fully ac-
countable to the publie.

Third. National health insurance
should have as few restrictions, clauses,
qualifications, and limitations as possi-
ble and it should be administered in the
simplest and easiest way possible.

We should fit the health care system
to the individual and stop asking the
individual to fit his medical needs to the
existing health care system.

Fourth. National health insurance

must be accompanied by dramatic new
solutions to the problem of medical man-
power.

Not only is this country short on pri-
mary care physicians, but many of our
medical schools are on shaky financial
ground. A year ago, 40 percent were in

such severe trouble that they needed fi-
nancial distress grants from Washing-
ton. Their condition has not improved.
The country cannot train more doctors
if our medical schools continue to live on
a hand-to-mouth basis.

Another crucial manpower need is the
paramedical man, the physician's as-
sistant, the civilian equivalent of the
Armed Forces medical corpsman. He is
needed both by overworked urban doc-
tors and by people in isolated rural areas.
We are producing very few of them in
this country at this time.

Fifth. National health insurance must
also include establishment of alterna-
tives to the present pay-as-you-go and
fee-for-service medical care that most
people now receive.

The most common alternative suggest-
ed is the prepaid group practice plan.
Its virtues are well known. Subscribers
pay a fixed monthly sum, arranged in
advance, and receive all the medical care
they need. There is a heavy emphasis on
diagnostic screening and preventive
medicine. And these plans also seem to
have the additional advantage of stimu-
lating cost consciousness in the providers
of medical care. This is not to suggest
that fee-for-service should be abolished,
but it should not be the only choice a
patient has.

Sixth. Continuing health planning
must be considered an essential compo-
nent of any national health insurance
plan.

Planning must have real authority and
sanctions. If planning agencies had the
power to do their job properly, we prob-
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ably wouldn't have the duplication of
expensive equipment that exists in so
many cities. Nor would we have an over-
supply of one type of institution or hos-
pital, and an undersupply of others.

Seventh. National health insurance
legislation should include provision for
statewide pilot projects to be conducted
in five or six selected States and a specific
date when the program is to be imple=~
mented nationwide.

There are currently many unknowns
that we face when we attempt to develop
a national health insurance plan. Estab-
lishment of pilot projects prior to na-
tional implementation and careful as-
sessment of the variables built into the
experimentation projects will enable us
to determine which concepts should be
incorporated into the national system.

D. AN ADEQUATE RETIREMENT INCOME

Finally, to help working class Ameri-
cans, we must guarantee them a decent,
reasonably comfortable, dignified retire-
ment. If society is to be judged by the
care it takes of its elderly members,
American society is a failure. To be old
in America is too often to be poor. Most
working class couples have seen their
friends retire and find themselves living
at or near the poverty level.

In 1969 the aged had less than half the
income of those under age 65. By Decem-
ber, 1970, according to the Senate’s Spe-
cial Committee on Aging, approximately
5 million of the 20 million aged Ameri-
cans lived in poverty, an incidence of
poverty twice the rate of society gener-
ally. The number of those living in pov-
erty decreased somewhat in recent years
in this country for every group but older
Americans. For them, the number arose.

Many of the aged poor are simply those
who have been poor all their lives and
have grown old. But an increasing num-
ber are working class Americans who
made enough while working to stay out
of poverty but were unable to save much
for retirement and find that pensions
and social security have not kept them
from growing into poverty.

The Federal Government has ignored
this plight of working people, contribut-
ing to some of the resentment felt by
workers against a government that cares
for the rich and attempts to provide for
the poor but ignores the average man.

The first thing we need to do is to in-
sure that those on social security receive
more adequate incomes. A Social Security
Administration study showed that one-
fourth of aged couples and two-fifths of
single beneficiaries receiving social se-
curity depended sclely on it for their
entire support.

Democrats in Congress are working for
a 20 percent social security increase, This
should be part of our party’s platform as
well.

This will require a larger investment
in social security by working people, but
I do not think they will mind if, at the
same time, they understand that this
will guarantee them a comfortable re-
tirement.

As social security deductions are in-
creased, however, the system should be
made more equitable. Social security
taxes now are regressive, forcing lower
paid workers to pay a much higher per-
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centage of their income than higher paid
employees. The injustice arises because
everyone in social security is taxed 5.2
percent on their first $9,000 of earnings.

A man making $40,000 a year pays
$468 or 1 percent of his total income in
social security taxes. A worker making
$9,000 this year pays the same $468. But
this is 5.2 percent of his salary, a rate
five times greater than that paid by the
other man.

There is no justification for this dif-
ference. The financing of social security
should be reformed so that everyone
pays a more reasonable share of their in-
%ome and receives more adequate bene-

LS.

_ Another inequity for the working class
in the social security system is the limi-
tation on income by social security
pensioners. Many elderly persons are
eager to work and help support them-
selves. But the Government discourages
work by penalizing them for every dol-
lar earned above $1,680 a year.

The effect of this earnings limitation
penalizes the working class. While an
elderly worker loses benefits for every
dollar earned, the wealthy are allowed
on retirement to receive all of their in-
come from investments, stocks, bonds,
copyrights, patents, rentals, dividends,
and other pensions without losing a
penny of social security benefits, even
if their outside income is $100,000. Two
million elderly workers meanwhile are
losing some or all of their social secu-
rity benefits for which they paid a
higher percentage of their salaries.

This is wrong and must be changed if
social security is to be a program that
meets the needs of the lower-middle class,
Proposals are pending now to raise the
income ceiling; but, again, this is only
a start in the right direction.

Social security is not the sole means
o_f broviding for the retirement of our
citizens. Approximately $140 billion is
now invested in 34,000 private pension
funds covering 30 million workers. Un-
fortunately, more than half of the pri-
vate work force are not employed by a
company or union that has a pension
plan. As many as one-half of those work-
ers who have a plan may not receive pen-
sion benefits when they retire and more
Lh_an half of all persons who will receive
private pension benefits will receive less
than $1,000 a year.

The fine print in many pension plans
rivals those famous life insurance poli-
cies that, once you get through the dis-
claimers, covered you against being run
over by a herd of buffalo in downtown
Detroit. Many pension plans provide no
benefits for widows or widowers, require
years of work before a worker has a right
to any pension and cause him to forfeit
all rights if he changes jobs. As a New
York Times survey showed last year, pri-
vate pension plans are “a phantom for
millions of workers who never collect
them.”

We should support legislation to allow
workers to transfer their interest in one
pension plan to another when they
change jobs, to shorten the years of work
necessary to qualify for pension rights
and to give tax deductions to those in-
vesting in pension plans for themselves
or their employees.
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Whatever we do, we must help workers
to insure that their retirement years will
not be years of poverty and insecurity.

IV. NEW DEPAERTMENTS OF HEALTH AND
EDUCATION

Much talk has been heard about the
need to reorganize the Federal Govern-
ment. President Nixon has proposed that
we make the Federal bureaucracy even
larger by consolidating existing agencies
into four superagencies. In particular,
the President has suggested increasing
the size of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare.

As a former Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, I seriously question
the desirability of such a move. No Sec-
retary can keep up with the activities of
the ageney as it is now structured, let
alone an even larger institution. Since
its establishment in 1953, HEW has
grown into a bureaucracy of 108,000 em-
ployees with an overall budget of nearly
$79 billion, one-third of the entire Fed-
eral budget.

For several years I have supported
creation of a separate Department of
Education and this year have introduced
a similar proposal for a Department of
Health.

A. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Today 29 Federal agencies spend over
$14 billion on education, often with no
coordination and little cooperation. Mil-
lions of Americans are educated through
Federal programs as diverse as those of
the Office of Child Development, the De-
fense Department, the Job Corps and
the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

My bill consolidates and coordinates
responsibility for education at the Fed-
eral level and affords an opportunity for
the first time to rationalize, analyze, pre-
sent, and carry out Federal policy for ed-
ucation in this Nation.

But arguments of scale are only one
part of the reason for better coordina-
tion and execution of the Federal roie
in education. We must also recognize the
present importance of education and
educational policy to American society,
and the increase in that significance in
the decades ahead. Our society and the
technology which supports it continue to
increase in complexity and require in-
dividuals possessed of more sophisticated
educational background and prepara-
tion.

The time has come to end the uncer-
tain status of education in the Federal
Government. Education must be rep-
resented at the highest levels of policy
discussion. Its weak voice must be
strengthened through the consolidation
of programs which rightly belong to-
gether.

B. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

As already discussed, this Nation is
currently facing a health care -crisis.
Despite growing Federal expenditures
for health care programs, no coherent
national plan has been developed to deal
with this problem. We must reshape and
streamline our existing institutions now
if we are to assure the success of what-
ever new national health care system is
adopted.

The Department of Health, Education
and Welfare is clearly too large to han-
dle the task. Over 40 separate Federal
health grant programs are operated by
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HEW which will spend over $18 billion in
fiscal 1973 on medical and health-
related activities.

I am convinced that health policy can
be more rationally developed and the
health programs of our Nation better
handled if they are placed under the ju-
risdiction of one agency of manageable
size, a Department of Health. At present
a sizable portion of the $25 billion we
are spending throughout the Federal
Government for medical and health re-
lated activities is being lost through in-
efficiency, lack of coordination, and over-
lapping of programs.

As a result of the scattering of pro-
grams and the lack of a centralized
health policy mechanism, the only place
in the Federal Government where health
priorities can be set is in the Office of
Management and Budget when the
budget is being developed. Major policy
decisions affecting the Federal Govern-
ment’s health policy should be made by
experts in the health field, not by OMB
employees who cannot be expected to
formulate national field priorities, much
less understand the intricacies and in-
terrelationships of the myriad health
programs now in existence.

Twenty-five Democrats in the Senate
joined with me last March to introduce
S. 3432, which would create a new De-
partment of Health. All of the Demo-
cratic presidential candidates joined in
this effort; 60 House Members, the vast
majority of whom are Democrats, sup-
ported the companion measure intro-
duced in the House by Congressman PAUL
Rocers, Democrat of Florida.

The Democratic Party should support
this move to end the uncertain status of
health in the Federal Government. Re-
sponsibilities must be focused in one de-
partment and health policy must be de-
veloped and coordinated by those who
are knowledgeable in the health field.

V. CONSUMER PFROTECTION

To be credible our platform must in-
clude a creative and far-reaching pro-
gram for protecting consumer interests,
combating consumer fraud, and.provid-
ing a meaningful voice for consumers in
the private and public decisions which
affect their lives. I propose that the
Democratic Party pledge to adopt a new
definition of the rights of American con-
sumers in both the marketplace and the
institutions of government.

Specifically, I propose that the Demo-
cratic Platform support—

First, legislation to create an inde-
pendent Consumer Protection Agency to
represent the interests of consumers be-
fore Federal agencies and courts;

Second, vigorous enforcement of the
food, drug, and consumer product safety
laws and the establishment of an inde-
pendent agency to enforce these laws;

Third, passage of important consumer
protection bills sponsored by Democrats
in the last two Congresses;

Fourth, establishment of a Council 0_1'
Consumer Advisers, or similar organiza-
tion, in the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent;

_Fifth, broad reform and restructuring
of existing regulatory agencies and pro-
grams for protecting consumers; and

Sixth, substantial increase in Federal
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assistance to States and local communi-
ties for consumer protection programs.

The most urgent need of consumers
today is to have an effective represent-
ative in the many decisions of the Fed-
eral Government which determine the
choice, cost, quality, and safety of goods
and services in the marketplace.

I have sponsored a bill, 8. 1177, to cre-
ate a new independent Consumer Pro-
tection Agency—CPA—to represent the
interests of consumers before Federal
agencies and courts. My bill also sets up
a Council of Consumer Advisers in the
Executive Office of the President to ad-
vise the President on consumer matters
and provides grants to States and local
communities for consumer protection
Programs.

The bill has been reported by my sub-
committee of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations and soon will be con-
sidered by the Senate. I strongly urge
that the Democratic Platform commit our
Party to this legislation and to its un-
derlying purposes.

Despite the existence of many regu-
latory agencies—for example, Federal
Trade Commission, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission—and many ambitious new con-
sumer protection laws—for example,
Truth in Packaging, Toy Safety, and
Truth in Lending Acts—which are sup-
posed to protect, consumers are not re-
ceiving the protection which they have
been promised and are demanding in
1972.

Every day the newspapers carry alarm-
ing stories of serious injuries caused by
food additives, detergents, toys, pre-
scription drugs, credit schemes, and cor-
porate mergers. During the last year, my
subcommittee has released studies show-
ing that deplorable sanitary conditions
continue to exist in the meat and poul-
try plants; that tens of millions of sub-
potent influenza vaccines were licensed
for 3 years by an agency which was fully
aware of the vaccine’s ineffectiveness and
that the Federal Government lacks an
effective means of testing the effects of
the many chemicals in the human food
supply and environment.

The most important reason for the
failure of Federal agencies to protect
consumers adequately is that consumers
have no choice in the day-to-day deci-
sion-making processes of these agencies.
Big business is the only group with the
incentive and the resources to maintain
a close relationship with Federal agen-
cies. These agencies hear only one side of
most issues.

Consumers are too fragmented to pro-
vide effective representation for them-
selves. Few consumers have a large
enough stake in a specific agency or the
money to hire a professional representa-
tive to argue their case in Washington
for months or even years,

During recent years, a few dedicated
men and women have established orga-
nizations to represent the consumer
viewpoint to Federal agencies. It is un-
realistic to expect, however, that these
organizations will ever obtain sufficient
nongovernmental funds to be an effective
counterweight to the overwhelming re-
sources and ftalent at the disposal of
business.
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Thus, the best hope of consumers for
equal representation is through the Con-
sumer Protection Agency established by
my bill.

The CPA, as an advocate, will be a
totally new kind of Federal agency. It
will have no authority to regulate any
industry, to make any decisions for ex-
isting regulatory agencies, or to overrule
their decisions. The CPA will be the law-
yer for consumers; the regulatory agen-
cies will continue to be the judges.

One of the most serious defects in con-
sumer protection programs is the conflict
which results when one agency has re-
sponsibility for both protecting consum-
ers and promoting the production or sale
of consumer products. No person or
agency can faithfully serve these two dif-
ferent masters for long.

Congress now has an opportunity to
remedy this conflict in Federal food in-
spection programs. In March, the Senate
Commerce Committee reported a bill,
S. 3419, to authorize Federal safety
standards for hazardous household prod-
ucts. The bill also creates a new regula-
tory agency—the Food, Drug, and Con-
sumer Product Agency—by transferring
the FDA from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

My subcommittee strengthened the in-
dependence of the new agency and trans-
ferred the meat, poultry, and egg inspec-
tion programs of the Department of Ag-
riculture into it. Consolidation of food
inspection programs has been recom-
mended by the Congressional General
Accounting Office, the White House Con-
ference on Food and Nutrition, and the
President’s Advisory Council on Execu-
tive Organization.

This legislation represents a long over-
due reform and an important model for
improving other Federal consumer pro-
tection programs. It, first, combines simi-
lar consumer protection programs in a
single agency, and, second, places con-
sumer protection programs in an agency
whose primary responsibility is consumer
protection.

VI. THE ECONOMY

The American economy is in deep
trouble. Our tragic 6 percent unemploy-
ment figure persists—in my own State of
Connecticut it is more than 8 percent,
in some localities 20 percent. Our trade
deficit is mounting—more than $2 billion
in the first quarter of this year alone.
The dollar, despite devaluation, is under
new attacks and our balance-of-pay-
ments deficit remains huge. Twenty-five
percent of our industrial capacity re-
mains idle while our Nation desperately
needs rebuilding.

Clearly, both workers and businessmen
need effective help now.

There is a desperate need to develop
long-range policies that are better de-
signed to achieve the twin objectives of
full employment and relative price sta-
bility—the prerequisites for a healthy
American economy.

We must encourage and stimulate
growth in those areas where we can still
compete successiully particularly in the
area of high technology. The United
States continues to enjoy a large trade
surplus in technology intensive goods.
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But greater and more imaginative fed-
eral R. & D. support is necessary to main-
tain this lead into the 1980’s.

Workers® skills must be upgraded so
that people who are unemployed as a
result of changes in the economy will
be equipped to fill the new jobs. New job
training programs should be made avail-
able—not only to those already unem-
ployed, but to workers in danger of being
laid off.

We have no systematic way to encour-
age industries to develop along lines with
high social priority and a high degree of
future success. Much talk is heard about
the need to convert from a wartime to a
post-Vietnam peacetime economy. The
key to any successful defense conversion
program will be the assumption by the
Government of the responsibility for al-
locating civilian priorities. I have pro-
posed the establishment of a new Eco-
nomie Priorities Commission to chart the
future direction of the civilian economy
and encourage economic expansion into
new areas such as pollution control,
housing, and mass transit.

Our use of technology will determine
whether or not America will maintain a
viable, growing economy and remain
competitive in international markets.

We must expand and coordinate gov-
ernment efforts to ease the economic dis-
location that will inevitably result by
changes in Federal spending patterns and
in the conversion of noncompetitive in-
dustries. Under our proposal a new ad-
ministration would be created in the
Commerce Department to administer
these activities to assist workers and fail-
ing companies.

When we speak of economic disloca-
tion we must bear in mind we are talking
about people, their families, and their
communities.

Actual experience to date with the ad-
justment assistance legislation on the
books shows that it is too restrictive, too
infrequently granted, and invariably help
comes too late to be of use.

The emphasis today must be put on
spotting in advance those industries and
companies which are running into
trouble. Under my proposed legislation,
assistance would be available before a
company is a financial basket case, and
workers could begin retraining before
their skills become obsolete.

The thrust of my proposal is on read-
justment and retraining in order to best
utilize our technological and managerial
and manpower resources—and to avoid
serious trade conflicts and world eco-
nomic disorders.

VII. NORTHERN IRELAND

The violence and bloodshed in North-
ern Ireland have been a source of deep
concern for many Americans. The re-
cent signs of moderation are most wel-
come. But the underlying causes of the
violence still exist.

America, and the Democratic Party,
must speak out against injustice and dis-
crimination wherever it exists. It will be
a sad day in this Nation when we think
in terms of the freedom and well-being
only of Americans. The persistent and
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oppressive discrimination against the
Catholic minority in Northern Ireland
deserves to be condemned. But more than
this, our own Government should be able
to suggest equitable, just solutions upon
our friend and ally, Great Britain. Our
friends certainly do not hesitate to advise
us on such matters.

Senate Resolution 180, which I intro-
duced in the Senate and which has been
cosponsored by Senators EKEeNNEDY,
HarTEE, and PASTORE, was also introduced
in the House by HucH CarRgy and 61
cosponsors, Some of the measures it has
called for—such as the dissolution of the
Stormont Parliament—have already
been taken. But it should still serve as the
basis for an eventual settlement of the
conflict.

Our platform should promise to ex-
press at the highest levels to the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom our concern
over the tragic situation in Northern
Ireland calling upon the British Gov-
ernment to take the following steps
consistent with the principles of nondis-
crimination and justice:

First. The termination of the current
policy of internment without trial and
release of all persons detained.

Second. Full respect for the civil rights
of all the people of Northern Ireland
and the end of all political, social, eco-
nomic, and religious discrimination.

Third. The prompt implementation of
the reforms promised by the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom including
those reforms in the fields of law en-
forcement, housing, employment, and
voting rights.

Fourth. The establishment of law and
order with justice leading to the with-
drawal of all British forces from North-
ern Ireland.

In addition, the Governments of the
Republic of Ireland and the United King-
dom should cooperate in creating appro-
priate forums for discussing the eventual
unification of a united and independent
Ireland with the rights of all citizens
fully protected.

We must also seek appropriate use of
the good offices and facilities of the
United Nations to assist in the quest for
peace in Northern Ireland.

VIII. MIDDLE EAST

The recent massacre at Lod Airport
and the undisguised glee expressed over
this bloody event in Cairo and Beirut
demonstrates the continuing threat to
Israel. At the same time, Soviet military
and economic penetration in the Middle
East continues unabated. The Iraqi
takeover of the British Petroleum Co.
and Moscow’'s eagerness to exploit this
seizure highlights the danger to vital
American interests in the Mediterranean
and Persian Gulf areas,

The maintenance of a strong and se-
cure Israel should be the cornerstone of
American policy in the Middle East.
Israel has proven its steadfastness, cour-
age, and dedication to democracy. It de-
serves our continuing military, economie,
and diplomatic support.

Our platform should pledge to continue
our diplomatic efforts to bring Israel and
the Arab States to the peace table where
they must negotiate directly. Any result-
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ing peace treaty to be lasting must in-
clude agreement on secure and recog-
nized boundaries.

We should oppose any revival of the
administration's Rogers Plan of Decem-
ber 1969 and any efforts by outside par-
ties to dictate the terms of any settle-
ment.

In order to prevent a resumption of
hostilities, we must maintain Israel’s de-
terrent strength, providing it with the
advanced planes and weapons essential
to carry out this task. Israel must also
have the appropriate economic support-
ing assistance to maintain the viability
of its economy threatened by a crushing
defense burden brought on by the Soviet
Union’s presence in the Middle East and
its lavish military assistance to the Arab
States.

The Democratic platform should also
support a strong and credible U.S. de-
fense posture in the Mediterranean Sea
and in the Persian Gulf to deter Soviet
aggression in the area.

We should oppose any efforts to divide
Jerusalem and turn the clock back to
former Arab misadministration of the
Holy City. Under Israeli administration
Jerusalem has been united and the holy
places are now accessible to all faiths.

We should support the movement of
the American Embassy from Tel Aviv to
Israel’s capital, Jerusalem, as well as our
position that the Suez Canal and the
Straits of Tiran are international water-
ways which must remain open to the
shipping of all nations.

Large-scale assistance must also be
provided to the Palestinian Arab ref-
ugees, along with U.S. cooperation in any
international programs designed to fa-
cilitate their resettlement in Arab lands.
The Arab States must begin to welcome
Arab refugees in the same way that Israel
resettled hundreds of thousands of Jews
from the Arab countries.

‘We must urge the Soviet Union to per-
mit the emigration of Jews from the So-
viet Union and express the hope that the
Soviet Union will grant exit permits to
those who seek to go in Israel and that
they will cease the harassment and inti-
midation to those who have applied for
visas. Israel should receive our assistance
to cover a portion of the costs of absorb-
ing these new emigrants.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. 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 PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LEN). Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for the transaction of routine morn-
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ing business be extended for an addition-
al 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EDUCATION IN THE 1570'S WILL
BE A CRITICAL CHALLENGE TO
AMERICA

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
June 21 the National Education Associa-
tion will sponsor a “Salute to Education”
in Washington. This event comes, coin-
cidentally, shortly after Congress has
approved the most far-reaching educa-
tion legislation in recent history. It also
comes at a time when educators and lay-
men are suddenly questioning the old
methods, discounting innovative experi-
ments, and professing puzzlement about
the educational system itself. We can
agree, however, that the American edu-
cational system is the greatest movement
in mass education of all time.

Statistics show that total pupil enroll-
ment during the fall term of the 1971-72
school year totaled 46,168,540 in public
elementary and secondary schecol sys-
tems. This figure represents only a slight
increase of 0.6 percent over the previous
school year, but it is evident that nearly
one out of every four Americans was
enrolled in public school systems last fall.

It is interesting to note, too, that the
17,218 school districts in the United
States during the 1971-72 school year
represent a decrease of 444 districts, or
2.5 percent of the total. The number of
high school graduates was 2,733,156, a
2.4 percent increase over the previous
year.

During the past school year, the num-
ber of classroom teachers increased 1.3
percent to a total of 2,089,623, and their
average annual salaries rose 4.6 percent
to $10,146.

To finance this colossal system of pub-
lic education for our youngsters, Ameri-
cans provided a total of $50,127,357,000,
an increase of 5 percent over the pre-
vious school year,

Of the total revenue receipts, the Fed-
eral Government provided $3,305,707,000,
the States raised $19,062,836,000, and
$24,276,080,000 came from local, inter-
mediate and other sources.

A renewed emphasis on adult educa-
tion, community services and other pro-
grams operated by local school districts
is evident in the 8.1 percent jump in ex-
penditures for these programs. The total
amount was $1,202,515,000 devoted to
education on the local level outside the
normal pupil enrollment.

Mr. President, I commend the National
Education Association in its efforts to
focus national attention on our schools.
I hope that the “Salute to Education” will
serve to revive the spirits and strengthen
the' faith of both teacher and taxpayer
in our American system of elementary
and secondary education. We will need
this uplift, for the 1970’s will be a time
of critical challenge to America in the
field of education.

A vital part of that challenge will be
the development of comprehensive ca-
reer education programs.
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I believe that in a sense we have
cheated our young people in the high
schools of this country by not stressing
the need for career education, for oc-
cupational education, for vocational edu-
cation, for technical education. I feel
that in these coming years we must give
more attention at several levels of learn-
ing to our commitment to occupational
education, so that young people are pre-
pared to fill available jobs. Now too often
they are unprepared for productive work
?t the close of their high schcol educa-

ion.

A fundamental purpose of education
is to prepare the young to live a produe-
tive and rewarding life, For far too many
young Americans our schools are failing
in this essential mission.

Nearly 2.5 million students leave the
formal education system in this country
each year without adequate preparation
for a career. Only about one in six high
school students is enrclled in occupa-
tional preparation. More persons are
graduating from colleges with bachelor’s
degrees than there are jobs for degree
holders. By the end of this decade, eight
out of every 10 jobs available will not
require a college degree. Yet today, three
out of every 10 high school graduates
are enrolled in college.

These statistics show where we are
heading—obviously many thousands of
our young people are being cheated by
our educational system. It should be just
as obvious that the mere attainment of a
college diploma is no longer the “open
sesame” to success.

A recent survey of parents in a large
innercity schecol which revealed that 93
percent of the parents expected their
children to go to a 4-year college. This,
in spite of the fact that the actual col-
lege entrance record of the school's grad-
uates was less than 6 percent. And al-
most 70 percent of the school's student
body had a negative academic perform-
ance.

As a concernsd member of the Senate
Subcommittee on Education, I am grati-
fled that the conference on 8. 659, the
education amendments of 1972, which
recently passed by the Senate and the
House of Representatives, places a
greater emphasis on career education
and vocational training. We are begin-
ning to face the challenge of providing
a more meaningful education for our
young people.

The challenge is clear. Change is com-
ing. If, as a recent President said, educa-
tion is “the keystone and the arch of
freedom and progress,” then each of us
has a special responsibility to this and
future generations.

I am confident that the National Edu-
cation Association will discharge its re-
sponsibilities as we move forward in the
1970's.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. RanporpH) laid before the

Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET, 1973,
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE (8. Doc. No.
92-314)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting proposed
amendments to the budget for the fiscal
year 1973, in the amount of $140,000,000 in
budget authority and a decrease of $20,000,-
000 in proposals not affecting budget au-
thority for the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE BUDGET, 1873,

FOR THE DEPARTMENT oOF HEALTH, EDUCA-

TION, AND WELFARE (8. Doc. No. 92-313)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a proposed
amendment to the budget for the fiscal year
1973, in the amount of £0968,712,000 for the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

ProPOSED OIL AND GaAs INVESTMENT ACT OF

1972

A letter from the Chairman, Securities and
Exchange Commission, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to provide for the reg-
istration and regulation of oll and gas pro-
grams, and for other purposes (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT oOF OIL POLLUTION ACT,

1961

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the Oil Pollution Act, 1961
(75 Stat. 402), as amended, to implement the
1969 and the 1971 amendments to the Inter-
national Convention for the Prevention of
the Pollution of the Sea by Oil, 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Commerce.

PUBLICATION ENTITLED '‘SALES BY PRODUCERS
oF NATURAL GAS TO INTERSTATE PIPELINE
CoMPANIES, 1970"

A letter from the chairman, Federal Power
Commission, transmitting, for the Informa-
tion of the Senate, a publication entitled
“Sales by Producers of Natural Gas to Inter-
state Pipeline Companies, 1970" (with an
accompanying document); to the Committee
on Commerce.

REPORT RELATING To EXTENSION AND FINANC-
ING OF THE EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT
A letter from the Secretary of Labor, re-

porting, pursuant to law, on recommenda-

tions with regard to extension and financing
of the Emergency Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act; to the Committee on Finance.

REPORT ON SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH GRANTS
A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-

tary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on scientific research grants,
for the calendar year 1971 (with accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

THIRD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE

CLASSIFICATION FOR CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, re-
ports relating to third preference and sixth
preference classification for certain allens
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary,

ProrosEp EXTENSION OF CERTAIN INSUR-

ANCE TO U.S. NATIONALS

A letter from the Chairman, United States
Clvil Bervice Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to extend Civil
Service Federal Employees Group Life Insur-
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ance and Federal Employees Health Benefits
coverage to United States Nationals employed
by the Federal Government (with accompa-
nying papers); to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. RANDOLFH) :
A Jjoint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences:

“SENATE JOINT REsoLUTION No. 11

“Relative to space shuttle research and
development facilities

“Whereas, There is an acute economic
need to level out and avold the sharp rises
and pitfalls in sporadic serospace employ-
ment; and

“Whereas, The initial development and
manufacturing of the space shuttle is par-
ticularly sought to prevent an acute em-
ployment and economic slump, which will
occur at the conclusion of the next six years
unless corrective steps are taken now; and

“Whereas, Declisions are being taken now
that will affect the long-term economic sta-
bility of California at the conclusion of this
decade and through the remainder of this
century; and

“Whereas, The skills developed In the
manufacture of the space shuttle can best
be utilized In the followup to the shuttle's
manufacture; and

“Whereas, The space shuttle base site is
anticipated to hire 19,000 employees which
will contribute to the approximately 60,000
residents expected to be located at the base
site; and

“Whereas, The income and expenditures
associated with shuttle launch operations
are now estimated to approximate from £2.5
billion to $4 billion per decade; and

“Whereas, The employees associated with
the current Vandenberg and Edwards opera-
tions might be diminished and drawn else-
where. if a base site is selected for a location
other than California; and

“Whereas, The launch operatlons currently
conducted at Vandenberg contribute over
$1 billion to the California economy each
decade, and might otherwise be drawn else-
where if California is not selected as a
launch and landing site; and

“Whereas, The history of the space pro-
gram during the past decade has indicated
that the increasing slze of the missile com-
ponents has required manufacturing and em-
ployment to gravitate within a convenient
geographic and logistics relationship with
ultimate launch site, and

“Whereas, California has suffered a con-
sistent decline in relative share of aerospace
manufacturing, aerospace activity, aerospace
employment; and

“Whereas, There are highly logical,
sclentifically warranted, technically justified,
and economiecally sound reasons for locating
the research, development, launch and land-
ing site, as well as the long-term opera-
tional base site, in California; now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of Callfornia respect-
fully memorializes the President and the
Congress of the United States and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion to locate the initial space shuttle base
site, as well as the research and development
site for the space shuttle, in California; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate transmit coples of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
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sentatives, to each SBenator and Representa-
tive from California in the Congress of the
United States, and to the Administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration."

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 3
“Relative to United States military medals

‘“Whereas, The Los Angeles County Council
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars has re-
quested the President of the United States
to release a complete set of United States
military medals, to be donated as a gift to the
citizens of the City and County of Los Ange-
les for a permanent historical display in
Patriotic Hall, located in the Los Angeles
metropolitan area; and

“Whereas, The display of these United
States military medals would be an inspira-
tion to all the people of California and would
make an outstanding contribution to the
celebration of national holidays and patriotic
events throughout the year; and

“Whereas, The donation of these medals
would be particularly important in contrib-
uting to an understanding and appreciation
of the tremendous sacrifices made by our
veterans, both living and dead, who have
served the American people in the highest
tradition of gallantry and honor; now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California memo-
rializes the Presldent of the United States
to Issue an executive order releasing a com-
plete set of United States military medals, to
be donated to the citizens of the City and
County of Los Angeles and of the State of
California and to be presented to the Com-
mander of the Los Angeles County Council
of the Veterans of Forelgn Wars for use in
a permanent historical display in Patriotic
Hall in the County of Los Angeles; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of Senate
transmit coples of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Secretary of the Army, to the
Secretary of the Navy, to the Secretary of
the Alr Force, and to the Commandant of
the United States Coast Guard.”

A joint resclution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Finance:

“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 1
“Relative to grape tariff

“Whereas, The Trade Expansion Act of 1962
provides for a diminution of the tariff on
imported table grapes; and

“Whereas, Such act establishes minimum
protection during the California table grape
harvest; and

“Whereas, Foreign imports during this cal-
endar period are Increasing rapidly; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That in order
to recognize the growing importance of the
California table grape industry to the United
States economy and to prevent irreparable
injury to that industry, the Legislature of
the BState of California respectfully me-
morializes the President and the Congress
of the United States, the United States De-
partment of State, and the United States
Tariff Commission to adjust the tariff on
grapes, other than hothouse grapes, which
would provide the degree of protection for
California table grapes warranted by these
circumstances; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate transmit coples of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Secretary of State, the United
States Tariff Commission, to the Speaker of
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the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States.”

A resolution adopted by the board of di-
rectors, South Louisiana Electric Coopera-
tive Association, Houma, La., opposing cer-
tain advertisements relating to investor-
owned light and power companies; to the
Committee on Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

8. 632. A bill to amend the Water Resources
Planning Act (79 Stat. 244) to include pro-
vision for a natlional land use policy by
broadening the authority of the Water Re-
sources Council and river basin commissions
and by providing financial assistance for
statewide land use planning (Rept. No. 82—
869) (Together with minority and additional
views).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

8. 2270. A bill for the rellef of Magnus
David Forrester (Rept. No. 92-870);

8. 2480. A bill for the rellef of Judy A.
Carbonell (Rept. No. 92-871);

B, 2575. A bill for the rellef of William John
West (Rept. No. 92-872);

8. 2501. A bill for the relief of Doctor Con-
stante S. Avecllla (Rept. 92-873);

8. 2625. A bill for the rellef of Gluseppe
Paul Pinton (Rept. No. 92-874);

S. 2704. A bill for the relief of Rita Rosella
Valleriani (Rept. No, 82-875);

8. 2822. A bill for the relief of Alberto Ro-
driguez (Rept. No. 82-876);

B. 2037. A bill for the rellef of Slobodan
Babic (Rept. No. 92-877);

H.R. 1074. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Gloria Vazquez Herrera (Rept. No. 92-878);

H.R. 2062. An act for the rellef of Luz
Maria Cruz Aleman Phillips (Rept. No. 92—
879);

H.R. 2076. An act for the relief of Viadimir
Rodriguez LaHera (Rept. No. 92-880);

H.R. 4050. An act for the relief of Maria
Manuela Amaral (Rept. No. 92-881);

H.R. 6201. An act for the rellef of Lesley
Earle Bryan (Rept. No. 92-882);

H.R. 6007. An act for the relief of Matyas
Hunyadi (Rept. No. 92-883); and

H.R. 7641. An act for the relief of Chung
Chi Lee (Rept. No. 92-884).

By Mr. EASTLAND (from the Committee on
the Judiclary, with an amendment:

8. 465. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Hang Kiu
Wah (Rept. No. 92-885);

8. 1950. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jose~
fita Esther Worley (Rept. No. 92-886) ; and

8. 2562. A bill for the relief of Guido Bel-
lanca (Rept. No. 92-887T).

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Forelgn Relations:

8. 8722. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of a Foreign Service grievance proce-
dure (Rept. No. 92-888).

By Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (for Mr. LoNG)
from the Committee on Commerce, without
amendment:

H.R. 95562. An act to amend the cruise leg-
islation of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936
(Rept. No. 92-889).

By Mr. MONDALE, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs:

8. 3726. An original bill to extend and
amend the Export Administration Aect of
1968 to afford more equal export opportunity
to establish a Council on International Eco-
nomic Policy, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 92-890) (together with additional
views.)

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
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Urban Affairs I report a bill, to extend
and amend the Export Administration
Act of 1969, to afford more equal export
opportunity, to establish a Council on
International Economic Policy, and for
other purposes, and request that the re-
port, together with additional views be
printed; and also request permission to
deliver the copy to the Government
Printing Office by midnight tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Srowng), 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. PROXMIRE:

8. 3720. A bill for the relief of Josefina and
Antonio Macias Garcla. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MONDALE:

8. 8721. A bill for the relief of Raffaele Col-
angelo. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

S. 8722. An original bill to provide for the
establishment of a Foreign Service grievance
procedure. Ordered to be placed on the cal-
endar.

By Mr. COOK:

8.3723. A bill to amend the Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

S.3724. A bill to amend the Federal Hazard-
ous Substances Act to require manufacturers
of toxic substances to file certain information
with the Becretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare regarding such substances, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Commerce.

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

8.3725. A bill to amend the Small Business
Act to authorize the Small Business Admin-
istration to make loans to small business
concerns which are adversely affected as a
result of certain international agreements.
Referred to the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MONDALE, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs:

8.8726. An original bill to extend and
amend the Export Administration Act of 1969
to afford more equal export opportunity to
establish a Council on International Eco-
nomiec Policy, and for other purposes. Ordered
to be placed on the calendar.

By Mr, SCOTT:

S5.J. Res. 246. A joint resolution suthorizing
the President to proclaim the first Sunday
in December as “Natlonal Fellowship Day."
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. COOK:

S. 3723. A bill to amend the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of
1969. Referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

THE ENERGY CRISIS AS IT RELATES TO COAL

Mr. COOK, Mr. President, power,
strength, vigor, and resolution are all
synonymous with energy. I would like to
add one word to that list and that belng
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America. To the free world, America has

always represented strength, power, and
above all, energy. The source of this
energy has been the abundance of nat-
ural resources which provided unlimited
amounts of cheap fuel. We now face the
realization that this fuel is not unlimited
and with this realization comes the dis-
agreeable fact that it is no longer cheap.
The decision we as Americans face is
very simple. Either we pay the price
and find ways to develop and use our
natural resources within the limits estab-
lished by recent environmental legisla-
tion or we sacrifice a considerable portion
of our way of life and our national
strength and independence.

There is general acceptance that we
do have an energy crisis. What concerns
me is the “business as usual’” way we are
seeking the solution to this problem.
There seems to be an attitude that we
have almost unlimited time to find these
solutions. Unfortunately this unlimited
time is just as unlimited as our unlimited
resources. The shortage of fuel is here
with us today and unless the executive
branch, the Congress, the scientific com-
munity, the ecologist, the producer of
fuel, and the consumer band together to
solve our problem, we very soon will be
locked into fixed procedure and find our
alternatives to be very limited.

To my way of thinking the problem is
not a shortage of our natural resources
but rather the finding of an acceptable
method of using these available resources
to meet our fuel requirements.

We all look to nuclear power as the
panacea. I support these programs and
I wish them well. However we are told
by the most optimistic nuclear boosters
that fossil fuel will still furnish 50 percent
of our energy in the foreseeable future
and certainly beyond the year 2000. When
we consider that our energy require-
ments are forecast at three to four times
our present requirement it is obvious
that fossil fuel will be required in ever-
increasing amounts. The Interior De-
partment and the Federal Power Com-
mission both agree that there is suf-
ficient coal in our reserves to meet our
fuel requirements for many years to
come. In fact coal constitutes 73 percent
of our recoverable fossil fuel. This fuel
has always been the backbone of the en-
ergy producing industry. At a time when
our fuel requirements are increasing and
coal is attempting to meet this require-
ment the very use of coal as well as the
coal industry itself is threatened. This
threat arises from the increased restric-
tions Federal legislation is placing on
the coal operator and consumer, mak-
ing it most difficult to produce and use
this valuable fuel.

I supported the Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act of 1969. I had severe reserva-
tions then and I still have reservations
concerning what I consider to be un-
realistic restrictions on nongassy mines.
Typical of the many letters I have been
receiving from my State is the one from
Mr. B. W. Whitfield which I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
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KENTUCKY-JELLICO CoaL Co.,
Brookside, Ky., June 13, 1872.
Hon. Marrow W. Coox,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEwNaTOR: I have been in the coal
business since 1923 and I have owned and
operated mines in four counties of Ken-
tucky; namely, Enox, Harlan, Bell and Letch-
er Counties. I have also owned and operated
mines in Lee and Wise Countles, Virginia. I
believe that I have been falrly successful in
my business and I have a good safety record
of which I am justly proud.

For many years I enjoyed my work as a
coal operator and I have made many friends
among my employees and with my fellow
coal operators. I have mined over thirty mil-
lion tons of coal in various operations and
enjoyed every minute of it. However, since
the enactment of the Federal Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act of 1969, my career as a
coal operator has been destroyed. I have
been harassed by Federal inspectors, penal-
ized and fined by assessment officers and I
have seen my business decline until I can
no longer operate at a profit.

I have sold all of my mining properties and
my sons and I will no longer attempt to con-
tinue a business that was started by my
father in 1800. If the Mine Safety Law had
included exemptions that would have recog-
nized the difference between a dangerous
gassy mine and a non gassy mine we would
have continued in business. However, this
does not seem possible and so we are being
forced out of business along with hundreds
of other operators. On the other hand the
tremendous increase in cost of producing
coal which we estimate to be at least a bil-
lion dollars is an added burden that the pub-
lic will have to bear.

We appreciate your efflorts to help the coal
industry. I hope you succeed—If not for our
sake, perhaps to keep the coal industry alive
for the benefit of future generatlons.

Sincerely,
B. W. WHITFIELD, Jr.

Mr. COOEK. Mr. President, since 1890
this family has been mining coal in Ken-
tucky. They have now sold their busi-
ness. The letter states:

If the mine Safety Law had included ex-
emptions that would have recognized the
difference between a dangerous gassy mine
and a non gassy mine we could have con-
tinued in business. However, this does not
seem possible and so we are being forced out
of business along with hundreds of other
operators.

I question that this was the intent of
the Congress when the Coal Mine Health
and Safety bill was passed in 1969. To
this end, in a letter, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorbp, 1
have requested Senator Wirriams to hold
oversight hearings on this legislation at
the earliest practicable date. Now that
the law has been in effect for 2 years, 1
believe a very worthwhile purpose could
be served and hopefully some remedial
action could be initiated. I do not advo-
cate the weakening of the safety now af-
forded the miner but I do favor a com-
monsense approach to the safety re-
quirements.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. Harrisonw A, Winriams, Jr.,
Chairman, Labor Committee, New Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear PETE: Now that the Federal Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act has been in eflect for
more than two (2) years, it has been brought
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to my attention in correspondence from coal
operators and miners alike that there may
be lnequities in the law regarding coal mine
safety which Congress should address.

In the last several years, Congress has con-
sidered numerous amendments to improvise
title IV of the Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act, the most recent being the Black Lung
Benefits Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-303), to com-
pensate miners having black lung disease.
I have supported these attempts to broaden
coverage for those who are disabled. However,
we in Congress may have inadvertantly
avolded assessing the safety related aspects
of the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act since
its passage.

Having dispensed with coal health legisla-
tion, I would recommend that the Senate
Labor Subcommittee conduct oversight hear-
ings to officially evaluate the safety provi-
sions of the law. I am deeply concerned over
the plight of the coal industry in this na-
tion and am hopeful that a Congressional
inquiry will not only resolve many questlons
which are of primary concern to those in the
industry but will also offer suggestions to
reconcile the problems of safety in our Na-
tion's coal mines. I will be happy to discuss
this matter with you at any time.

Sincerely,
MArLOWw W. Cooxk,
U.S. Senator.

QuesTioNs To STUDY

(1) Does the 1969 Act in fact perpetuate
unsafe conditions because of inability to
comply and are miners jeopardized because
the safety regulations may be too stringent
or ineffective?

(2) Do the injury fatality records lead
one to conclude that the safety regulations
adequately insure the safety of the miners
s0 that they do not face death or serious
injury while working in mining operations?

(3) Do the safety requirements work un-
necessary financial hardships upon the oper-
ator by forcing the purchase and use of un-
necessary equipment and does this lead to
the eventual elimination of small mining
operations?

(4) Do the safety regulations create a
strain upon the environment by making
surface mining more attractive than under-
ground operations?

(6) By what means can the problems of
complying with the safety regulations be
minimized so that excessive fines do not
unnecessarily force the shut-down of min-
ing operations?

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the Black
Lung Benefits Act of 1972 passed recently
by the Congress amending title IV of
the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of
1969 will correct many inequities. I ree-
ognize that many of the personncl now
covered by this bill have in the past
yvears suffered inequitable benefits. I ap-
plaud this new action. However, I am
most concerned as to the effect of this
bill on the operator, the Federal Gov-
ernment, and the individual. To this end
I am introducing an amendment to title
IV of this act which would create an In-
terdepartmental Commission composed
of representatives from the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Department of Labor, and the Depart-
ment of the Interior. This Commission
would be charged with the responsibility
of assessing the cost and the effects of
the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act,
as amended, which would be imposed
upon the various States, the coal in-
dustry, and, specifically, the small coal
operators.

Many in the coal industry are fearful
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of the consequences that this legislation
will have, not only upon themselves, but
upon the economy as well, It is impor-
tant that we acknowledge these appre-
hensions and explore this potential prob-
lem so that it cannot be said that Con-
gress acted blindly.

With a cost projection in the neigh-
borhood of nearly $3 billion, it is clear
that the costs to the coal industry will be
staggering, but at this time, it is im-
possible to ascertain its total liability
under this new legislation. All of the
figures, estimates, and projections are
just what they imply—only estimates.
We can only make offhand guesses. At
this time no one knows for certain what
the actual costs will be. However, there
is considerable room for doubt in the
present $3 billion estimate, particularly
when one recognizes that the original
cost estimate of the black lung program
turned out to be 40 times below that
which was actually incurred. If this sit-
uation applies to HEW’s new estimates,
can it be true that the $3 billion cost
projection is, in reality, 40 times below
what the actual cost will be?

Mr. President, the point is that the full
financial impact on the national econo-
my, and the effect on the consumer as
reflected in the costs of goods and serv-
ices has never been thoroughly consid-
ered. The 20 largest coal companies, em-
ploying half the work force, produce 55
percent of the annual tonnage from 350
mines, Forty-five percent of the annual
tonnage is produced by the other half of
the work force in the 5,200 small mines.
Thus, a major portion of the cost of this
legislation will fall on the small, inde-
pendent coal producers who may not
be able to afford insurance to cover the
expected costs under this program. More-
over, the ability of all coal producers,
large and small, to meet the present and
future energy demands of the Nation
may be seriously impaired. Also, the
much-needed coal export market may be
threatened. No one has assessed its im-
pact on the balance of payments.

Very shortly we will be asked to con-
sider surface mining legislation which
will have a significant impact on the coal
operator. I have always opposed uncon-
trolled strip mining as well as the strip-
ping of land which cannot be reclaimed

I believe that the operator should re-
imburse the Nation for a portion of the
value of the natural resource extracted
from our Reserve and I introduced S.
3444 which would require a 4-percent
severance tax to be paid by the oper-
ator on every ton of coal extracted. I
have sent a letter to Senator Lowg, the
chairman of the Finance Committee re-
questing the scheduling of hearings on
_this bill at an early date and I ask unan-
imous consent that this letter be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

JUNE 19, 1972.
Hon. RusseLL B. LoNg,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: On March 30, 1972
I introduced S. 3444, the Federal Coal Sev-
erance Tax and Revenue Sharing Act. This
bill will assist the States in raising revenues
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by making more uniform the incidence and
rate of tax imposed by States on the sev-
erance of coal.

In the statement I made on the floor of
the Senate at introduction, I noted the bene-
fits of this bill as several. More than ever
am I convinced that a uniform tax of 4 per-
cent is essential to place all companies and
all coal producing states on an equal foot-
ing, Moreover, this bill will create an im-
portant incentive for state governments to
enact their own severance taxes, which in
turn will create new sources of income for
many of our tax-starved states.

Certainly a measure which can provide over
$140 million in new revenue is urgently
needed at this time. I recommend, there-
fore, that the Senate Finance Committee
judge the merits of this legislation by con-
ducting hearings at the earliest possible
date.

With kind regards,

Sincerely,
MarrLow W. CooE.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, if all these
proposals are successful the production
of coal will increase. But production is
just half the problem and we must solve
the problems related to the emission
of offensive oxides which occur during
the combustion of coal having a high sul-
phur content,

There are two entirely separate prob-
lems which must be resolved; the first
being the removal of offensive sulphur
from coal prior to its use and the second
being the provision of a suitable system
to remove offensive oxides from the stack
emissions resulting from the combustion
of high sulphur coal.

The gasification of coal provides us
with the best answer to this first ap-
proach. I am very pleased with the
Jjoint industry—Government—Bureau of
Mines—effort underway to produce pipe-
line quality gas from coal. The willing-
ness of industry to contribute $10,000,000
of their capital coupled with the $20,-
000,000 in Federal support argues well for
the interest of both entities. This limited
program along definite lines should per-
mit the concentration of effort and hope-
fully produce acceptable results.

I am concerned about the paucity of
effort to develop a process for the low
B.t.u. gas combined with advance cycle
turbine—steam powerplants can gen-
erate electrical energy in a most efficient
and acceptable manner. For some time
there was a smal. low B.t.u. program in
the Environmental Protection Agency. As
of fiscal year 1973 this effort has been
transferred to the Bureau of Mines to
capitalize on the knowledge gained from
related gasification programs. There is
$3,000,000 in the fiscal year 1973 budget
for this purpose. I am informed that this
amount would be ample if the effort is
concentrated on a limited program which
shows significant promise. While I do
not assume to instruct the Interior De-
partment, I have requested that they se-
lect a specific limited program as soon as
possible and concentrate their effort in
this area. I ask unanimous consent that
a copy of this letter also be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
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U.S. SBENATE,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. HorLis DOLE,
Asgistant Secretary of the Interior,
Interior Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MRr. DoLE: My concern for the adverse
impact the shortage of energy is having on
this nation is well-documented. Just recently,
wn the floor of the Senate, I defended rule-
making Procedure R441 proposed by the FPC
to create an incentive for the producer to
encourage him to increase his exploration
efforts. This program will assist but will not
solve the energy shortage problem.

As you have stated in your appearance be-
fore Senate Committees coal is the one fossil
fuel which is capable of meeting our energy
requirements. An inherent problem in using
fuel is the excessive emission of sulphur ox-
ides which result from the combustion of
high sulfur coal. As my state of Eentucky is
now the leading coal producer in the Union,
I am most interested in pursuing the use of
this valuable resource. One solution to this
emission problem is the gasification of coal.
It is to this solution I wish to solicit your
comment and support.

The FY 73 budget includes funds to sup-
port a substantial gasification program to
develop a process for the economical manu-
facture of high BTU gas. I am encouraged
by the efforts in this regard and look forward
to excellent results. A companion program
makes available $3 million dollars for a low
BTU program. I am under the impression
that these funds are ample to support a pro-
gram dedicated to a very limited number of
specific projects. The recent transfer of this
low BTU program from the Environmental
Protection Agency to the Department of the
Interior could cause a slippage in the overall
program and I am sure that you are doing
everything possible to prevent this unsatis-
factory condition from ocecurring.

I have been briefed on programs designed
to combine a low BTU gasifier with an ad-
vanced cycle generator which have been ini-
tiated by Westinghouse and United Aircraft.
I am sure that there are others. While I re-
frain from supporting a specific proposal I do
encourage the adoption of a specific course of
action and urge that this course be pursued
with all expediency to achleve a viable system
in the shortest possible time.

To this end it would be most helpful to me
to learn of your evaluation of the processes
which have been presented to you as well as
the program you have decided to support. I
assure you that I will lend my volce to assist
you in any way possible in your pursuit of a
solution to this problem.

Sincerely,
Marrow W. CooK,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, while the
gasification of coal furnishes promise,
there is the problem of lead time as well
as the actual tonnage of coal which can
be utilized by this process, and we are
still faced with a requirement to burn
high sulphur coal for fuel. The problem
facing the powerplant operator who
desires to burn this coal is that he does
not have an effective commercially tested
desulphurization system available for
installation which meets the emission
standards established by the EPA. Legis-
lation has overtaken technology. Unless
he is provided with a system by the sci-
entific community he will no longer be
able to burn coal. I have dispatched a
letter to Dr. Edward E. David, Director
of the Office of Science and Technology,
requesting that a dynamic program be
initiated to develop such a desulphuriza-
tion system. I ask unanimous consent
that this letter also be printed in the
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Recorp. To me, this problem is the sin-
gle most important problem facing the
energy industry today. We must find a
solution.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C.
Dr. Epwarp E. Davip,
Director, The White House,
Office of Science and Technology,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. Davin: I am greatly concerned
that the nation’s utilities may in the very
near future be unable to meet the require-
ments for electrical power. This inability will
be even more acute when these utilities are
required to meet stack emission standards
established by the Environmental Protection
Agency for 1075.

Coal is recognized as the backbone of the
fossil fuel reserve of this nation and con-
stitutes 73% of the total recoverable fuel.
There is sufficient coal to meet our needs,
however regulation has outrun research and
in order to meet the emission standards in-
dustry is forced to import residual fuel oil.
The facts are that the equipment is not
commercially available to remove offensive
oxides from stack gas where other than low
sulfur coal is used as fuel.

If we continue at the present pace the
results are inevitable. We will be dependent
on imported fuel. At a time when we are very
much concerned over trade deficits we will
be importing billions of dollars in oil at a
billion dollar loss to the coal industry.

We must find a way to use our natural
resources. I recognize that the gasification of
coal will provide a patrial solution by 1980.
However it is imperative that this nation
develop & stack gas desulfurization system
within the next twelve months if we are to
remain a nation capable of meeting its
energy requirements from domestic re-
sources,

I urge that an intensive accelerated pro-
gram be initiated immediately to meet this
requirement

Sincerely,
MarLow W. CooOE,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, there is of
course an alternate solution to the energy
problem and that being the ever increas-
ing importation of residual oil. I find this
unacceptable for several reasons.

First, we would sacrifice our independ-
ence and become dependent on foreign
powers for our energy. To an unaccepta-
ble degree I question if we can afford to
do this.

Second, in a period when we are con-
cerned for our balance of payments we
would be importing hillions of dollars in
residual oil with no offsetting export.

Third, we would be crippling our billion
dollar domestic coal industry.

Mr. President, I realize that there are
other facets of this problem to be ad-
dressed. My purpose has been to address
the energy crisis as it relates to coal. I
believe that we have some excellent pro-
grams and that we are making progress
but I urge each Member of the Congress
to study this problem carefully and lend
his support.

I do not desire to alarm this body or
the Nation but I believe that the time has
come to face the facts and to take action.
As the famous Hebrew scholar Hillel said
some 2000 years ago:

If not us, who. If not now, when?
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By Mr. MONTOYA:

S.3724. A bill to amend the Federal
Hazardous Substances Act to require
manufacturers of toxic substances to file
certain information with the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare re-
garding such substances, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

POISONOUS SUBSTANCES REGISTRATION ACT

OF 1972

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, today
the Nation is virtually being inundated
by a flood of new commercial products
emerging from industry's laboratories.
As new combinations of ingredients are
put together, they are packaged and pro-
moted with a fine disregard for conse-
quences involved insofar as health and
well-being of the eventual consumer are
concerned.

More often than not, a manufacturer
is determined to enter the marketplace
with that product, come what may. As a
result, even a cursory perusal of pack-
aging periodicals reveals a bewildering
procession of spanking new items, com-
plete with glittering packages and noisy
promises of performance.

An increasing number of such items
contain very hazardous ingredients. In
the past year and a half, I have been in-
timately involved in seeking strict en-
forcement of the Poison Prevention
Packaging Act. This measure calls for
childproof safety packaging for any
product containing dangerous sub-
stances.

In the course of my efforts, it has been
discovered that literally thousands of
products are sold across Amreica without
anyone outside of the actual manufac-
turer knowing their composition fully.

It is quite possible, as of today, for any
given producer with laboratory and
manufacturing facilities, to create a
product, test-market, produce, and sell
it everywhere in the United States—all
without revealing what it contains.

An unsuspecting public, attracted by
packaging and enticed by clever adver-
tising, purchases the item, bringing it
into millions of homes without knowing
what the consequences will be if it is
ingested.

It is in the interest of the entire con-
suming public that such products and
their composition be made known to some
central agency of Government before
any more such combinations are placed
on sale in the Nation's marketplace. The
public today is completely unprotected.

Such knowledge is available to the
U.S. Government only on a purely volun-
tary basis. If any manufacturer decides
to register his product with an appro-
priate Federal agency, it is only done as
an afterthought.

In the course of my Poison Prevention
Packaging Act work of the past 18
months, it was fairly common to en-
counter instances of child poisonings hy
new products. In the case of Clorox II,
a child ingested some and immediately
became very ill.

Her parents had the presence of mind
to rush her to Walter Reed Hospital in
a matter of minutes.

The Food and Drug Administration
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has tried to set up a series of poison con-
trol centers which would be able to re-
spond to such happenings with product
ingredient information. In this case, ac-
cording to the report on the case, the
Walter Reed poison control center did
not have the product listed at all. Hence,
no knowledge was immediately available
on the product’s makeup and of course
no projection could be made by physi-
cians in attendance as to reactions go-
ing on inside the child.

Hence, they could not proceed with
treatment, even though she was right
there in one of the most sophisticated
medical facilities in the world. We al-
ready know labeling of all contents is
still a question that is in question insofar
as consumer protection is concerned.

The physician at the Medical Center
made an emergency call to the Clorox
Co., yet it was almost 3 hours before he
finally received the information required.
It seems, to quote the child’s mother,
that “everyone who knew anything about
Clorox II was out to lunch.”

Our conclusions are obvious. The child
could have easily died while both doctors
and parents stood by helplessly. This
situation is compounded daily around
the Nation. In the case we are consider-
ing today, the child was extremely lucky
immediate action was not required.

My bill, the Poisonous Substances
Act of 1972, is very simple and amply
fills this need. It simply states that when-
ever a manufacturer is about to place
a commercial product on the market, he
must register its contents with an ap-
propriate Federal agency if that product
contains toxic ingredients. This would
be required even before he test-markets
the product.

Further, he must also indicate the level
of toxicity of such ingredients, and the
appropriate antidote. This would have
the effect of insuring that whenever
there is a poisoning, an attending physi-
cian will be able to contact a central
directory in Washington to ascertain
what exactly was in the substance in-
gested by his patient.

Once this rule was instituted, it would
be a simple matter to notify each physi-
cian, hospital, and clinic of the existence
of the central data source, which in turn
could operate in tandem with the exist-
ing network of poison control centers.

As offered, the measure calls for reg-
istration of toxic ingredients in any prod-
uct with the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. No test marketing or
sale of any new product could be under-
taken without such toxic substances
registration. No damage would be sus-
tained by industry as a result of this
measure. No public revelation of industry
secrets is sought. Only registration of
toxic substances in any given product.

Once the rule is instituted, manufac-
furers of products not registered and al-
ready being marketed would have 90 days
in which to register appropriate infor-
mation with government.

Presently, any manufacturer goes
through a series of elementary processes
before marketing any new item. Now,
he would simply have to insure that his
scientific personnel notified the appro-
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priate Federal agency of potential haz-
ard posed by a given ingredient.

No major new cost would be incurred
by industry. Nor would the Federal Gov-
ernment incur any major additional ex-
pense. A central card file available year-
round to medical personnel is all that
would be needed.

Here is the simplest, most effective
way of plugging a gaping loophole in ele-
mentary consumer protection laws. Pas-
sage of this measure in tandem with or
as part of an excellent consumer pro-
tection measure shortly to be offered by
the distinguished Senator from the
State of Washington (Mr. Macnuson)
would be very much in order.

I offer this measure at this time.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 632

At the request of Mr. Jackson, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 632, the Land
and Water Resources Planning Act of
1971.

8. 3530

At the request of Mr. BeaLL, the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MacNUsoN)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3530, a
bill to provide for the conveyance of cer-
tain real property in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia to the National Firefighting
Museum and Center for Fire Prevention,

Inc.
5. 36804

Af the request of Mr. Brocx, the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. DoLg), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TaFr), and the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3604, to provide
for the establishment of safety standards
for mobile homes in interstate commerce.

8. 3613

At the request of Mr. BAKER, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3613, to
amend title 38, United States Code, so as
to make presumption relating to certain
diseases applicable to veterans who
served during the period between the end
of World War II and the beginning of the
Korean conflict.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 244

At the request of Mr. RisicorF, the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoOVERN) , the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PasTore), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHESs), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. Tower), and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) were added as
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
244, calling for new efforts to protect
international travelers from acts of vio-
lence and aerial piracy.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 245

At the request of Mr. RanpoLpPH, the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr., HANSEN),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MarHIAs), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoop) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 245,
to designate the calendar month of Sep-
tember 1972 as “National Voter Registra-
tion Month.”
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 85—SUBMISSION OF CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TO NEGOTIATIONS TO PRE-
VENT ACTS OF TERRORISM AT
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORTS

(Referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.)

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on May 30
there was another brutal act of airline
terrorism. Three fanatics coldly and
calmly murdered 26 people, 16 of them
American citizens, at Lod International
Airport in Tel Aviv. The never-ceasing
campaign to destroy the State of Israel
took the lives of innocent passengers of
international aviation. No claim that this
was a political act in the continuing war
against the State of Israel can hide the
ugly fact that what occurred was the
murder of innocents.

Civilized people everywhere were
shocked by this outrage, but shock should
not prevent us from promptly moving to
seek new and more effective ways to cope
with the growing menace of terrorism—
particularly in the area of international
civil aviation. The United States has con-
sistently taken the lead in this area and
must do so again. It is to this purpose
that I am introducing a resolution which
calls upon the President to undertake ne-
gotiations with the governments of all
countries in which international com-
mercial airports are located, with a view
to achieving an international agreement
designed to prevent such terrorist acts
as took place at Lod Airport.

Terrorism in or around airports and
directed at their related facilities such as
ticket offices and downtown terminals
has occurred before. On November 27,
1969, terrorists struck at the ticket office
of El Al International Airlines in Athens,
Greece, wounding 15 people. On Febru-
ary 10, 1970, a group of terrorists struck
at the international airport in Munich,
killing one person and wounding or
maiming 11 others.

International society simply cannot
allow itself to remain defenseless against
ecriminals who seem bound and deter-
mined to use every available opportunity
to commit their outrageous acts at
crowded airports. One can only sadly
agree with the observation of Prime Min-
ister Golda Meir after the tragedy at Tel
Aviv when she pointed out thaf it takes
a special kind of coward to hire gunmen
to murder defenseless men, women, and
children.

The resolution I present today cannot,
of course, cure the spiritual and psycho-
logical sicknesses of those who sponsor or
commit such criminal acts as at Lod Air-
port, but it can serve to focus world pub-
lic opinion on this problem and lead to
strong and effective international ar-
rangements which could diminish the
likelihood of such acts.

The resolution does deal with specific
problems and issues and seeks concerted
international action to cover those areas
that are not currently covered by exist-
ing international treaties.

It recognizes that airport terrorism is
an international problem that must be
dealt with by the international commu-
nity. In the Lod case, the murderers were
Japanese, the airline that carried them
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was French, the airport where they
boarded the plane that took them to Tel
Aviv—and where internationally agreed
upon security procedures were not car-
ried out—was in Italy, and the men be-
hind this tragedy were Palestinian with
their headquarters in Lebanon.

Although Israel has been the primary
target of such terrorism, similar acts
could strike with equal ferocity at travel-
ers of any nation, on any airline, in any
airport, in any country. The resolution
recognizes this and calls for an interna-
tional effort at the governmental level
as well as through international orga-
nizations.

The resolution fills a gap not currently
covered by either the Hague Convention
or the recently negotiated Montreal Con-
vention. Both of these very useful and
desirable conventions focus primarily
on the aircraft itself. Neither would cover
the murder and destruction that took
place inside the Lod Terminal. Neither
would have covered the incidents in
Athens or Munich. This resolution spe-
cifically calls for a treaty that would
cover airports and related facilities such
as terminals, airline ground transporta-
tion, storage facilities, ticket offices, and
downtown passenger terminals. It will
not be easy to negotiate such coverage,
seeking common definitions, in sum,
dealing with the problem of reaching an
agreement that would cover areas and
events normally considered to be the
sovereign responsibility of the state in
which they are located. However, the
President has directed the successful ne-
gotiation of even more complex issues
such as were involved in the strategic
arms limitations talks, and our negotia-
tors are second to none in skill and
determination.

This resolution encourages action
which, through existing international
organizations, would strengthen the im-
plementation of treaties and agreements
already in force. Obviously the diligent
implementation of airport, aircraft, and
passenger security measures is a case
in point.

Most importantly this resolution calls
for an agreement containing a number
of specific mandatory actions to be taken
in the event an act of airport terrorism
oceurs. It provides that any agreement
should require mandatory classification
of acts of airport terrorism as common
crimes, not political acts, and therefore
not excludable from the list of extradita-
ble offenses.

It has been made quite clear that it
would take only a few fanatics to com-
mit such an act, an act which they would
no doubt seek to justify as a political act
committed against a state or group
against whom the terrorists have a griev-
ance. The world abounds in highly emo-
tional issues, which have been used to
justify as political acts the most vicious
examples of common criminality. Ter-
rorism of various kinds has been directed
against innocent third parties in numer-
ous countries and there is no reason to
suspect that such criminality will cease
unless strong measures are taken to eurb
it and insure that the criminals who com-
mit such acts will find no refuge or sanc-
tuary anywhere. Equally important the
resolution calls for the mandatory appre-
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hension and extradition of such persons
alleged to have committed acts of air-
port terrorism. In such cases where na-
tional law makes extradition impossible,
it commits the signatory state to try
such person under the appropriate law
of that jurisdiction in which he has been
apprehended. These provisions are
clearly designed to cope with a situation
that could arise if terrorists were not ap-
prehended by local authorities, as in the
case of Lod, but managed to escape and
sought the protection of the laws of an-
other state or of refuge within its bor-
ders.

International conventions must, after
being successfully negotiated, be signed
and ratified by a large number of states
before they become truly effective. I have
no illusions that certain states will re-
fuse to sign a convention dealing with
airport terrorism or even participate in
its negotiation. This, however, should not
deter us from seeking such an agreement.
Attention must be focused on this prob-
lem. Pressure must be exerted upon
states to act in concert and exercise the
responsibilities that we all share as mem-
bers of an international and civilized
society. Let those who refuse to exercise
this responsibility be exposed and be
forced to justify their refusal in the full
glare of world public opinion.

I call upon this Chamber and our col-
leagues in the House of Representatives
to act on this resolution so that progress
can be made to stop the threat of vio-
lence from disrupting international civil
aviation.

The concurrent resolution reads as
follows:

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 85

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That it is the
sense of the Congress that the President
should, at the earliest practicable date, un-
dertake negotiations with the governments of
all other countries in which international
commercial airports are located with a view
to achleving an agreement among all such
countries and the United States for the ini-
tation and carrying out of such actions as
may be necessary and appropriate to protect
against or prevent the commission of acts
of violence or terrorism at international air-
ports which are related to international civil
aviation.

SEec. 2. It is further declared to be the sense
of the Congress that the President should,
through official representatives of the United
States, present to appropriate international
organizations for consideration the matter of
acts of violence or terrorism at international
airports which are related to international
civil aviation, including consideration of ap-
propriate actions to protect against or pre-
vent such acts.

SEc. 3. It is further declared to be the sense
of the Congress that any agreement or other
arrangement entered Into by the United
States and other countries pertalning to acts
of violence or terrorism committed at inter-
national airports and related to international
civil aviation should include provisions re-
quiring all parties to any such agreement or
arrangement to—

(1) conslider such acts as extraditable of-
fenses, but provide that, in any case where
extradition is not possible that the trial be
conducted in the country in which the per-
son or persons alleged to have committed
such acts are apprehended;

{(2) provide for the immediate apprehen-
sion and extradition of persons alleged to
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have committed such acts to the country in
which such acts were committed; and

(3) afford certain safeguards to insure that
any person accused of committing such acts
will receive a falr trial.

THE COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM-
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972—
AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENTS NOS, 1244 THROUGH 1248
(Ordered to be printed and to lie on

the table.)

Mr. BUCKLEY, for himself and Mr.
ToweR, submitted five amendments in-
tended to be proposed by them jointly to
the bill (S. 3617) to strengthen and ex-
pand the Headstart program, with prior-
ity to the economically disadvantaged,
to amend the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1249 THROUGH 1253

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

Mr. DOMINICK submitted five amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
the hill (S. 3617), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1254

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

Mr. DOMINICK,
BeaLL, and Mr. TarT,

for himself, Mr.
submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
them jointly to the bill (S. 3617), supra.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1972—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1255

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

Mr. COOPER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (S. 3390) to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other
purposes.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR. OF
AN AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 364

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished Senator from
Washington (Mr. MacNuson), I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Washington (Mr. JacksoN) be
added as a cosponsor of amendment No.
364, intended to be proposed to the bill
S. 1684, the Powerplant Siting Act of
1971.

Amendment No. 364 is a proposal to
establish a Federal power research and
development program, and for other pur-
poses.

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

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON CORPO-
RATE SECRECY: INDUSTRIAL AND
NATURAL RESOURCES OWNER-
SHIP AND CONTROL
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I an-

nounce that the Subcommittee on Mo-

nopoly of the Select Committee on

Small Business will resume its hearings

on the role of giant corporations in the

American and world economies on Wed-

nesday, June 28, 1972, at 10 a.m, i» room

.
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318, Senate Office Building. The session
will open part 4 of the hearings. This
part will be entitled “Corporate Secrecy:
Industrial and Natural Resources Own-
ership and Control.”

The witnesses will be:

Hon. LEe MEeTcaLF, U.S. Senator from
Montana.

Mr. Richard Ney, Richard Ney & Asso-
ciates, investment counselors, 10708
Stradella Court, Bel-Air, Los Angeles,
Calif. 90024.

In opening the corporate secrecy
phase of the hearings on corporate
giantism, we identified seven aspects of
corporate secrecy which we wished fo
explore as fully as possible. These were
the withholding by corporafe giants of
valuable information about—first, the
separate organizational, industrial, and
geographical segments of the business,
and the interrelationships of the seg-
ments; second, industrial and natural
resources ownership and control; third,
product quality and performance char-
acteristics; fourth, new discoveries and
the processes by which decisions are
made to market or withhold from the
market new products and techniques;
fifth, Government procurement and
Government contracts; sixth, environ-
mental impaects; and seventh, employ-
ment policies and working conditions.

It would seem unreasonable to as-
sume that the larger and more power-
ful a corporation is, the more it should
be required to and should expect to live
in a goldfish bowl, subject to careful
public scrutiny. Unfortunately, the exact
opposite is the case. The larger and more
powerful a company is, the more lives
it affects, the less we know about it.
These hearings will continue to try to
improve and eventually reverse the exist-
ing situation, which is gravely danger-
ous to the free enterprise system itself.

The witnesses at the next session of the
hearings are qualified to discuss all of
these aspects of corporate secrecy, but
we expect their testimony to center
chiefly on the second: The secrecy that
conceals from the public vital economic
information on industrial and natural
resources ownership and control. Sena-
tor MercaLr, with Vie Reinemer, has
written “Overcharge: How Electric Util-
ities Exploit and Mislead the Public, and
What You Can Do About It.” Mr. Ney
is the author of the best-selling, “The
Wall Street Jungle,"” described as a “sur-
vival kit for investors.”

Senator MercarF and Mr. Reinemer
have recently published two articles in
the Nation, dealing with the secrecy that
surrounds the identities of the principal
controlling stockholders of giant corpo-
rations. Because of their great relevance
to the forthcoming hearing, at which the
Senator from Montana will testify, I ask
unanimous consent that both articles be
printed in the RECORD.

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

THE NoMINEE LIST: UNMASKING
CORPORATE OWNERSHIP
(By Senator Lee Mercaryr and Vic Reinemer)

WasHINGTON.—Aftco, Byeco, Cadco, Cepco,
Ninco. A space age counting system? No.
‘Those are “front” names used by American
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corporations to hide their identity. The names
above—and thirteen others, when translated
from the Corporate Code—identify financial
interests of the Prudential Insurance Com-
pany of America.

Use of multiple pseudonyms is common
corporate practice today. The biggest name-
dropper is the Bank of America. It uses 111
front names—which the securities trade calls
“street names,” “straws” or “nominees’—
hide its identity in financial affalrs.

Occasionally the name of the nominee
offers a clue to the identity of the owner
or trustee. The University of Pennsylvania
proudly lists its investments under Frank-
lin & Co. The Wisconsin Alumni Research
Foundation uses the acronym Warf & Co. St.
Mary's Convent at Notre Dame handles the
Foreign Mission Fund of the Sisters of the
Holy Cross through the Annunciata, Angela,
Augusta or Pauline companies.

Usually, though, the name of the nominee
affords no clue. The Nominee List, a publica-
tion closely held by the American Soclety of
Corporate Secretaries at 9 Rockefeller Plaza,
New York, runs the alphabet from AAB and
Co., which is the Virginia National Bank in
Norfolk, to Zyzco, which is also the Virginia
National Bank, but its Bristol branch, Mel-
lows & Co. is Bankers Trust at 9 Queen
Victoria 8t., London. Fixfund, Funfund and
Pride are among the Bank of California’s
fifty nominees. (Senator Metcalf inserted
the Nominee List into the Congressional
Record of June 24, Part IT.)

Attentive Lockheed watchers may know
that Kane & Co. and Cudd & Co. translate
into a few of Chase Manhattan Bank's ac-
counts. But there are pitfalls to trap the
unwary. Davidson & Co. is the nominee for
First National Bank of Boston, Manufac-
turers Hanover Trust in London and also
the Farmers Bank of the State of Delaware.
D. A. Davidson & Co., which is a Montana
investment firm, chose as its pseudonym
dear old Dad & Co.

The tall-wagging watchdogs on regulatory
commissions often don't even know whom
they are supposed to be regulating. Commis-
sions ask corporations to identify their
principal stockholders. The reporting re-
quirement varies. The Federal Power Com=~
mission, for example, asks electric power and
gas pipeline companies to name the ten
principal security holders. The Interstate
Commerce Commission asks for the top
thirty. Whatever the requirement, the re-
sponse is usually meaningless, because the
companies habitually list nominees rather
than beneficial owners. The Commissions
simply let the companies get by without
furnishing the basic information on corpo-
rate ownership and control. Commissions
aren’t interested in this subject and their
staffs have neither the time nor the temerity
to pursue the question.

About three weeks ago we walked down
Capitol Hill to the Securities and Exchange
Commission. The new commission headquar=
ters looks out over quiet, cavernous Union
Station, so it was appropriate that we in-
quire of the SEC regarding the ownership
of the companies which formerly provided
the American public with railroad passenger
service. We already knew that conglomer-
ates—Rlio Grande Industries, Northwest In-
dustries, Eansas City Industries and the
like—had added major rallroads to thelr in-
vestment portfollos and had undisputed con-
trol of the rallroads. What we sought to de-
termine from the SEC records was the owner-
ship of the third generation in the corporate
family tree—the grandfathers who through
holding companies control the railroads and
thousands of other companies.

We were well received and guided through
requested files by an experienced staff attor-
ney. But neither he nor we could find the
answer to the big question. Companies some-
times disregarded the SEC’s question on cor-
porate ownership. In other instances “Kane
& Co.” and the other street names hid the
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beneficial owner. We learned that a lot of
railroad holding companies have moved into
executive stock options in a big way, now
that they have escaped what little regula-
tion of options they formerly were subject
to at the ICC. We learned all about the cost
and number of railroad tles and cabooses.
But we couldn't find out who owned the
companies.

Like other regulators and trust busters
in Washington, our able gulde was unaware
of the Nominee List and its potentlal use-
fulness in breaking the Corporate Code. Had
he known of it he might not have been able
to get a copy. The publisher doesn't push
it. Last spring a Tucson attorney, Stuart
Herzog, tried to obtain a copy. He represents
consumers in the Tucson Gas and Electric
rate case and wanted to discover whether
large industrial customers of the utility, who
enjoy much lower rates than his clients,
owned part of the company. The American
Soclety of Corporate Secretaries told him
distribution of the list was limited to the
membership. The managing editor of a
string of suburban Washington newspapers,
W. J. Elvin III, received a similar response
this summer. He then asked for the member-
ship list to which the Nominee List is sent.
No, he was told, the membership list is cir-
culated only to the members.

Knowledge of corporate ownership, pos-
sessed by neither government nor the pub-
lic, is basic to law enforcement, The Attorney
General and regulatory comunissions need
the information to enforce antitrust law.
The Federal Trade Commission, which is
contemplating some ground rules for truth-
in-ecology ads (and needs some encourage-
ment and support in this effort), needs to
compare the pollution in Florida by Rayon-
nier with the ads of its parent, ITT, Con-
gress, If serious about the expressed concern
of some members and committees regarding
the energy crisis, needs current data on the
acquisition by oll companies of coal com-
panies, uranium companies, mineral leases
and options on rights to water in federal
reservoirs.

And Congress needs to know the relation-
ship—through both ownership and inter-
locks—between those oil companies and
what we perhaps improperly term the rail-
road conglomerates, such as the Union Pa-
cific Corporation and Burlington Northern.
They are primarily land and mineral com-
panies, now free at last of the bothersome
business of transporting the public and able
to devote all energy to making the maximum
profit from natural resources and real estate.
Glancing at the back of one SEC file, we
saw that a subsidiary of Union Pacific Cor-
poration and a subsidiary of Eastern Gas &
Puel Assoclates have just created Rocky
Mountain Associated Coal Corporation, It
purchased the Relilance Coal Mine, a strip
mine in Wyoming, and plans considerable
coal development.

Enowledge of corporate ownership is also
critically important to achieve the funda-
mental objective, generally agreed upon, of
changing policy by working within the sys-
tem. Public policy is determined by the pri-
vate as well as the public sector. The two
methods relevant here by which private
corporations determine public policy are
through withholding information and
through cumbersome administrative proce-
dures which exclude reformers and protect
and perpetuate corporate owners and man-
agers,

Consider the procedures for an annual
stockholders’ meeting. The agenda and the
candidates are determined well In advance
by the corporate management. Great effort
and considerable expense, months prior to
the meeting, are required to obtain consid-
eration of the most modest proposals that
have not been offered by management. If
the attempt to get on the ballot is success-
ful, identification of the voting stockholders
and timely communication with them is dif-
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ficult or impossible. At the meeting, company
management counts the proxies it has re-
celved from Kane, Cudd, Cede* and all those
other nebulous nominees, casts them for its
candidates and proposals, winning in a 99
per cent landslide vote,

The overwhelming vote for itself is then
publicly construed by the corporation as a
ringing endorsement of its past activities and
a mandate to continue doing whatever it de-
cides to do. “Your management is most grate-
ful for the Shareowners' continued evidence
of support. [Shareowners and Stockholders
are capitalized to make them feel wanted.]
The thirteen incumbent directors were re-
elected and independent auditors for 1971
were approved.”

We quote above from Virginia Electric and
Power's June 20, 1871 report to Shareowners
(agaln with a capital 8), but the procedures
and results are typical. The directors, of
course, had no opposition; nor did the “in-
dependent auditors” who were designated
by the board of directors and simply ratified
by proxies. The corporate election process in
America today is as rigged as elections are in
the Soviet Union, the outcome as predictable,
and the accompanying propaganda as self-
serving.

That is one reason why the sons and
daughters of corporate executives turn away
from Westchester, preferring to leave the
Establishment, perhaps to become part of
the tremendously important effort to inject
democracy into the totalitarian corporation
state.

Ralph Nader's Washington-based Center
for the Study of Responsive Law and Public
Interest Research Group, along with the
Project for Corporate Responsibility—which
spearheaded efforts to change General Mo-
tors from within—have led the way. But
there are similar cadres within environmen-
tal groups and universities. In the latter case
the work is usually done by students or
young faculty members who have chosen not
to grab for the ring that pulls hundreds of
professors into consultancies for industry
and corporate directorships, from which they
contribute to the problem rather than its
solution.

It has been more than thirty years since the
last detalled study was made of economic and
financial concentration. That study was un-
dertaken by the TNEC—the Temporary Na-
tional Economic Committee headed by the
late Sen. Joseph C. O'Mahoney (D., Wyo.).
By 1968, the 200 largest manufacturing cor-
porations controlled a share of assets equal
to that held by the top 1,000 corporations
when the TNEC made its final report in 1941.

The Federal Trade Commission reported
two years ago that the top 200 industrial
corporations control more than 60 per cent
of the total assets held by all manufactur-
ing corporations. Insurance, oll, real estate,
banking, utilities and industrial glants are
tightly interlocked, through directors, banks
and stock ownership. Control or mere influ-
ence on public policy slip further and fur-
ther away from both the public and its
elected representatives, while the decision
makers of the corporate state think up new
names to hide behind. That 15 why 1t is time
for the Senate to institute a special com-
mittee to investigate economic and financial
concentrations, as proposed in Senate Joint
Resolution 113, now before the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. Change from within the

*Cede & Company is a nominee partner-
ship composed solely of employees of Stock
Clearing Corporation, a wholly owned sub-
sidiary of the New York Stock Exchange. It
engages in no business whatsocever and acts
merely as the registered holder of securities
deposited by members of the Exchange. Yet
Cede & Co., Box 20, Bowling Green Station,
New York, is a principal—sometimes the
largest—security holder in major airlines,
utilities and other corporations, according to
companies’ reports to regulators.
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system depends upon revelations of facts
on ownership and control which the public
has a right to know. Armed with that in-
formation we can proceed to reshape our in-
stitutions so that they wlill be responsive to
the needs of our times.

“PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL": WHo OWNS

THE PRIVATE GGOVERNMENTS?

(By Senator LEe METcALF and Vic Reinemer)

Sen. James Couzens of Michigan used to
say that whoever held 2 or 3 per cent of the
stock of a corporation could usually get “the
majority to do the wishes of the minority.”
He spoke from experience half a century ago
as president of the Bank of Detroit and a di-
rector of Detroit Trust. Rep. Wright Patman's
House Banking Subcommittee on Domestic
Finance considers 5 per cent significant when
Jjudging the potential influence that a bank
trust department’s stockholding may have on
a particular corporation, but emphasizes that
“even 1 or 2 per cent of stock in a publicly
held corporation can gain tremendous influ-
ence over a company's policies and opera-
tions."” Because common stock is widely held,
an institution with only a small percentage
may nevertheless be the biggest stockholder.
Control can be exercised through interlocking
directorates or credit policy. The most funda-
mental control is through voting of stock,
thereby selecting the corporations’ leadership
and setting the general policy, as in a govern-
ment election.

The American public knows a great deal
about the voting constituencies of New
Hampshire, Florida, Wisconsin, Maryland
and other states where Presidential primaries
have been held. The voters in these states
have been canvassed, analyzed, photographed,
interviewed, and polled. In contrast, no one
knows much about who votes stock in the
superstates—the major corporations whose
wealth and power rival that of national
governments—except the people who vote it.
They don't brag publicly about the number
of proxies they cast. They don't volunteer
much hard information and not much is
dug out by others. In fact, no one has even
publicly identified the voters in the multi-
billion-dollar corporations whose decisions
dwarf, in political, economie, environmental
and social consequence, actions taken by
individual states or even the Congress.

The men who cast the ballots in the super-
states can check on you. They determine
your financial situation from a retail credit
data bank, your medical condition from an
insurance industry computer. But you can't
check on them. And neither their tail-wag-
ging regulators nor the leaderless little anti-
trust division of the Justice Department can
give you a list of the key voters in Cor-
poration X. The $126 million Justice Depart-
ment-FBI edifice going up on Pennsylvania
Avenue is destined to house the records of
millions of individuals, but not of Fortune's
500 corporations.

There are enough data available to show
that the list of key voters in major com-
panies is not very long, and that some of
them cast millions of votes in many constitu-
encles. One source is the Securities and Ex-
change Commission Institutional Investors’
Study Report, which the House Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce printed
last year as House Document 92-64.

Part Five of the study analyzed concen-
tration of stockholdings of the 230 largest
institutional investors—bank trust depart-
ments, investment houses, insurance com-
panies, employee benefit plans, educational
endowments and foundations. They hold
about three-fourths of all corporate share
holdings. The companies in which stock is
held—the 800 companles listed with the New
York and American Stock Exchanges or
traded exclusively over the counter—are
named in the study, although their Insti-
tutional investors are not.

The tables in the SEC report show the
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number of institutional investors which hold
and vote various percenatges of stock in each
company. In some cases the institutional
investors have only partial voting rights, but
in many instances they have exclusive voting
rights—and enough of them to get “the ma-
jority to do the wishes of the minority;” as
Senator Couzens put it, with plenty of
proxies to spare.

Proctor & Gamble has an institutional in-
vestor who can cast at least 10 percent of
the votes. So do Gulf Oil, Ford and Northwest
Industries. The big boy behind Sears Roe-
buck has at least 20 percent. SBome of these
big blocks are employee benefit funds, and
it is pertinent here to say that banks have
sole voting rights in 81.5 percent of the
11,087 such funds surveyed by the Patman
subcommittee.

From one to three institutional investors
have sole voting rights for at least 10 per-
cent of the stock in more than one-fourth
of the companies in the SEC study that have
& stock market value exceeding $15 million.
This category includes ancther oil com-
pany, Standard of Indiana, and an sauto
company, Chrysler. It includes six airlines—
Eastern, Twa, United, National, Delta and
Northwest, plus Boeing. There are Holiday
Inns and Hilton Hotels, Upjohn, Parke Davis
and A. H. Robins, Aetna Life and Casualty,
Hartford Fire Insurance, Connecticut Gen-
eral Insurance and Farmers New World Life,
Collins Radio and Lafayette Radlo, Benrus
Watch and General Time, Fairchild Camera
and Polaroid, Avon Products and Revlon,
Control Data Corporation and Sperry Rand,
Celanese, and Syntex, Xerox, Textron, Sun-
beam, International Paper, Reynolds To-
bacco, Loew’s Theatres, National Steel, Free-
port Sulphur, Colt Industries, Hercules,
Grand Union and Ideal Toy, among many
others.

The SEC study documents the concentra-
tion of economic power, at a level above that
of company officials, but it doesn't show
where the power lies. Nor does it show how
many companies are subjected to control by
one institutional investor. That information
is basic to achieving law and order in the
antitrust field, especially if one or two of
these unknown voters dominate an industry,
such as the commercial airlines.

There is not much point in telling people
to work for change "within the system" if
they can’t find out who the system is. So we
asked the SEC to send over the names of the
thirty top stockholders of major corpora-
tions. Chairman Casey of SEC responded that
the information was not required to be filed
with the Commission and did not volunteer
to try to obtain it. We therefore used the
direct approach, and put the query to the
presidents of the nine largest industrial cor-
porations of America. Three of them are oil
companies—Standard of New Jersey, Texaco
and Mobil—and three are car manufactur-
ers—QGeneral Motors, Ford and Chrysler, The
others are IBM, General Electric and ITT.

Texaco replied that the stockholders in-
formation was “privileged and confidential.”
GM sald that “it is our policy not to disclose
specific information concerning individual
stockholders, as such individuals or organi-
zations may regard their holdings as a matter
that is private to them.”

Standard of New Jersey used the “third
party"” excuse: “We regard the relationship
between the Company and the shareholder as
a private one, somewhat like that between a
bank and its depositors, and, in the absence
of some legal requirements, would not wish
to be gullty of disclosing a shareholder’s pri-
vate affairs for the purposes of third partles.
Normally, of course, third party inquiries
arise out of marital difficulties, creditors’
claims, or just plain curlosity of, say, a rela-
tive or a newspaper columnist.”

IBM dcesn't even trust the second party,
the stockholders, with such basic informa-
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tion about themselves: “The By-laws of our
corporation restrict the availability of this
type of information even to our own stock-
holders."

ITT neglected to respond until a follow~-up
letter was sent along with the other re-
sponses, after they appeared in the April 25th
Congressional Record. But ITT had been
busy, and the first letter may even have been
shredded. In declining to divulge, ITT said:
“I am sure you understand that in view of
their confidentiality, it would represent a
breach of our fiduciary responsibility to
stockholders if we were to disclose their
shareholdings without their consent, unless
of course it were pursuant to a statutory or
legal requirement.”

But the other four companies, to their
credit, supplied the requested information.
True, some of the cwnership was hidden %e-
hind street names or nominees—those phan-
tom companies that are nothing more than
post office boxes of the banks and other In-
stitutions which use the dummies to hide
their concentrated power. But it is possible
to find who the nominee fronts are by using
the Nominee List, published and at last pub-
licly avallable from the American Society of
Corporate Secretarles in New York,

The data reported by the four companies
showed that banks dominate the top stock-
holders and that the New York Stock Ex-
change itself, operating under the nominee
“Cede and Company,” is a significant stock-
holder. The thirty top stockholders in Chrys-
ler hold 41 per cent of its common stock. The
banks included in the top thirty and the Ex-
change account for 39 per cent of Chrysler's
total stock. Ford's top thirty hold 35 per cent
of the total common stock, with the banks
and Exchange accounting for 383 per cent.
Comparable figures for GE are 21 per cent
and 19.6 per cent, and for Mobil 28 and 26 per
cent,

While we did not ask and do not know
precisely how much of this stock is subject
to complete voting control by the stockhold-
er, studies by the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee show that most of the
stock held by banks is voted by them. Mem-
bers of the New York Stock Exchange can
vote its “Cede and Company” holdings under
certain conditions.

The *“top thirty” stockholders are in some
cases actually the top twenty or so, because
of the practice of institutional investors,
amazingly allowed by regulators, of hiding
holdings through multiple nominees. [See
Metcalf and Reinemer: “Unmasking Corpo-
rate Ownership,” The Nation, July 19, 1971.]
Thus to use examples, involving five of the
largest banks based in New York, General
Electric included among its top thirty stock-
holders Barnett & Co., Eddy & Co., and Sal-
keld & Co., all of which are pseudonyms for
Bankers Trust, Chrysler listed Eane & Co.,
Cudd & Co. and Egger & Co., all of which
translate to Chase Manhattan. Ford listed
Gerlach & Co., Stuart & Co., Thomas & Co.
and King & Co., all of which are nominees
for First National City Bank. Mobil listed
Carson & Co., Kelly & Co., Reing & Co., and
Shaw & Co., all of them nominees for Mor-
gan Guaranty Trust.

The concentration spreads horizontally as
well as vertically. Sigler & Co. is listed as a
principal stockholder by all four of the com-
panies which divulged holdings., Call Man-
hattan telephone information and the girl
will tell you she doesn't have a listing for
Sigler & Co., or any of the other nominees.
But Sigler & Co. is actually a post office drop
for the bank empire built by Peter Flani-
gan's father, Manufacturers Hanover Trust.

So the pyramid of power tops at the banks
and New York Stock Exchange, among per-
sons unidentified. Those are the voters who
must be lifted from low profile to sharp ril-
houette. Change within the system is pos-
sible only in an open society, in which the
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people know where the power lies and whom
to petition for redress of grievances.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
CERTAIN BILLS

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
hereby announce the Subcommititee on
Environment, Soil Conservation, and
Forestry of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry will hold hearings July
20 and 21 on the following bills:

S. 3224, to designate the Sipsey Wil-
derness and establish the Sipsey Nation-
al Recreation Area, Bankhead National
Forest, in the State of Alabama;

8. 3225, to establish Southeastern wild
areas in the U.S. national forests, with
the Sipsey Wild Area in the Bankhead
National Forest as a prototype; and

S. 3699, to establish a system of wild
areas within the national forests in the
Eastern half of the United States.

The hearings will be in room 324, Old
Senate Office Building, beginning at 10
a.m. Anyone wishing to testify should
contact the committee clerk as soon as
possible.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS
ON 8. 3231

Mr. COOEK. Mr. President, as chair-
man of an ad hoc subcommitiee of the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I wish to announce that we have
scheduled an open hearing on S. 3231,
sponsored by the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoob) and 11 cosponsors, re-
lating to the reimbursement of actual
travel expenses of Senators and employ-
ees of Senators, to be held on Tuesday,
June 20, 1972, at 10 a.m., in room 301 of
the Old Senate Office Building.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

DEFINITE IDEAS ABOUT LIFE
IN AFRICA

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I invite the
attention to the Senate to an interview
with a young man who has spent some
time in Africa and who has definite ideas
about life there. Without commenting on
the merits of his presentation I say sim-
ply that the spirit of “getting out and
doing” is most important to remember
in our foreign aid undertakings. I ask
unanimous consent that the interview,
which was published in the Philadelphia
Times Chronicle, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

PErRSONALITY MaGNA CuM LAUDE FINDS

“UseFULNESsS” IN AFRICA
(By Bonnie Dalzell)

Talking with Jeffl Seder in his parents’
cavernous home on Meetinghouse Rd,, Jen-
kintown, is like being in the middle of a
prairie and watching a tornado approaching.

All the while he is spllling out his rapid-
fire stream of uncensored language there is
muffled activity in the wings and a steady
stream of stage walks-ons by a bulldog named
Archie, & monstrous German Shepherd and

Jeff’s own special love, Armin, a formidably
tough white African dog whom he found
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half-frozen and crawling with lice abandoned
in a marketplace in the capital of Botswana.

On the short side of 25 years old, Jeff Sed-
er is & magna cum laude graduate of Har-
vard who claims he “didn’t know who he was"
but wasted no time finding out.

“I majored in Social Relations a composite
major of soclology, psychology and social
anthropology,” he explained, “and although I
was taken In by a lot of radical crap I was
really deeply interested in government and
economics. I wanted to be an observer in an
underdeveloped country for a while; I needed
to test the book psychology; I had to see
how true it all rang.

“Above that, I wanted to be useful.”

Jeff applied through the Jenkintown Ro-
tary Club for Rotary Foundation sponsorship
in a Special Grants Program, and after many
alterations of plans (including extensive
technical training offered him free by Gen-
eral Motors Training Center), set off for
the independent country of Botswana in
southern Africa.

“I got to the Shashi River School, expect-
ing to be a mechanie,” he sald, “and they
promptly informed me they needed a chem-
istry and economics teacher. So I did my
damndest to organize and expedite a good
educational program with plenty of visual
alds. And in my spare time I repaired broken
machinery.”

His hands black with grease even as he
spoke, Jeff made no secret of the fact that
the challenge of a recalcitrant plece of ma-
chinery still gives him as much stimulation
as varsity wrestling did at Harvard.

He threw every ounce of creative and phys-
ical energy he had into repairing a 100-year-
old carding machine which, he said, “some
English schnook with a black heart had sold
them at an outrageous cost."” Beder spent
four days picking the brains of a South
African textile techniclan and about four
months stripping off junk, fashioning parts,
and welding brackets in a frenzled but fruit-
ful passion to get the thing running.

His days in Botswana initially averaged
about 17 hours’ work, including weekends
and vacations. Later, when personality con-
flicts with others at the project arose, he
summoned his knowledge of human psychol-
ogy to play the role of calm manipulator,
goading his antagonists to out-do his own
mechanical achievements.

For a guy who went halfway around the
world seeking personal peace, Jeff Seder
plunged into one traumatic challenge after
another. He lived in a thatched roof, one-
room round hut, and ate what the natives
ate without abandoning his own American
values; he picked scorpions off his body and
carried a snake club for his own safety, then
turned arcound and put to use his knowledge
of clinical psychology on a deeply disturbed
young girl who was being fed tranquilizers
by the overworked local doctor.

Most of all, Jeflf Seder fortified his convie-
tion that what underdeveloped countries need
most from the great world powers is a stream
of people with vocational skills who can set
up self-help programs that will grow.

“There's no time to question whether or
not industrialization is right for them,"” he
sald. “With the population explosion in
Botswana, they'll all starve In a few years
unless they industrialize.”

Back In the States since January, Jeff be-
lieves he has found a course for his own
future.

“I've begun my own African entrepreneur-
ship,” he said. “My intent is to find markets
here for a very fine African hand-crafted,
dye-processed fabric so that the income can
be used by the African workshop to blow it
up into a full-scale factory. I've already sold
a thousand dollars worth of the fabric, and
I'm determined to provide a steady source of
income until they are independent.” =

The other area of concern to Jeff is some-
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thing he terms “intermediate technical aid”;
that is, using simple machinery—"something
with four wheels and a frame’—that the peo-
ple can understand and maintain themselves.

“The imbalance of technical skill in Bots-
wana is a regular horror show,” Seder sald.
He believes Rotary has taken an important
step in sponsoring people with technical
skills, particularly in light of its refreshing
lack of accompanying political or religious
rhetoric.

“I was known to many people as ‘that Ro-
tary guy,’ " Seder said. “And in terms of being
an ‘Ambassador of Good Will’ I look on my
mechanical skill as the most important thing
I could give.”

THE STAR SHINES ON RURAL
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, it has
been a matter of concern to me that
the media in the large cities of the
Nation have seemingly been unable to
understand the important implications
which rural development has as it re-
gards the future growth of the metro-
politan centers.

The cities will grow to alarming pro-
portions from national population growth
in any case, but the annual migration of
about 600,000 rural people a year to the
cities will simply make them unmanage-
able.

I am pleased to say that one major,
metropolitan newspaper has recognized
the importance of the Senate and House
efforts on behalf of rural revitalization.
I ask unanimous consent that an editorial
entitled “Saving the Small Towns” pub-
lished in the Washington Evening Star of
June 15, 1972, be printed in the Recorb.

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

SaviNG THE SMALL TownNs

About everyone realizes by now that the
rescuing of the big cities is a matter of crit-
ical importance. Many of us tend to forget,
however, that the saving of those shriveling
small towns across the country is one of the
requisites for urban salvation. For the great
migration that has caused the citles’ stag-
gering problems hasn't ended. Every year,
from thousands of small communities, come
600,000 poor people, more or less, to swell
the overcrowded metropolitan centers. Many
of those bring no skills; hence they only in-
crease the unemployed rolls.

Without much fanfare, Congress has taken
full account of this in a number of hearings,
and seems about to take constructive action.
Last week a Senate-House conference com-
mittee reached a good compromise on the
Rural Development Act which Senators Tal-
madge of Georgla and Humphrey of Minne-
sota have been pushing for many months.
The measure is designed to improve rural
economies, mainly by stimulating industrial
development through infusions of capital and
betterment of small-town living conditions.
It would authorize about $500 million annu-
ally in grant funds, and greatly expand the
loan authority for federal rural-development
activities,

Many a little town, with people in need
of work, has failed to qualify for a new
industry because it had an inferior water-
works or sewer system, or none at all. This
bill would provide much more federal as-
sistance for these and other standard com-
munity facilities—and also for industrial
parks, employment centers and planning
services. For the first time, the Farmers Home
Administration would be able to make small
business and Industrial loans, and there are
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devices to encourage private investment in
rural areas.

All this is a product of much battling over
several months to consolidate several di-
vergent bills. Dropped along the way were
President Nixon's proposal for rural revenue
sharing, and Senator Talmadge's plan for
creatlon of a National Rural Development
Bank. There's no damaging loss in either case;
certainly the bank would have been super-
fluous.

As it stands, the bill is a moderate but
imaginative experiment. It might be a
start toward stemming the flight to the cities,
and in any event the quality and rewards of
life in rural America need to be improved.

THE OCEAN DUMPING BILL

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, nearly 6
months ago, on November 24, 1971, the
Senate passed H.R. 9727 the ocean
dumping bill. While this legislation has
foundered in conference since then, mil-
lions of gallons of raw or partially treated
sewage, industrial wastes—some of them
dangerously poisonous—and dredged
material from shorelines and harbors
have been indiscriminately dumped into
the oceans off the Atlantic, gulf, and
Pacific coasts.

In my own State of Delaware, a recent
serious crisis was averted, only through
the last minute personal intercession of
Governors Peterson of Delaware and
Holton of Virginia. In that instance 2,-
500,000 gallons of raw sewage and sludge
was destined for a Federal dumping site,
8 to 10 miles off the ocean beaches of
Rehoboth. Although this particular in-
cident was precipitated by a mechanical
failure at the Hampton Roads, Va.,
sewage treatment plant—necessitating
this alternative disposal—it brings to
light the shameful neglect for our ocean
resources which occurs every day.

The Cape Henlopen dumping grounds
off the Delaware shoreline have become
a marine graveyard, a section of the
Atlantic 12 miles in diameter where solid
and liquid wastes have been dumped for
years. The tragedy, of course, is that
this deadly contamination cannot be
contained. As anyone familiar with this
part of the coast knows, strong ebb and
flow tides course in and out of the Dela-
ware Bay, carrying with them a putrid
plume of pollutants, originally dumped
at the federally specified location.

There are several sources of these
pungent waste materials: first, the mu-
nicipal sewage systems of Philadelphia,
Pa., and Camden, N.J.; second, industrial
plants and oil refineries located along the
Delaware River; and third, dredge ma-
terial from operations of the Army Corps
of Engineers all along the river and ocean
fronts of Delaware, Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania, and New Jersey.

The sewage sludge has been partially
treated, but other more dangerous toxins,
arsenic compounds, various concentrated
acid and alkali solutions and organic
substances are periodically barged to this
dump, and various points up to 50 miles
out. The sewage and dredge material are
constant, almost daily additives; the oth-
ers come at times when companies empty
their holding lagoons built as interim
storage facilities for their waste by-
products.
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While this painful practice strongly
underscores the need for prompt action
by the Senate-House conferees on the
ocean dumping bill, I am convinced that
firm action should be taken on this prob-
lem right now.

It is critically important that all agen-
cies, public or private, be immediately
prohibited—and I emphasize the word
“immediately”—from dumping in all
areas endangering our shorelines and
coastal areas.

If practical, it would be desirable to
have a complete moratorium on ocean
dumping until such time as adequate cri-
teria could be established for setting
standards for disposing of material in
the sea. Undoubtedly, the larger nearby
cities will insist that they need to con-
tinue to dispose of their waste in the
ocean. If they are to be permitted to con-
tinue to do so, then it is essential that
they be required immediately to carry
it out far enough to sea that it does not
threaten our coastlines. The question of
whether this should be off the Conti-
nental Shelf, 100 miles out to sea, or else-
where, I think should be based upon the
best possible scientific advice available.

But I repeat, this dumping of sewage
sludge and other contaminants as close
as 12 miles from the Delaware coastline
must be halted immediately and alfer-
nate means of disposal developed.

This would not, of course, lessen the
urgent need for swift approval of the
ocean dumping bill. This legislation
would give the Environmental Protection
Agency the statutory muscle it needs to
put a stop to the shameful desecration
of our coastal waters. Under the Senate
version, the Agency would have final au-
thority to regulate all ocean dumping
by American ships and to prohibit for-
eign-flag ships from taking on cargo in
the United States for the purpose of dis-
charge, within or beyond our territorial
waters. I understand that a compromise
measure has been suggested which would
continue the Corps of Engineers author-
ity to issue dredge and fill permits, sub-
ject to EPA approval. Sewage, though,
and any other material would come un-
der the exclusive purview of EPA.

But, Mr. President, I should stress that
regulation must embody careful study
and selective elimination of certain kinds
of dumping—radioactive or other dan-
gerously poisonous substances. The bill
speaks strongly to these hazards. With
these effective controls, EPA could begin
the urgent task of reviewing all dumping
activities, to halt certain kinds of dis-
posal, and perhaps relocate existing sites,
until more acceptable permanent solu-
tions can be achieved. In the meantime,
nothing short of an immediate end to
this dumping can be tolerated.

DR. PETER GOLDMARK'S “NEW
RURAL SOCIETY"

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, in
March of this year the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry named Dr.
Peter Goldmark as a special advisor on
rural development.

Dr. Goldmark, former president of
CBS Laboratories, is involved in a new
endeavor—applying his genius to the
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task of improving the quality of life in
rural America through the use of com-
munications technology.

The entrance of a distinguished scien-
tist like Dr. Goldmark into the field of
rural development has been extremely
welcome., In addition to his practical
work, he has become an effective evan-
gelist for the people of rural America,
with articles on his work appearing in
national magazines and newspapers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary of the remarks by
Dr. Goldmark made to our committee
upon his appointment be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SuMMARY OF REMARKS BY Dr. PETER
C. GOLDMARK

In order to curb the migration of people
from rural areas to the cities and to reverse
the continuing trend of urban deterioration,
a national program has been proposed by
Dr. Peter C. Goldmark, President of Gold-
mark Communications Corporation. The
“New Rural Soclety” program is an out-
growth of the results and recommendations
of a distinguished panel of experts sponsored
by the National Academy of Engineering in
cooperation with a Presidential Advisory
Committee.

The two-year NAE study proposes the use
of communications technology to solve the
problems of rural-urban imbalance and pro-
vide people in small towns with the choice of
living and working in rural communities or
urban centers.

The electronic innovations to make the
New Rural Soclety possible are here now.
What is needed is the willingness to move
from planning to action to bring about the
following:

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

People will have a cholce of working in an
urban environment or in a smalltown atmos-
phere because the use of existing communica-
tlons technology will make it practical and
attractive for companies to set up operations
in controlled-growth towns.

Sophisticated audio-video equipment will
enable large companies to decentralize their
operations into moderately-sized units for
servicing all areas of the firm’s widespread
activitles through instantaneous two-way,
multi-channel communications facilitiles to
conduct everyday business or meet emer-
gencles. Such functions as procurement, ac-
counting, research, general administration
and others which operate across-the-board
for an organization can be housed in their
own individual centers in smaller communi-
tles and be in complete contact with cor-
porate headquarters and branch and plant
operations anywhere. Companies will not be
faced with the maintenance of huge, crowded
skyscrapers, housing thousands of employees,
where communications frequently bog down
because of the sheer weight of their volume.
The fact of its present avallability will en-
able communications technology to take over
the lion’s share of numerous administrative
procedures which have traditionally been
handled by conferences or correspondence or
one-to-one contact.

Through broadband video cable installa-
tions—providing up to 40 channels in use
simultaneously—meetings can be held with
groups of any number required, without the
individuals leaving their own offices. Multi-
channel audio-video facllities literally bring
the people participating in these meetings
face-to-face.

Visual material, from letters to blueprints,
computer output and the like can be in-
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stantly transmitted by facsimile to as many
locations as are involved. Videophone in-
stallations make It possible for one-to-one
contacts or group discussions with each par-
ticipant in his own office with all of his own
documentation readily available to him to
pass on to others.

These innovations, involving existing tech-
niques, mean that rural areas can house op-
erational departments of national organiza-
tions and provide employment for people in
small towns who previously have had to
seek productive occupations in the cities.

HEALTH CARE

Smaller communities today are faced with
a shortage of doctors, experienced medical
assistants and hospital facilities to insure
adequate health care for community resi-
dents,

Health care can be brought to these resi-
dents from central medical centers through
communications technology. Small commu-
nity centers and mobile units can make it
practical for on-the-spot diagnoses and
treatment decisions by doctors located miles
away at the main medical centers via audio-
video, two-way communications, Emergency
methods can be ordered and provisions made
for any necessary follow-up treatment at the
main centers.

Businesses located in small towns can
bring employees to satellite operations with
the knowledge that the workers and their
families will have expert medical attention
available to them.

EDUCATION

Smaller communities, generally speaking,
have limited facilities for higher education.
Rising costs of resident attendance at the
great universities is keeping many high
school graduates from further studies.

Satellite campuses can be an integral part
of life in the new small-town communities.
The same communications techniques which
can enable business to maintain close-knit
operations between remote locations and the
central operation can be applied to educa-
tion.

Local campuses will have two-way, audlo-
video communications with the nearest
larger university. Local students will “at-
tend” classes at this university via telecom-
munications. They will be able to partici-
pate In classroom discussions, listen to lec-
tures by outstanding faculty members, draw
upon the university’s library for research
material (via facsimile and other methods)
and benefit from all of the facilities of the
institution without traveling to the main
campuses. People working in the business
operations located in these small towns will
be relieved of the economic burden of their
children’s residency in out-of-town schools.
At the same time, they will be assured that
every avallable educational facility is avail-
able. Company operations will be relieved of
many personnel problems since their em-
ployees will have the advantage of small-
town living along with the advantages of
educational advancement for their children.

GOVERNMENT RELATIONS

Telecommunications facilities in the small-
er communities will enable state govern-
ments to set up local operations which can
be in complete contact with their head-
quarters in the state capitols. Local resi-
dents will be able to deal directly with
state departments on problems which today
require voluminous correspondence, tele-
phone communication, and delayed action
because of distance from the source of the
problem.

Local government can keep its finger on
the pulse of the people’s needs and wants.
Polling on local issues to learn the will of
the majority can become a simple matter
of electronic “yes-or-no"” response by tax-
payers without the necessity of leaving their
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homes. Town meetings can be held by closed-
circuit two-way television. Audio-video com-
munications with all phases of the com-
munity’'s essential public services will mean
instant action in emergencies.

Taxpayers will know that they are a part
of the community's active operation and will
have a better understanding of the prob-
lems of running the public services essential
to a town'’s well-being.

CULTURAL-ENTERTAINMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Important attractions of the big clities such
as theatres, concerts, broadway shows, sport
events, museums and lectures, can be trans-
ported to rural communities by a synchro-
nous satellite. This satellite would be parked
in such a way through directional antenna
that it would illuminate the entire United
States. The satellite would pick up live per-
formances from broadway theatres, concerts,
sport events, etc., and re-transmit these pro-
grams to small towns equipped with elec-
tronic low-cost receiving antennae for simul-
taneous viewing. Cable television systems
could also receive the satellite signals and
make avallable special events programs to the
community elther on large screens and spe=-
cial theatres with high-resolution projection
equipment or over local channels directly
to the home. In such a manner the audience
of a single broadway performance would be
numbered into the millions instead of
thousands,

SENATOR MANSFIELD'S COURTESY

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, some ob-
servations made recently by the Colum-
bia, S.C., Record deserve notice in the
Senate and beyond. I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial published on June
15, 1972, be printed in the REcorb.

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

MAYBE PrRUDISH, BUuT—

A lesson in decency and ordinary courtesy,
too often missing In partisan politics, is
found in a recent utterance of U.S. Sen. Mike
Mansfield, the Democratic leader of the Sen-
ate. What he sald in the Senate speaks clearly
for itself, and was, in part:

“Mr. President, the distinguished Republi-
can leader of the Senate is to be honored at
a dinner this evening given by the American
Technion Soclety, on which occasion Senator
Scott will receive the Albert Einstein Award.

‘“As Pennsylvania’s senlor senator, Hugh
Scott represents the people of his state with
integrity, intelligence and ability. Always
calm, unfailingly courteous, possessed of good
judgment and a dedication to public service,
he is the delight of his colleagues and a trib-
ute to the good sense of the voters of Penn-
sylvania.”

It is not at all unprecedented for a senator
of one party to commend one of another on
the Senate floor, and so-called “senatorial
courtesy” is a part of the political nomen-
clature of the country.

Nevertheless, when the leader of the major-
ity party in the Senate speaks in such gen-
erous and obviously sincere terms of the
leader of the minority (in an election year
at that), it would seem to us a wholesome
example for all in politics—in South Carolina
or wherever.

It is not to be expected, of course, that two
candidates running against each other for
office, at whatever level, would extend *“cour-
tesy” to the point of lauding each other in
the way Senator Mansfield so highly esti-
mated Senator Scott. But perhaps some of the
practitioners of raucous and vitriolic elec-
tioneering might find it, in these times, more
profitable to proceed less harshly.

If this be political prudishness on our part,
50 be it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Journal
of the American Bar Association for June
1972, contains an excellent editorial sup-
porting the equal rights amendment. The
editorial points out that the bleak pre-
dictions of those who opposed the
amendment are unfounded, and ex-
presses the Journal’s “confidence that
our system will be able to prevent ‘legal
chaos' if the amendment is ratified.” I
share that confidence, Mr. President, for
the amendment was carefully, almost
painstakingly, studied by successive Con-
gresses before being approved, and the
intentions of the framers of the amend-
ment are clearly laid out for all to see in
the committee reports which preceded
passage.

The House of Delegates of the Ameri-
can Bar Association has also approved
the amendment. Just before the Senate
debate on the amendment last March, the
house of delegates passed a resolution
favoring ‘“constitutional equality for
women” and urging the “extension of
legal rights, privileges, and responsibil-
ities to all persons, regardless of sex.”
This, of course, is just what the equal
rights amendment does. This support
from the association was very helpful to
those of us in Congress fighting for the
amendment,

Mr. President, I am happy to report
that as of today 19 States have ratified
the equal rights amendment: Alaska,
Colorado, Delaware, Hawaii, Idaho, Towa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Rhode Island, Tennessee,
Texas, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. We
are now, just 3 short months after con-
gressional approval, halfway to final
ratification of the amendment. I am con-
fident that the remaining States will
ratify the amendment very soon.

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

There being no chjection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

EqQuaL RIGHTS AMENDMENT ARRIVES

The margins by which both houses of Con-
gress approved the equal rights amendment
and sent it to the states for ratification give
promise that there may be a successful con-
clusion to the fifty-year campaign for a for-
mal constitutional declaration that legal
rights do not depend on the fortuity of sex.
The House of Representatives approved the
amendment 354 to 23, the Senate 84 to 8,
both considerably better than the two-thirds
vote required and both indicating that the
climate may be right for thirty-eight states
to ratify the proposal as the Twenty-Seventh
Amendment to the Federal Constitution. In
fact, Hawail ratified the amendment within
one hour after the Senate’s vote.

The House of Delegates seemed to put the
American Bar Association in favor of the
amendment last February when it adopted
a resolution supporting “constitutional
equality for women"” and urging the “exten-
sion of legal rights, privileges and respon-
sibilities to all persons, regardless of sex’.

The proposed amendment declares in its
operative portion (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.” The second section gives
Congress the power to enforce the amend-
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ment by legislation, and the third delays the
effective date of the amendment until two
years after ratification. The Senate report
states, “The basic principle on which the
amendment rests is that sex should not be a
factor in determining the legal rights of
men or women." The report also points out
that the amendment affects only govern-
mental action and not the private actions or
relationships of men and women.

It may seem odd that the Constitution and
the Fourteenth Amendment do not provide
in themselves a sufficient basis for equality
of the sexes under the law. But that has not
been the course of judicial decision. In 1872
the United States Supreme Court affirmed
Ilinois" exclusion of Myra Bradwell from
its Bar on the ground of her sex (15 Wall.
130), and Justice Bradley was able to say,
“The paramount destiny and mission of wom-
an are to fulfill the noble and benign offices
of wife and mother. This is the law of the
Creator.”

Even when a woman won her case, it was
in the fact of a continued judicial declara-
tion that the Constitution permitted classi-
fication on the basis of sex. In the landmark
case Muller v. Oregon, 208 U.S, 412 (1808), the
Supreme Court upheld Oregon’s statute lim-
iting the hours of work for women, but to
do so it had to draw a distinction between
men and women, as a similar state law had
been invalidated as to men in Lochner v. New
York, 198 U.S. 45 (1805). Justice Brewer put
it this way: “As healthy women are essential
to vigorous offspring, the physical well-being
of woman becomes an object of public in-
terest and care in order to preserve the
strength and vigor of the race.” As recently
as 1968 the Supreme Court refused (393 U.S.
83) to entertain a direct appeal challenging
a California statute limiting the hours of
employment of wemen only,

The legal debate on the equal rights
amendment has revolved around the ques-
tion of whether the amendment is neces-
sary. Opponents have Insisted that there is
ample constitutional authority without the
amendment to secure equal rights for women.
And, they have added, the amendment opens
up thorny questions that might lead to what
Senator Ervin, the principal Congressional
opponent of the amendment, calls “legal
chaos."” Professor Paul A. Freund of Har-
vard Law School thinks that discrimination
on the ground of sex “should be left to be
worked out under the equal protection clause
as are other questions of group classifica-
tion."” Even Roscoe Pound and Felix Frank-
furter have been resurrected by way of
quotation. Dean Pound, opposing the same
amendment many years ago, said that it was
a “mistake to pile up specific prohibitions in
addition to the general guaranties of the
Bill of Rights.” In opposing the amendment
in 1924 when it was sponsored by the
Woman's Party, Justice (then Professor)
Frankfurter declared: ‘“Nature made men
and women different; the Woman’s Party
cannot make them the same. Law must ac-
commodate itself to the immutable differ-
ences of nature.”

But proponents of the amendment have
pointed out that judicially condoned classi-
fications based on sex still stand in many
flelds. “The Supreme Court has been slow
to move”, the Senate report on the amend-
ment noted. “The Court has consistently re-
fused to apply the Fourteenth Amendment
to discrimination based on sex with the
same vigor it applies the amendment to dis-
tinctions based on race . . . On the whole,
sex discrimination is still much more the
rule than the exception.” The most recent
Supreme Court case, Reed v. Reed, 404 US.
T1 (1071), struck down an Oregon stat-
ute that automatically preferred men over
women as administrators of estates, but it
did not do so with a decision that had
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enough sweep to make sex a suspect classi-
fication under the Constitution.

Proponents and opponents agree on one
thing: the amendment will make many
changes in federal and state law. Perhaps
the most startling will be that military serv-
ice and the draft will become equally appli-
cable to women. In fact, both houses of
Congress turned down specific modifications
of the equal rights amendment that would
have saved the validity of laws exempting
women from service. Many state employment
statutes relate to women only—for instance,
prohibition on performing certain jobs and
limitations on hours of work. While these
protective laws were enacted from humani-
tarian motives, in practice they have ham-
pered the ability of women to move upward
into higher-paying and managerial jobs.
Some state criminal laws provide different
punishments for men and women who com-
mit the same crime. Many state and some
federal educational institutions do not ad-
mit women or discriminate against them in
other ways. In the field of family law, many
established practices will become invalid,
and the possible demise of one of them—
the preference of women over men for child
custody—would show that the equal rights
amendment operates for men as well as
women.

These are only a few of the fields and
practices that the amendment will touch.
True it is that litigation will be required to
resolve many of the knotty issues that will
arise. But it was litigation that developed
much of the discrimination at which the
amendment is aimed, and we have confi-
dence that our system will be able to pre-
vent *“legal chaos” if the amendment is
ratified. To act fifty years after an amend-
ment was required to give women the vote
hardly seems to be rushing something that
should have been accomplished without an-
other amendment but wasn't.

ALLIANCE FOR RAIL. COMMUTER
PROGRESS

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr, President, I know
that every Senator is interested in
relieving the many problems which
plague our Nation’s transportation sys-
tem. I am today releasing a survey, pre-
pared by the nonprofit Alliance for Rail
Commuter Progress, which concludes
that expanded commuter service on
existing Washington area railroad lines
could reduce street congestion, parking
problems, and air pollution by eliminat-
ing 25,000 automobiles from the area’s
daily iraffic flow. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the survey be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks along with
other relevant information.

This study estimates that an expanded
rail commuter system would have as
many as 30,000 daily rush hour com-
muters—more than double the projec-
tion of the 1971 Englund survey commis-
sioned by the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation. Using a reasonable figure of 1.2
commuter per car, this means that
25,000 automobiles would be removed
from rush hour traffic, which now aver-
ages around 75,000 cars according to a
recent District of Columbia Highway
Department study.

The survey was conducted by ARCP
members on three commuter trains and
on Amfrak’s Washington-Parkersburg
train during the week of April 24. Over
300 questionnaires were returned from
regular passengers on these routes.
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Other findings of this survey include
the following:

An overwhelming majority—68 per-
cent—of commuters on the Baltimore
& Ohio Railroad’s Brunswick line are
new riders, not “standbys” as previously
thought.

Thirty-five percent of the commuters
have started to use the service within
the last year and 68 percent have used
the service 3 years or less.

Ridership gains have been made
despite the fact that the railroad does
not advertise the service.

Seventy-eight percent of Brunswick
line commuters drive to pick up the
service and, of these, 58 percent drive
from 2 to 4 miles to meet the train.

The finding that 58 percent of those
who use the trair. drive up to 4 miles to
get to the station contrasts with the
Englund study which projected that peo-
ple would drive no more than 2 miles to
reach such service.

Using the 2-mile figure, the Eng-
lund survey estimated that rail com-
muter service would have a rush-hour
patronage of 14,000. Extrapolation of the
Englund survey, based on the results of
the ARCP study, shows that the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area could support
a viable rail commuter system to carry as
many as 30,000 daily rush-hour com-
muters and take 25,000 cars off the
streets.

Like the weather, everybody talks
about his rush-hour experiences, but no-
body does very much about it. However,
unlike the weather, it may be possible
to do something toward reducing the
crush of automobiles that daily clog the
streets, highways, expressways, lanes,
and avenue: of metropolitan Wash-
ington.

I am asking Secretary of Transporta-
tion John Volpe and Secretary Harry
Hughes, of the Maryland Department of
Transportation to comment on ARCP’s
finding.

While the Washington Metro sys-
tem is under construection, it will not
begin to offer any relief to the area trans-
portation crisis until late in this decade.
A system that uses existing rail lines
could bring immediate relief and serve to
supplement and complement Metro
when that service gets underway.

Mr, President, I believe this survey
will be of interest tc all Senators, and I
hope that it will help both State and
Federal officials to build a better, bal-
anced transportation system that will
meet our urgent local needs and serve
as a model for the rest of the Nation.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ALLIANCE RAIL
COMMUTER PROGRESS,
Kensington, Md., June 6, 1972.
Hon. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MaTHIAS: During the week

of April 24th, the Alliance for Rail Commuter

Progress (AR.C. for Progress) conducted a
survey as previously arranged with Mr, John
Fogarty of your staff.

The survey of rail commuters who use the
service on the B&O Brunswick line was very
successful and we belleve that you will find
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the results informative and supportive of
your stand for a balanced commuter trans-
portation system in the Washington Metro-
politan Area. The report, together with per-
tinent data collected, is attached to this
letter.

The State of Maryland, according to news
reports on Friday, June 2, 1972, in the Wash-
ington Evening Star, is currently considering
an expanded rall commuter system. We be-
lieve that the attached report which indi-
cates that there is a potential of 30,000 daily
rail commuters for an expanded system using
rail tracks, is very attractive and will help
you . in your efforts in behalf of area
commuters.

Sincerely yours,
Davip G. SPOKELY,
Coordinator, A.R.C. for Progress.

SUMMARY TOTALS: SENATOR MATHIAS'
CoMMUTER TRAIN QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Do you regularly commute to work by
train? Yes 306. No 5.

2. Why? Convenient 264. Safe 137. Personal
preference 169.

3. How long have you commuted by train?
Under one year 108: 35%. One to three years
99: 33%. Three or more years 98: 329%.

4. How many days do you use the train each
week? Five 290, Four 16, Three 4, Two 1, One
: I

5. Does the train schedule suit you or

would you prefer other times? Prefer pres-

ent schedule 147. Prefer other times (indi-

cate) 168.

6. Do you favor expansion of the service?
Yes 269. No 10.

7. Is service prompt? Yes 280, No 15.

8. Are there adequate seats on the train?
Yes 64. No 235. (at survey time).

9. How do you get to the station? Walk 65:
22%. Drive 234: 789. Distance (see report).

10. Is parking space adequate at your sta-
tion? Yes 185. No 90.

11. Is public transportation from Union
Station to work ok? Yes 143. No 95.

12. Has the train ever broken down? Yes
182. No 95. Frequently 12.

13. Is the equipment safe in your judg-
ment? Yes 188. No 44,

14. How did you hear about the commuter
service? (See report).

15. Please use additional space for any
other comments you may care to make about
the commuter service: (See report).

REPORT OF RAIL COMMUTER SURVEY FOR
SENATOR CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, WEEK OF
APRIL 24, B, & O, BRUNSWICE LINE

BACEGROUND

The Department of Transportation spon-
sored the Englund Study, which was issued
in May, 1971, and concluded that the Wash-
ington, D.C. Metropolitan Area can support
a viable rail commuter system using eristing
rail tracks in the District of Columbila and
reaching into suburban points in Maryland,
Virginia, and West Virginia. Such a system,
subsidized at a nominal cost of only a few
cents per rider, was projected to handle
14,000 riders during rush hour based on a
corridor of rider interest of two miles on
each side of the rail tracks,

At the suggestion of the Office of Senator
Charles McC. Mathias, Maryland, a survey
of current rail commuters (approximately
850 daily) on the B. & O. Brunswick Division
line was conducted by A.R.C. for Progress, a
non-partisan civic alliance of 262 participat-
ing members using a survey questionnaire
form prepared in conjunction with the Sen-
ator's office (Attachment IIT). Questionnaire
forms were distributed to all riders on three
commuter trains and the AMTRAK Parkers-
burg train during the week of April 24th
by A.R.C. members. Over 300 questionnaires
were returned representing an appreciable
response of 35 percent of the total ridership
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with over 100 being returned by malil. Sum-
mary and analysis by A.R.C. for Progress is
given below.

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

Summary and analysis of questionnaires
show that:

An overwhelming majority—68 percent—
of the rail commuters are new riders, not old
“standbys" as previously thought,

Another great majority—78 percent—of
the rail commuters drive to pick up the serv-
ice. More than one-half, in fact 58 percent,
of the total commuters drive over two miles
to their departure station. (Figure 1).

The gains in ridership (40 percent since
September, 1971) on the B. & O. Brunswick
line have been achieved with absolutely no
advertising.

Extrapolation of the Englund Study, based
on the results of this survey, shows that the
Washington Metropolitan area could support
a viable rail commuter system to carry as
many as 30,000 daily rush hour commuters
and thereby take 25,000 cars off the highways.

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

Following are significant findings from the
survey:

1. An overwhelming majority—68 percent—
of the rall commuters are new riders, not
old “standbys" as previously thought.

85 percent of these riders have started to
use the service within this last year; the 68
percent total (majority) have been using
the service three (3) years or less.

All of these gains have been made in rall
commuter utilization with absolutely no
advertising.

2. Another great majority—78 percent—
of the rall commuters drive to pick up the
service. The following table displays the per-
centages of riders by distance from home to
departure station:

Percent
of riders

Distance from home to
departure station

More than 4 to 25 miles 2. 25
2 to 4 miles 33
0 to 2 miles 42

These percentages and the graph in Figure
1 clearly show that 58% of the riders use a
travel corridor of greater than 2 miles on
elther side of the rail tracks and in a growing
population and living area.

3. The great majority of riders became
aware of the service by word of mouth. Only
a few (less than 5% ) heard of commuter rall
through realty services, employers, or other
organized approaches. There is no B&O ad-
vertising.

4. An overwhelming majority—96%—of
riders would favor expansion of the existing
rail commuter service.

5. More than one-half of the riders indi-
cate that they would prefer additional times
for trains to arrive and depart Washington,
D.C. In particular, a later morning train and
later evening trains are favored with a mid-
day train to prevent being “trapped” In
Washington.

6. Almost all written comments on ques-
tlonnaires were positive and constructive in
nature with some of the following predomi-
nant and typlecal:

(a) The service ought to be advertised by
B&O as an important part of their total
services.

(b) Subsidization of service is needed to
expand and make it more frequent and at-
tractive to riders. Formation of a Reglonal
Transportation Authority (Md.-Va.-W. Va.-
D.C.) should have high priority.

(c) “It 1s traglc that service is not ex-
tended to the Southwest area of Washington
(L'Enfant Plaza) to tap that growing work
area.”
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(d) “Extend the service past L’'Enfant
Plaza to Virginia.”

(e) Additional service would
greater flexibility and more riders.

(f) Parking facilities at departure stations
need to be upgraded and increased.

(g) Rail commuting could significantly
reduce auto congestion and air pollution
caused by autos.

(h) “More highways for more commuters
is not the answer to the future.”

(1) “Once the subway is built, rail com-
muting will become a feeder to Metro. They
do not compete.”

(j) Train crews are capable and friendly.

(k) *“This is one of the few civilized
amenities we have left.”

(1) "Eeep 'em rolling.”

CONCLUSIONS

Existing rail commuter service in the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area should be expanded
as quickly as possible to reduce auto conges-
tion, D.C. parking problems, and air pollu-
tion caused by automobiles according to a
large sample of current rall communters who
use the service dally. Using existing rail
tracks, and based on actual current ridership
distance from home to departure station
(68% of riders use a travel corridor of greater
than 2 miles on each side of the tracks), the
expanded service could serve dally potentially
more than 30,000 area commuters during
rush nour. This represents 25,000 cars off
the highways using an average of 1.2 persons
per car.

The phenomenal growth rate of 40% since
September, 1971, on the Brunswick line of
B&0O, with absolutely no advertising, and the
fact that 68% of riders have used the serv-
ice three years or less illustrates the fact that
the Washington area commuters will use rail
commuting as a feasible and welcome mode
of public transportation. If the service is
made more frequent, goes into Virginia with
commuting in both directions, and remains
economical, many more will be attracted to
this form of Public Transportation, as well
as those using the service for purposes other
than commuting (e.g., travel into the Dis-
trict for shopping, theater, sight-seeing).

The potentially untapped market of 30,000
riders can be obtained through advertising,
expansion of the service, and community in-
terest in development of the departure sta-
tion as a hub for public commuting and
transportation. Parking facilities must be
adequate at each station.

Rail commuter complements Metro and
will significantly reduce air pollution by at-
tracting motorists out of thelr automobiles
which would otherwise emit thousands of
pounds of pollutants into the air each day.

SENATOR MATHIAS' COMMUTER TRAIN
QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Do you regularly commute to work
by train? Yes __ No _.

2. Why? Convenient .. Bafe .. Personal
Preference __

3. How long have you commuted by train?
Under one year .. One to three years ..
Three or more years ..

4, How many days do you use the train
each week? Five .. Four .. Three .. Two .
One ..

5. Does the train schedule suit you or
would you prefer other times? Prefer pres-
ent schedule __ Prefer other times (indi-
cate)

6. Do you favor expansion of the service?
Yes __No __

7. Is service prompt? Yes __ No __

8. Are there adequate seats on the train?
Yes .. No .-

9. How do you get to station? Walk __

provide

10. Is parking space adequate at your
station? Yes __. No _.

11. Is public transportation from TUnion
Station to work ok? Yes .. No _.
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12, Has the train ever broken down?
Yes _. No __ Frequently __

13. Is the equipment safe in your judg-
ment? Yes .. No ..

14. How did you hear about the commuter
service?

15. Please use additional space for any
other comments you may care to make about

Please complete and mail to: ARC for
Progress, P.O. Box 247, Kensington, Md.
20795.

Yes, I want to join ARC for Progress:

Name:

Telephone ___.

HANDGUNS SHOULD BE BANNED

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, people
who oppose handgun controls have a
number of simplistic slogans which they
employ against stronger laws. But when
you look at those slogans closely, they
are contradicted by the facts.

One such slogan is that only the honest
citizen will turn in his gun, leaving him
helpless against the criminal who will
keep his. But the fact is that practically
every handgun used in a crime was at
one time owned by an honest citizen.

Each year, thousands of guns are con-
fiscated by police officers in every city in
the country. Where then do the guns
come from which replace them? They
come from the homes and stores of
honest citizens. The millions of hand-
guns owned by law-abiding citizens are
nothing less than a national warehouse
from which the criminal can select at
random. And even those handguns which
do not fall into the hands of criminals
have an all too familiar potential for
tragedy. Accidental shootings by children
playing with father’s pistol, shots fired in
anger in a family quarrel, these are the
real uses to which handguns are put.

People say that they need a handgun
to protect their home against burglars.
But the facts sadly contradict that argu-~
ment. A recent study by a national com-
mission in Detroit and Los Angeles
showed that only 2 percent of home
robberies and 1 percent of home burgla-
ries result in the robber or burglar being
shot by the occupant.

Who is it then that the gun is used
upon? All too often it is a husband or
wife, friend or relative. A study of homi-
cides in Chicago recently showed that 71
percent of all killings in that city in-
volved relatives, friends, and neighbors.

A final argument, one that I believe is
the most compelling of all, is the toll
which the handgun is taking among our
police officers. In 1970, 100 police officers
were killed in the United States; of that
number, 73—73 percent—were killed by
a handgun. In 1971, 121 were killed, 94—
76 percent—by handguns. It is no wonder
then that some of the strongest advo-
cates of laws banning handguns are the
police themselves.

And that brings me to my responsi-
bility as a U.S. Senator.

Gun control is not an easy issue for a
politician. Although every poll that I
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know of shows that the vast majority of
Americans want strong laws against
guns, there is a powerful and vocal mi-
nority which has managed to intimidate
us. It is not a very subtle intimidation—
what it says is we will beat you when you
run for reelection. And true or not, it is
a sadly credible threat—because there
are private citizens today who 2 and 4
and 6 years ago were Senators and Con-
gressmen. And while there are other ex-
planations for their defeats, there are a
lot of gun advocates who carved notches
on their pistols when those men lost.

I have not been immune to those kinds
of pressures. No Senator likes to alienate
deliberately any part of the electorate.
But I think the time has come to stand
up for what tens of millions of Ameri-
cans know is right. The killing has got
to stop, and it will not stop until we
stop the proliferation of handguns.

For this reason, I have decided to sup-
port and vote for S. 2815 the strongest
gun control bill now being considered by
the Senate. It was introduced by the Sen~
ator from Michigan (Mr. HarT), 2 man
who I believe is one of the most honest
and courageous Members of the Senate.

The bill is a very straightforward one.
It bans the possession of handguns by
anyone except law enforcement officers
and security guards. Other handguns
would be bought at fair value by the Gov-
ernment and destroyed. A limited excep-
tion is available for target shooting clubs
which would be allowed to own handguns
if they were stored in a secure place.
Similarly, antique guns—those manufac-
tured before 1890—would be exempt
along with some modern weapons judged
to be collectors items.

All other handguns must be sold to the
Government within 6 months after pas-
sage of the law at fair market value or a
minimum of $25. After that time period,
any unauthorized person with a handgun
in his possession would be subject to a jail
term of 5 years and/or a fine of $5,000.

Next Tuesday, June 20, 1972, the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee will consider the
issue of handgun control. I have no illu-
sions that the debate will be an easy one.
But if there is one message from the
many primaries which have been held
this year, it is that the people of the
country are fed up with politics as usual.
I hope the committee will act favorably
on S. 2815. As a member of the commit-
tee, I will urge my colleagues on the com-
mittee to do so.

THE RHODESIAN ORE ISSUE

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, when the
U.S. Senate voted nearly 3 weeks ago to
continue this country’s violation of U.N.
sanctions against Rhodesia, it was em-
phasized during the floor debate this ac-
tion not only imperiled our standing in
the United Nations, but it also damaged
our image in black Africa as well.

Newsday for June 12 contains an edi-
torial entitled “Selling (Out) in Africa.”

The editorial noted that as a result of
the Senate vote—

‘We are forced Into being the only country,
other than Portugal and South Africa, overtly
doing business with Rhodesia and a regime
dedicated to denying fundamental rights to
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the 5,000,000 blacks who make up 95 per cent
of its population.

The editorial raises some very poignant
questions concerning the impact of the
Senate vote on the Rhodesian chrome ore
issue. As was pointed out in the editorial:

Our dealings with Salisbury and other
white governments of southern Africa smack
of “collaboration” and are “both morally
wrong and practically self-defeating in terms
of the long run interests of the U.S.

It would behoove all Senators to give
close attention to the thoughts contained
in this editorial.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcorb.

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

SELLING (OUT) IN AFRICA

American prestige and influence in black
Africa are fast crumbling as the U.S. draws
closer to the white colonialist and racist
regimes of southern Africa, in deflance of its
commitment to racial justice and interna-
tional law.

Disregarding principle, the administration
has moved to increase trade with Portugal,
stiffening that country’s resolve to hang on
to its Africa colonies. Tacit White House ap-
proval has promoted bigger American in-
vestment in racist South Africa’s economy.
All the while in the UN, the U.S. has been
casting negative votes or abstaining on mo-
tions condemning apartheld and white
supremacy.

Most serlous is the administration’s be-
havior during the Senate's recent debate over
economic sanctions against Rhodesia. Bind-
ing sanctions were imposed by the UN Se-
curity Council after an unrepresentative
colonial government of minority whites de-
clared independence from Britain in 1965
and vowed to keep the black majority out
of power. Britain, prodded by the U.S., called
for economic sanctions rather than force to
bring Rhodesia around,

Last fall, Congress voted to flout our UN
treaty obligations by exempting chrome ore
and other strategic metals from the trade
ban. Congress was unmoved by the argu-
ment that the U.S. can get all the chrome it
needs elsewhere. In fact, chrome is so abun-
dant now that the U.S. wants to sell off half
its strategic stockplle, still keeping enough
to satisfy defense needs for a decade,

Anyway, metal availability wasn't the real
issue. More important, 1t seems, was a desire
to punish the UN for admitting mainland
China and ousting Talwan. Some congress-
men displayed unconcealed sympathy for
Rhodesia’s white rule, as well, That’s how we
started illegally buying unneeded Rhodesian
chrome and unwanted African enmity.

In the Senate last month, an effort was
mounted by Sen. Gale McGee (D-Wyoming)
to return to the rule of law and reimpose the
boycott. He got a letter of support from Act-
ing Secretary of State John Irwin. But that’s
all he got. There was no other White House
intervention or follow-through—not as much
as a telephone call to an indecisive senator—
and so the McGee effort went down to defeat
by a vote of 40 to 38, with McGee accusing
the administration of being ‘“basically dis-
honest” on the Rhodeslan chrome lssue. The
aergument will continue in the House, where
chances of a reversal are even slimmer than
in the Senate.

So we are forced into being the only coun-
try, other than Portugal and South Africa,
overtly doing business with Rhodesla and a
regime dedicated to denying fundamental
rights to the 5,000,000 blacks who make up 95
per cent of its population.

The administration of Prime Minister Ian
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Smith, negotiating with Britain on terms for
independence, promised to seat a few blacks
in Parliament. But the offer was grudging and
limited; blacks wouldn't achieve real power
until after the year 2000 if all the promises
were kept. As shown by a British canvass of
African opinion, few blacks believed them
anyway, and the proposed settlement was
rejected by a ratio of more than 36 to 1.

For Britain, the UN and most of the rest of
the world, jonist Rhodesia remains un-
der outlaw rule. Among black Africans, that
rule provokes shame and rage, and invites
violence. Fears are intensified by a scheme to
checkerboard the country in an apartheid
system of separating the races.

Our dealings with Salisbury and other
white governments of southern Africa smack
of “collaboration” and are “both morally
wrong and practically self-defeating in terms
of the long run interests of the U.S.” This is
the view of 15 former State Department offi-
cials, who have jointly asked for a U.S. em-
bargo on any form of military cooperation.
(Full text of their letter on Page 43.) They
urged the President specifically to seek res-
toration of the Rhodesia sanctions. They
warned:

“T'here can be no peaceful change in south-
ern Africa f the emphasis is solely on the
maintenance of the status quo. If peaceful
change in that area does not come at an ac-
ceptable pace, change will come anyway—but
it will not be peaceful. Our national interest
in Africa is with the majority of Africans.
Business as usual will hasten the day of
violence as usual.”

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION 23
YEARS LATER

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it has
been 23 years since the Senate first re-
ceived the Convention on the Preven-
tion and Punishment of Genocide. On
June 16, 1949, President Harry S. Tru-
man transmitted this treaty to the Sen-
ate for its advice and consent. In his
letter, President Truman wrote:

One of the important achievements of the
General Assembly's first session was the
agreement of the members of the United Na-
tions that genocide constitutes a crime un-
der international law . . . America has long
been a symbol of freedom and democratic
progress to peoples less favored than we have
been and . . . we must maintain their belief
in us by our policies and our acts.

By the leading part the United States has
taken in the United Nations in producing an
effective international legal Instrument out-
lawing the world-shocking crime of genocide,
we have established before the world our firm
and clear policy toward that crime. By giv-
ing its advice and consent to my ratification
of this convention, which I urge, the Senate
of the United States will demonstrate that
the United States is prepared to take ef-
fective action on its part to contribute to the
establishment of principles of law and justice.

The Foreign Relations Subcommittee
held hearings on the treaty in 1950. Dur-
ing the next 2 decades, the Genocide Con-
vention was ratified by 75 nations—while
it languished here. In 1970 and 1971 there
were new hearings, and the treaty has
been reported favorably by the commit-
tee, Action by the Senate is long over-
due, and I urge that it come immediately.
An anniversary commemorating inaction
becomes increasingly disgraceful as it oc-
curs again and again. The United States
should after 23 years wait no longer to
finally affirm its commitment against
genocide.
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A 237 COUNSELING PROGRAM IN
DECATUR, ILL.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to announce that the East Side
Housing and Economic Development
Corp. of Decatur, Ill., has been selected
to conduct an FHA section 237 credit
and homeownership counseling service
in Decatur and Macon County.

This is a voluntary program carried
on under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. Although Congress appropriated
$3.25 million for 237 counseling services
for fiscal year 1972, these funds have
been used only for a few demonstration
projects and for evaluation of the volun-
tary efforts which HUD has been en-
couraging under section 235 and 237
authority.

The East Side Housing and Economic
Development Corp. was formed by a
group of citizens in a proposed urban
renewal area of Decatur. The board of
directors includes not only residents of
the renewal area, but of other parts of
the city as well. The corporation’s pri-
mary function is to combat community
deterioration and to secure adequate
housing and related social services.

The planned 237 counseling program
for low-income families goes well beyond
the usual scope of these programs. Not
only will the ESHEDC offer classes to
families rejected for homeownership be-
cause of poor credit ratings, but classes
will be made available to all mortgage
insurance applications and other per-
sons interested in such areas as debt
management, credit buying with attend-
ant information on inferest rates, pos-
sible purchase frauds, home mainte-
nance, how to hang pictures, fix faucets,
repair minor home damages, and other
related information.

I firmly believe the serious problems
we currently face with our homeowner-
ship programs for low-income families
could have been avoided, at least in part,
had programs like this one been imple-
mented on a systematic basis under the
authority of the Housing Act of 1968. I
have consistently urged funding for the
counseling provisions of this legislation.
I hope this year we shall make a commit-
ment to reach all those low-income fami-
lies in need of counseling services with
a program similar to the one offered by
the ESHEDC.

I commend the East Side Housing and
Economic Development Corp. for its ini-
tiative in developing a voluntary coun-
seling program.

THE CONTINUING REPRESSION OF
SOVIET JEWS

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I had
the privilege last week of meeting with
Mr. Ishai Branover, an Israel citizen
who previously lived in the Soviet Union.
In an impressive and convincing manner,
Mr. Branover discussed the problems
that confront the Jewish secientists in the
Soviet Union who wish to emigrate to
Israel.

Although the Soviet authorities al-
lowed Mr. Branover to emigrate to
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Israel, they have refused the same per-
mission to his brother, Rabbi Herman
Branover. Even while the Soviet leaders
talk of detente and cooperation, they
refuse to allow Jewish scientists such as
Rabbi Branover the fundamental right
to leave Russia.

Ishai Branover talked to me about
his brother. He explained, amply and
directly, his brother’s case. I believe
that case is important, Mr. President,
and I would like to take several minutes
to explain it to my colleagues. For it
demonstrates again, in vivid and dis-
turbing detail, the tragedy and the tra-
vail of the Jewish people who are still
trapped in Soviet Russia.

Rabbi Branover's case is important
in itself. For it illustrates the insensitiv-
ity sometimes shown by governments and
and the cruelty by which man can deal
with his fellows. I believe alsc that it is
important because it is representative.
For it is instructive evidence of the way
the Soviet Union continues to treat its
Jewish scientists. It represents the cur-
rent Soviet hard-line response to those
Jewish scientists who wish to join their
families and coreligionists in Israel.

Rabbi Herman Branover, at the age
of 40, is a unique person who combines
a brilliant intellect with a deeply religi-
ous commitment. Herman Branover fin-
ished high school at the age of 15,
after skipping 2 full years of academic
study. He received the highest possible
honors upon his graduation from high
school and indicated that he wished to
embark upon the pursuit of a career in
nuclear physics. Because he was a Jew,
he was denied the opportunity to study
nuclear physics. He then decided to
pursue a career in the science of hydro-
dynamics.

While he was studying hydrodynam-
ics in Leningrad in 1952, he witnessed
the burning of 24,000 Jewish books from
the library of the Kaleinen Institute. He
was deeply disturbed by the bookburn-
ing. He could not believe that people
could burn the books of great philoso-
phers. He was drawn to wonder what les-
sons these books held; what ideas could
be so powerful as to provoke such a re-
sponse.

As a result of the book burning and the
questions it raised in his mind, he de-
cided to study a variety of religions
and philosophies. He read extensively—
from Buddhist, Christian, and Jewish
works. He decided that Judaism was the
philosophy most attractive to him. He
became increasingly religious. His sci-
entific pursuits were soon coupled with
a deep philsophical and religious attrac-
tion to Judaism. His attraction became
a commitment. It complemented his
dedication to science.

As he became increasingly observant,
he soon developed a reputation as one
of the most learned scholars of Judaism
in the Soviet Union. He has been granted
the credentials of rabbi both from the
chief rabbi of Israel and the chief rab-
bi of the United Kingdom. He has an
honorary rabbinical degree from the
Yeshiva University in New York.

It became apparent to Rabbi Branover
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that he could not continue to be a suc-
cessful scientist in the Soviet Union and
also a deeply religious person. He, there-
fore, leit his work at the Academy of Sci-
ence in Riga in April of 1971. Several
months later, he appealed for permission
to emigrate to Israel.

His wife, Fania Branover, a medical
doctor, was immediately fired from her
job. In January of 1972, the Soviet Union
denied the appeals of Rabbi Herman
Branover and Dr. Fania Branover to
leave for Israel.

In February 1972, Herman Branover
started to teach the Bible to Jews from
Riga, Kovno, and Vilna. He was teaching
some 35 to 40 Jewish students. Almost
immediately after he began his Bible
teaching, he was advised by the Gov-
ment that he would be imprisoned for 3
years if he continued to teach the Bible.
He was warned also that if the Bible
lessons were continued in the synagogue
that the synagogue would be closed.

In early May 1972, in an effort to per-
suade the Soviet Government to allow
them to emigrate, the Branovers went
on a hunger strike. They were joined by
39 other Jews, all of them professionals,
most of whom were Bible students of
Rabbi Branover, and all of whom had
been denied permission to emigrate but
nevertheless fired from their jobs.

Shortly before President Nixon visited
the Soviet Union, Rabbi Branover cabled
President Nixon and appealed for an
opportunity to meet with him. As a re-
sult of that cable, the Rabbi was asked
by the EGB to pledge that he would not
travel from Riga to Moscow. He refused.
Subsequently, he was imprisoned on the
pretext he had killed a girl in a traffic
accident. The car was tested soon there-
after and the tests revealed that it had
not been used for more than a month.
Nevertheless, he was held in prison for 2
days and was instructed to return the
following day.

But he went into hiding. Since that
time, it has been impossible to obtain
further information pertaining to the
rabbi. Congressmen PopeLL and Brasco
joined Ishai Branover in an attempt to
telephone the Soviet Union. They re-
cently called 19 different telephone num-
bers, homes of Jews in Riga, Moscow,
and Leningrad between 4 and 5 am.,
Moscow time. None of the numbers
answered.

Rabbi Branover's status is uncertain,
but evidently critical. He and his wife,
as well as the 41 families which are in
touch with the Branovers, cannot be
reached. They have been tormented and
harassed by the Soviet authorities. They
are not allowed to emigrate. And they
are not allowed to live in peace.

Mr. President, I am afraid that the
case of Rabbi Branover is more typical
than we would like to believe. The Soviet
Union, faced with enormous courage and
unexpected resistance from the Jewish
community, has allowed many Jews to
emigrate to Israel.

Jews have emigrated in larger numbers
than many people originally anticipated.

But the Soviets continue to impede the
free emigration of numerous others.
They continue to oppose the emigration
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of scientists and other professional
Jews—often despite the fact that none
of them have or ever had access to sen-
sitive material. Forty-five percent of
those Jews who wish to emigrate are
denied the opportunity. At the same time,
they are denied the basic privileges of
Soviet citizens, are barred from work, are
ostracized by every possible apparatus
and mechanism of the Soviet system.
Frequently the applications are denied
without reason or excuse.

Mr. President, I am afraid that Rabbi
Branover’s case is all too typical. I am
afraid that the Soviet Government, de-
spite its protestations of good will and its
talk of detente, seems determined to sus-
tain its policies of repression and resist-
ance, its reliance upon coercion and fear.
I am afraid that it remains necessary
for men of goodwill in the United States
and elsewhere to renew their protests;
to reiterate their despair; and to remind
others of the anguish which pervades the
lives of the Soviet Jews. The simple de-
mands of justice and fairness are still
denied by the Soviet Union.

It is because that problem continues,
because the Soviet Government does not
respond more fairly and sensitively, that
I have felt compelled today to advise the
Senate of the tragic circumstances which
surround Rabbi Branover, his wife, and
his friends.
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THE COMMERCIAL FISHERIES RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in a
short time, the Senate will consider S.
3524, a bill to extend the Commercial
Fisheries Research and Development Act
of 1964 for another 5 years. When our
distinguished colleague, Senator Magc-
NusonN, introduced this bill i April, I
asked to join him in cosponsoring this
legislation, for I knew firsthand the
numerous venefits to my State from op-
eration of this bill over the past 5 years.
I want to add at this point that it has
been my good fortune to work in several
instances with Senator MacwusoN on
behalf of the commercial fishermen of
the Northwest, and I have benefited
from his counsel on many occasions. Our
fishermen face many similar problems,
and it is my good fortune to join once
again in efforts for the benefit of North-
west fishermen.

FISHERMEN FACE ECONOMIC HARDSHIPS

Mr. President, I cannof turn to a de-
tailed discussion of the merits of this
bill without prefacing my remarks re-
garding the general economic plight of
the commercial fishermen of this coun-
try. I have spoken on numerous occa-
sions about the declining economic for-
tunes of the commercial fishermen of
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this country. Their goal is merely to
stay afloat—if you pardon the weak
joke—as they see foreign fishing incur-
sions, greater imports of fish products,
and other inroads being made into their
livelihood.

Recently, I solicited the latest fish-
catch statistics from the Oregon Fish
Commission. My colleagues may recall
that I have mentioned these in past
yvears during debate on related subjects.
The statistics point out the declining
catch of Oregon fishermen. I ask unani-
mous consent that the most recent sta-
tistics and cover letter appear at this
point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Fisa CoMMISSION, RESEARCH
LABORATORY,
Newport, Oreg., June 1, 1972,
MRg. WALTER EVANS, care of
Senator MARE O. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. Evans: Enclosed is a copy of the
fishing Information you requested last
month. It is essentially the same table sent
to you last year by Mr. Schoning with the
1971 data added.

Sincerely,
James M. MEEHAN,
Program Leader,
Groundfish and Shrimp Investigations.

LAND{NGS BY OREGON FISHERMEN FROM OFF WASHINGTON AND OREGON, MAY 31, 1972

1966 1967

1968

1969 1970 1971

1965 1966

Pacific Ocean perch:
Landings ! ap i T .
Catch rate2. ___ oy 1,

=
]
Other rock fish: Landings 1______ . 4.
Arrowtooth flounder: Landings !__ 2.

Total, all species:

Eanlings? Sl aas
Catch rate® ___ .. ...
Hours fished3. . ... ...

24.2
1,100
22.6

32.5
1,100
28.5

1 Landing figures represent millions of pounds.
2 Catch rate, unit of effort/pound per hour,

The Russians first appeared off Oregon
and Washington in April 1866, The declines
are not caused by adverse market conditions.
The Russian and American scientists have
agreed the Pacific Ocean Perch stocks have
been over-fished and are in need of protec-
tion. We have clearly demonstrated, In our
judgment, that the Russians are responsible
for the decline. The Arrowtooth Flounder are
found in deeper water where the Russians are
known to have fished and their fishing has
caused the reduction in the population.

JAMES M. MEEHAN,
Management & Research Division.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I call
these alarming statistics to the attention
of the Senate because the inattention of
the Federal Government threatens the
extinction of one of the oldest industries
in the country. Listen to these statistics:

Perch catches falling from 13.5 million
pounds in 1965 to 900,000 pounds in 1971;

Catches of arrowtooth flounder, a
deeper water fish and, therefore, more
susceptible to overfishing by the Rus-
sians, falling from 2.3 million pounds in
1965 to 500,000 pounds in 1971.

The tota: fish catches paint a distress-
ing picture for the future of the indus-
try: a catch that has fallen from 32.5
million pounds in 1965 to only 18.6 mil-
lion pounds in 1971. This is little more
than half the prior catch, with almost
the same amount of hours spent in fish-
ing.

3 Hours fished figures represent thousands of hours.

Mr. President, I have opened my re-
marks about the fishing industry with
this rather bleak report because I want
to stress that steps must be taken by the
Federal Government to improve the eco-
nomic outlook for our fishermen.

PAST OPERATION OF LAW SHOWS NUMEROUS
PUBLIC BENEFITIS

The legislation we are considering now,
S. 3524, has helped greatly in solving
some problems facing the industry. I hate
to think what the economic picture in
Oregon would be if the existing law had
not been in effect. Under terms of 88-
309, the law that is due to expire if
S. 3524 is not enacted, valuable research
has been carried out in several research
projects.

OREGON BENEFITS

The amount of Federal assistance to
Oregon that has been allocated from fis-
cal year 1966 through fiscal year 1972 is
$901,000. The fiscal year 1972 amount is
$135,800. This money from the Federal
Government, coming to Oregon under
the terms of 88-309, has meant that 25
projects, with a total cost of $1.7 million,
could be undertaken. Sixteen of these are
completed, at a cost of $956,504. Nine
projects still are underway with a total
cost of $744,400.

In my opinion, concrete examples can

from this research that greatly outweigh
the cost of such projects.

EXAMPLES OF OREGON RESEARCH EFFORTS

A few primary examples come to mind
in Oregon that illustrate this point. I am
sure that Senators could echo sentiments
about how this has helped their States.

One of the best examples of specific,
dollarwise results from the operation of
88-309 has taken place in the town of
Astoria, located at the mouth of the
Columbia River. Fishing long has keen
an important factor in the region’s eco-
nomy. Located in Astoria is the seafoods
laboratory. This operates under the
auspices of Oregon State University’s
Department of Food Science and Tech-
nology. It is located in a structure con-
structed by Economic Development Ad-
ministration funds, and dedicated in
1968. In summary, the research centers
on development of new food products
from underutilized fish species, such as
protein from hake, new human food
products from shad, and utilization of
dogfish for human food.

I contacted Dr. David L. Crawford,
program director at the seafood lab, to
ask for further details about the fine
research now underway under 88-309
programs. At this point in the Recorp,
I ask unanimous consent that the open-
ing section of his letter appear at this

be shown of benefits that have flown point in the REcorbp.
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There being no objection, the item was
ordered to be printed in the REcorbp, as
follows:

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY, DEPARTMENT OF
Foop SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY,
Astoria, Oreg., June 8, 1972.
Subject: Commercial Fisheries Research and

Development Act, Public Law 88-309; im-

portance to industry and people of Oregon.

Review of research and development,
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,

U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Attention: Mr. Walt Evans.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: At the request of
Mr. Walt Evans, of your office, I am writing
you to convey my views on the importance
of PL 88-309 to the industry and people of
Oregon and to outline the research activities
of our Laboratory supported by PL 88-308.
Hopefully, they will provide you with in-
formation and views to help develop and
formulate your support for continuing this
program beyond June 30, 1873.

By way of introduction and identification,
I am a Assoclate Professor in the Department
of Food Sclence and Technology at Oregon
State University. I function as a researcher
and Program Director for the Seafoods Labo-
ratory in Astoria, Oregon which operates as
a branch laboratory of our Department
through the Oregon State University Agri-
cultural Experiment Station.

The PL 88-309 program is vitally impor-
tant to the State of Oregon and particularly
to the economy of our coastal counties. The
three for one supplementation of state funds
by this program provides the means by which
adequate programs can be developed at the
state level for the systematic and sclentifi-
cally based management and development of
Oregon'’s valuable marine resources. Our sea-
food industry provides many jobs for Ore-
gon's people and adds significantly to the
state's economy. It should be pointed out
that this industry converts a self-replenish-
ing resource into a product which adds some-
thing new to our state and national economy
unlike other industries which only transfer
capital and/or skills, Continuing programs
such as PL B8-309 are necessary to support,
develop and expand this fraction of our
state's economy. Without this federal sup-
port, such programs would be very difficult
for individual states to fund with the heavy
demands being placed upon the resources of
state government today. In fact, if one looks
at the potential value of Oregon's marine
resources, the present and projected pro-
grams under PL 88-309 are insufficlent. I
might suggest the program could be profit-
ably expanded by increasing total funding
with an increase in the proportion supported
by the federal program coupled with a re-
duction in the state’s share of the cost.

The program provides for a unique mech-
anism for cooperation. I am not referring
to federal-state cooperation as such, but
cooperation between researchers, In Oregon,
PL 88-309 funds come to the Fish Commis-
slon of Oregon and provide support for both
biological and technologlcal investigations.
Since projects under this program are re-
viewed by the National Marine Fisheries
Service, the PL 88-309 program fosters
unique cooperation between researchers with
the National Marine Fisheries Service, the
Fish Commission of Oregon and Oregon
State University.

To be more specific, PL 88-309 programs
provide vital support for the management
and research programs of the Fish Commis-
slon of Oregon as well as the research pro-
gram of the Department of Food Science
and Technology at the Seafoods Laboratory.
Although I cannot speak specifically with
regard to the programs of the Fish Com-
mission of Oregon, the PL 88-309 program
supports a vital part of the program of our
Laboratory. This program involves applied
and basic research activities in the areas
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of improvement of fishery product quality
and utilization of fishery by-products for
human and animal food. The Seafoods Lab-
oratory was established in Astoria by Oregon
State University so these activities could
be carried out in close cooperation and
with the participation of the seafoods in-
dustry.

Continued funding of PL £8-309 is the
key to continuing our Laboratory’s program
of research and development which is geared
to aggressively supporting the growth and
well-being of Oregon's seafood Industry.
Without support from PL 88-309 it is certain
our program could not be maintained at its
present minimal level and could put in ques-
tion the viability of our Department’'s branch
laboratory activities on the coast.

Our research program supported by PL
88-309 is largely directed toward utillzing
specles of fish not presently caught or mar-
keted by Oregon’s fishing industry. This pro-
gram was in response to a considerable re-
duction in the avallability of preferred com-
merclal species in Oregon’s coastal waters
by heavy, uncontrolled forelgn fishing pres-
sure. Shad, Pacific hake and dogfish shark
were singled out as target species.

Shad, an anadromous specles available in
large quantities in Oregon’s coastal waters
and rivers, is a specles highly prized on the
East Coast, but only caught for its roe on
the West Coast. Product development investi~
gations have shown this very fat and bony
fish very adaptable to the preparation of
minced fish products such as sausages, fish
loaves, etc. Methods of bone comminutation
and separation were developed and/or eval-
uated. Formulations of product concepts
were developed and acceptance and frozen
shelf-life characteristics were characterized
and documented using expert and student
taste panels. In addition, research showed
that salted shad was as acceptable as herring
for the preparation of pickled products. Large
quantities of salted herring are imported for
this purpose.

The utilization of shad in the preparation
of minced prepared food products has created
& lot of interest In Oregon's seafood industry.
However, application of these product con-
cepts by industry is slow and will require con-
tinued persistent consultation and technolog-
ical help. The technological information for
this specles utilization is avallable, but the
movement of a commodity oriented industry
to one oriented toward prepared products is
slow,

Our research and development work with
shad as a raw material for preparing a pickled
product has been applled commercially. Pres-
ently, this species is being processed accord-
ing to our formulations and marketed in Ore-
gon. A small step, but complete success is
composed of a series of these small step. This
result has been very gratifying.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, to me
this is very exciting news. While at first,
the thought of a fish sausage stains even
my taste for fish, I know such products
can be made to be very tasty. The point
that is important here is that the re-
search is direct in its application. Some
people have criticized various federally
funded research efforts in various disci-
plines as being far from practical in their
application, and too abstract for any
benefits to accrue to the public at large.
Here, however, are good examples of real,
tangible payoffs from a modest expendi-
ture of Federal funds.

In addition to the research directed
to better utilization of the shad, re-
search is going on at the Astoria Lab
directed at Pacific hake. As a resident of
Newport, Oreg., myself, I know from my
fishermen friends that hake has been
known as a trash fish, and one with little
or no commercial utilization. Dr. Craw-
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ford describes some of the hake research
in his letter, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that this section of his letter appear
at this point in the REcorbp.

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

PACIFIC HAKE

Another species of great potential impor-
tance to Oregon is the Pacific hake. The
standing stock of Pacific hake in waters off
Oregon and Washington is estimated to range
from 609.5 to 1206 thousand short tons with
a sustailnable yleld of 174-349 thousand
short tons. Hake of the Pacific coast are re-
garded generally as a trash fish having flesh
of poor keeping quality. Only small amounts
are used for animal food. Hake of the genus
Merluccius are valuable human food in the
U.8.8.R., Chile, Spain, Argentina, and South
Africa.

Our research activities have been directed
toward the development of numerous ave-
nues for the utilization of this important
species. Our research has brought about the
use of this fish in the formulation of
hatchery fish rations. Through development
activities this species was included as & pos-
sible ingredient in the formulation of the
Oregon Moist Pellet. Presently, this formu-
lation can use up to 40 percent raw fish
as a component. Over 16 million pounds are
produced in Oregon and Washington an-
nually. Although this is a poor use for this
species which has great human food poten-
tial, it does create a market and help develop
a fishery.

Research was carried out In cooperation
with the National Marine Fisheries Service
in evaluating hake processed into a meal as
a supplement in broiler rations. Nutritional
investigations showed its meal to compare
well with meals presently used.

Presently, we see a great market potential
for this species in the production of frozen
blocks to be used for the preparation of fish
sticks, portions, etc. Present research is di-
rected toward characterizing and document-
ing comparative acceptance and frozen shelf-
life characteristics. Market evaluation studies
in cooperation with the Otter Trawl Com-
mission of Oregon are planned in the near
future. Results to date from preference taste
panels show portions prepared from blocks
of frozen fillets to have a high degree of
comparative acceptance. If handled properly,
frozen shelf-life is comparable to other
commercially utilized species.

As a part of our over-all Laboratory re-
search program we have evaluated various
deboning and skinning machines. Processing
with this type of equipment separates the
flesh from the bone and skin of whole dressed
fish. Flesh is yielded in a coarse minced form,
The advantage of this type of processing 18
that edible flesh ylelds are increased as much
as 100% over routine hand or machine fillet-
ing procedures.

A multitude of new fishery products pro-
duced by machine extrusion or continuous
cooking extrusion is possible using this
machine-processed minced flesh, A new mixed
food product produced by machine extru=-
slon, in the form of a breaded patty com-
posed of E0% shrimp and 509% minced hake,
has been developed by our laboratory. This
product concept utilizes hake as an extender
for a high priced seafood item to produce a
high quality and highly acceptable product.
Presently, acceptance and frozen shelf-life
characteristics are being evaluated and docu-
mented. Our laboratory is working very close-
ly with an Oregon firm who has expressed
considerable interest in producing and mar-
keting the new product concept. Commercial
production s in the early test marketing
stages of development. If market develop-
ment is successful, a new market for this
species will be developed. Also of consider-
able consequence will be the fact that an
Oregon resource will be manufactured into
a prepared food product in Oregon, rather
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than being marketed as a commodity, thus
providing more job opportunities and a
greater contribution to the economy of our
state.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I want
to pay particular attention to the poten-
tial for new jobs in the processing of hake
products that can flow from development
of these new fish products. As one who as
Governor of Oregon for 8 years, worked
hard for the creation of new job oppor-
tunities throughout Oregon, I welcome
this news.

The closing section of Dr. Crawford’s
letter discusses aspects of the Astoria
Seafood Lab research directed to process-
ing of the Dungeness crab. I ask unan-
imous consent that this section of Dr.
Crawford’s letter appear at this point in
the RECORD.

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

SECTION OF LETTER

Another phase of our PL 88-309 program
deals with problems related to the processing
of Dungeness crab. Every year the develop-
ment of a blue discoloration in fresh cooked
crab results in thousands of dollars loss to
Oregon processors. Also, this same discolora-
tion problem results in a reduction in the
quality of Oregon's canned crab pack.

Research efforts have found the problem
to be caused by degradative enzyme activity
in the live crab prior to processing. Research
is being directed toward eliminating the
mechanism of the degradative process and de-
veloping handling and processing procedures
which will eliminate or greatly minimize the
problem. The cost-benefit ratio from the re-
search could be considerable in addition to
providing considerable information on post-
extraction biochemical changes which could
greatly affect the quality of other seafood
products.

Our projected research efforts beyond June
30, 1973, if support is available, will be di-
rected toward (a) the utilization of Oregon's
bay clams and (b) the utilization of seafood
industry waste in Oregon.

The demand for bay clams for food prod-
ucts far exceeds the avallable supply. Large
beds of many varletles of bay clams are lo-
cated throughout Oregon's coastal bays and
estuaries. The soft shell clam, In particular,
is very similar to the East coast soft shell
clam. This clam is the most important spe-
cies harvested on the East coast. However, at
the present time, the soft shell clam is not
being utilized in the Northwest. Present ten-
tative plans call for a joint biological and
technological attack on this problem by the
Fish Commission of Oregon and Oregon State
University.

In many food industries, large shares of
the total profit are obtained from conversion
of processing wastes into acceptable and
marketable products and commodities. The
seafoods industry has a greater potential for
utilization of waste than other segments of
the food Industry in that a major fraction
of their waste is composed of more val-
uable protein. As an example, landings of
trawl specles in Oregon and Washington
alone in 1968 amounted to over 51 million
pounds. This would represent a calculated
40 million pounds of waste and over 6 mil-
lion pounds of protein. Processing waste
from Pacific shrimp and Dungeness crab
also represent a large and under-utilized
source of raw material. In these days of en-
vironmental concern, motives other than
profit are also drawing industry to utilize
waste. This capacity in the seafoods industry
has not been exploited to any great degree.

The purpose of this proposed research pro-
gram will be to develop means and methods
for incorporating fish processing waste into
acceptable products for consumption by
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fish, mammals and humans. Compositional
and nutritional evaluation and documenta-
tion will be an important part of the pro-
gram.

I hope this rather long and rambling in-
formational letter will be of value to you.
However, it does not adequately detall all
of my views concerning the importance of
PL 88-309 research programs or represent
our entire research program. If we can be
of further help in any way please feel free
to call upon us.

Very truly yours,
Davip L. Crawrorp, Ph. D.
Program Director.

FISH WASTE IS HIGH

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I want
to restress one point Dr. Crawford makes
in his discussions of fish waste. He says:

In many food Industries, large shares of
the total profit are obtained from conversion
of processing wastes into acceptable and
marketable products and commodities. The
seafoods industry has a greater potential
for utilization of waste than other segments
of the food industry in that a major frac-
tion of their waste is composed of more
valuable protein.

I cannot overstate the importance of
this: We are talking about better utiliza-
tion of one of our basic energy sources—
protein, Naturally, in authorizing these
various projects, and in approving the
funding for them, we need to see that
these tax dollars are not wasted. The
central point here is that there is a
practical, people-related benefit that
flows from every tax dollar that is spent
under this program. The goal of this
research is to befter utilize our fish
products. What evolves from this is bet-
ter protein enriched fish products. Pro-
tein, as a vital part of our diet, is even
more important to people that lack
enough balance in their diet from other
food sources. I think here of the poor
urban resident, or the senior citizen on
a fixed, modest income. My colleagues
recall that during the debate on the fish
inspection bill last fall, I raised this same
point. In summary, fish products are of
such high protein value that they should
form a greater part of the diet of such
people who face severe problems meeting
their dietary needs. I need not point out
the current concern about rising meat
prices, and a family that is unable to eat
recommended amounts of meat to meet
dietary standards can recoup to some
degree by purchasing less expensive fish
products.

Mr. President, I call attention to this
because an examination of many of the
research projects under this law have a
direct public goal of meeting the dietary
needs of future generations of Ameri-
cans as their goals. I applaud this, and
I suggest that Senators should see the
wisdom in this.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to
urge approval of this legislation when it
is considered by the Senate in a short
time. It is not expensive, and the many
benefits far outweigh the costs of the bill.

In Oregon, this program has support
all over the State. As a resident of New-
port, Oreg., a beautiful town on the coast
where many of my friends work as com-
mercial fishermen, this bill is widely
endorsed.

I ask unanimous consent that a repre-
sentative sampling of projects either
completed or underway under ferms of
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Public Law 88-309 appear at this point
in the REcorbD.

There being no objection, the projects
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ORreEGoN CoasT FisHING ProGRAMS AIDED BY
P.L. 88-309

I-3-R. Study on the distribution and
abundance of pink shrimp in the Pacific
Ocean off Oregon. Sampling of commercial
pink shrimp landings at Warrenton, Newport,
frequency, catch, and effort data by area of
and Cocs Bay has been completed. Length-
catch were reported. The vertical distribu-
tlon and migratory behavior of this species
by diel, Iunar, and seasonal periods, and
the environmental factors which may in-
fluence these movements were investigated
off the Oregon coast near Astoria and New-
port. Begun: 1965, Finished: 1970. Total
cost: $141,832.

I4-R. Investigation of the abundance and
recruitment of bottomfish off Oregon, with
emphasis on Dover sole—Data on fluctuations
in abundance and year-class strength of
Dover, English and petrale soles and Pacific
ocean perch were evaluated. Techniques for
determination of spawning success and
abundance were Investigated also. Begun:
1965, Finished: 1970. Total cost: $165,390.

I-5-R. Controlled rearing of dungeness
crab larvae and the influence of environ-
mental conditions on their survival—This
project at Oregon State University’s Marine
Science Center at Newport was to develop
techniques for the ldentification and rear-
ing of dungeness crab larvae and to study
how dissolved oxygen concentrations, tem-
perature, and salinity affect the larvae dis-
tribution and survival of larvae. The feas-
ibility of hatching and rearing crab larvae
on a commercial basis was explored. Date
Begun: 1965, Finished: 1970, Total Cost:
$67,774.

I-10-D. Development of the shad in-
dustry—Oregon State University Seafoods
Laboratory at Astoria developed new products
using American shad and ground fish. Shad
and striped bass have been used to make an
acceptable smoked pepperoni product. The
shelf-life of this appetizing flsh product
was evaluated. A frozen brown-and-serve
fish sausage with a fresh pork sausage sea-
soning has been formulated. Development
of a fish loaf of the luncheon meat type was
considered. Dates Begun: 1966, Finished:
1970. Total cost: §71,771.

I-12-R. Utllization of hake, dogfish, and
by-products of the fillet industry for pro-
tein supplements—The State of Oregon has
a large quanity of hake and dogfish, both
sources of animal protein, and, in addition,
the bottomfish industry provides fillet scrap
that amounts to over 60 percent of trawl
fish landed. Oregon State University, Cor-
vallis, and their seafood laboratory at Astoria,
experimented with these fish to develop sta-
ble protein products and to determine pos-
sible uses of such products. An B-week
broiler production feeding trial combining
herring and hake to improve body welght
and decrease food consumption was com-
pleted. Preparations to evaluate hake meals
as a source of protein for trout were in-
vestigated. Date Begun: 1966, PFinished:
19870, Total Cost: $134,167.

I-15-R. Processed hake in feed for mink.—
This study was made to determine if Pacific
hake could serve as the source of protein in
mink ration. Date Begun: 1965, Finished:
1968. Total Cost: $18,153.

I-25-R. Utilization of hake for human
food.—The purpose of this study was to in-
vestigate the use of hake as a high-quality
food for human use, with emphasis on the
autoxidation of the oil of hake and means
of rancidity control in fresh, frozen products.
Date Begun: 1968, Finished: 1970. Total
Cost, $16,000.

I-27-R. Laboratory ‘hatching and rearing
of Pacific Coast clams and oysters.—The de-
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velopment of methods to spawn and rear
several species of claims and oysters for
planting was the major objective of this
study. Growth was observed from spat grown
in the laboratory to placement in Netarts
and Yaquina Bays. Date Begun: 1967, Fin-
ished: 1870. Total Cost: $62,083.

I-34-R. Preparation of marine proteln con-
centrate from hake.—Studies at Oregon State
University Seafood Laboratory, Astoria,
using drum drying to make fish protein con-
centrate indicate that oil will separate from
hake during the drying process. Experiments
were made to evaluate the use of antioxi-
dants and their effect in preventing deterio-
ration, oxidation, or extractability of lipds.
Date Begun: 1967, Finished: 1970. Total
Cost: 860,000.

I-38-R. Biology of Columbia River shad
and the development of selective commerecial
fishing gear.—Since little was known about
shad in the Columbia River and no studies
had been made since the early 1950's, this
study provided current information on the
status of this avallable resource. Studies of
life history and of the reproductive poten-
tial and natural mortality of this specles
were made. Selective commercial fishing gear
and methods necessary to allow the salmon
to escape were developed, Date Begun: 1967,
Finished: 1969. Total Cost: $12000.

I-46-R. Boat Charter.—A B5-foot trawler
was chartered on an annual basis for research
on the tunas from northern Oregon coast to
Cape Mendocino, Calif., and on shrimp and
crabs in the coastal waters between Astoria
and Newport. Albacore were tagged and re-
leased for migration studies. Date Begun:
1967, Finished: 1970. Total Cost: $76,800.

I-58-D, Development of new human food
products from shad.—Conventional methods
of processing and preparing fishery products,
such as canning, salting, pickling, and smok-
ing, that are compatible with shad flesh are
investigated. The use of commercial shad
flesh derived from deboning machine will
be investigated also. Date Begun: 1970,
Finished , Total Cost: $12,000.

I-59-D. Utilization of hake for human
food —Hake for food for human use is in-
vestigated, with emphasis on the autoxida-
tion of the oil and means of controlling
rancidity and texture changes in fresh and
frozen products. Date Begun: 1870, Fin-
ished: ——, Total Cost: $50,000.

I-60-R. Clam-oyster-abalone larval rear-
ing—The purpose ls to develop techniques
for mass culturing clams, oysters, and
abalone to assess the feaslbility of artificial
propagation as & supplement to natural pro-
duction. Date Begun: 1970, Finished: —.
Total Cost: $52,000.

I-81-R. Data analysis—Dover sole stocks—
Provides for completion of data analysis and
submission of reports for publication on
Dover sole population dynamics. Also results
of survey of Dover sole stocks in deep coastal
waters will be distributed. Date Begun: 1970,
Finished: ——. Total Cost: $38,500.

I-62-R. An evaluation of methods for de-
termining movements of shrimp—This study
is twofold: (I) to evaluate the feasibility of
various techniques of determining the move-
ments of Pacific pink shrimp, and (2) to
develop holding and rearing techniques of
pink shrimp in aguaria. Date Begun: 1870,
Finished: ——. Total Cost: $28,600.

I-63-R. Discoloration in fresh and frozen
crab meat—To improve methods and tech-
nigues in the handling and storage of dunge-
ness crab and crabmeat and of maintaining
the natural color and quality of canned crab-
meat. Date Begun: 1970, Finished:
Total Cost: $44,250.

I-64-R. Preparation of fish protein con-
centrate—Methods and procedures for the
preparation of low-fat fish protein concen-
trate from machine deboned and skinned,
round and eviscerated hake are Investigated.
Date Begun: 1970, Finished: . Total
Cost: £18,000.

I1-66-R. Crab larval rearing—To develop
techniques for rearing dungeness crab larvae
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in mass culture. Crab larvae will be chal-
lenged to different cwrrent wvelocities and
beight intensity to gain information for de-
velopment of techniques for sampling larvae
at sea. Date Begun: 1970, Finished:
Total Cost: $50,000.

I-69-R. Preparation of fish protein hydro-
lysates from fish fillet scrap and and waste
fish including hake and dogfish, Date Begun:
1970, Finished: ——. Total Cost: $28,000.

THE ALCOHOLISM BILL

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, The dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Hucaes) has introduced a bill, S. 3644,
amending the Comprehensive Aleohol
Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treat-
ment, and Rehabilitation Act of 1970.

In the 2 years of its existence, the
Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol-
ism had made an impressive start to-
ward reaching the goals of the act. But
more needs to be done.

In the first stages of its development,
the authorizations and appropriations for
the Institute were purposely kept low so
that the Institute would have time to
plan and prepare to administer the funds
needed to cope adegquately with alcohol-
ism. Now the time has come for the In-
stitute to take the offensive. The ground-
work has been laid, plans made, a course
of action prepared.

The amendments submitted by Senator
Hucues would extend the authority of
the act for an additional 3 years and au-
thorize $480 million in formula grants
and $420 million in project grants for the
same period.

In addition, the amendments provide
more personnel for the Institute, require
hospitals receiving Federal funds to treat
alcoholics on a nonprejudicial basis the
same way as drug addicts are now treated
under the Drug Abuse Act, a significant
step in recognizing the true nature of the
disease.

The amendments also rearrange the
project grant authorities by shifting them
from the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters to the Comprehensive Alcoholism
Act.

The adoption of the amendments will
not, of course, immediately end alcohol-
ism. To get the job done will require an
enormous amount of effort at every level
of government and the dedicated support
of the public. While the asked for ap-
propriation is a significant increase over
previous funding, in the long run it will
certainly prove much less than the lost
working hours, broken careers, and
wasted lives that now is the toll of
alcoholism.

There is no easy or quick solution to
the problem. Its roots go deep into the
pressures and failings of our society. But
the amendments to the already existing
legislation are unprecedented in their
comprehensiveness.

These amendments mean that the fu-
ture is beginning to look brighter for
those millions of American families now
facing the tragedy of alcoholism. If Con-
gress will agree to provide the needed
funding, the massive counter attack on
the disease can finally begin. The count-
less victims of the sickness can be saved,
and America will be a richer place for it.

As the Senate’s earliest advocate of
Federal legislation to control alcoholism,
and as one of the three principal spon-
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sors of the Hughes-Javits-Moss Act of
1970, I am pleased to cosponsor the
amendments to this act submitted by
Senator HUGHES.

ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR
MOBILE HOME BEUYERS

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, mobile
homes are the fastest growing mode of
housing in the United States today.

In view of this, careful and considered
steps must be taken to insure that this
housing is safe and reliable. In my bill,
5. 3604, now before the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs, I have proposed the establishment
of national standards for the construc-
tion of mobile homes.

While other initiatives to provide pro-
tection to mobile home purchasers have
been discussed, no one committee has ad-
dressed itself in a substantive way to
an exhaustive examination of what is
really needed to guarantee an adequate
level of safety. I believe such an exami-
nation is imperative before we can act.
Recognizing the pervasive influence a
mobile dwelling has on its occupants, to
ignore the complexities of what have
been the experiences of State and local
officials, owners, and private organiza-
tions involved in mobile home safety
would be a miscarriage of legislative re-
sponsibility.

I am aware of language contained in
the Senate Commerce Committee report
on S. 3419, Consumer Safety Act of 1972,
which states:

Because many inquiries concerning mobile
home safety have been directed to the Com-
mittee, it would seem appropriate to express
the Committee’s intent with respect to mobile
home safety. It is the Committee’s intent
with respect to mobile home safety. It is the
Committee’s intent to include mobile homes
under the definition of “consumer product.”

The report language would perhaps be
better stated if it had read, “Despite spe-
cific statutory language to the contrary,
it is the Committee’s intent” and so on.
For if my reading of the bill is correct,
then mobile homes are specifically ex-
cluded from coverage under the proposed
act.

The contradictions of the Commerce
Committee’'s position on mobile homes
coupled with the fact that more thor-
ough legislation is needed to provide ade-
quate protection to the mobile homeown-
ers will give my legislation, the National
Mobile Home Safety Act, the chance for
active consideration by the Senate. I feel
that such study is necessary.

My legislation offers a comprehensive
approach to the problem and hearings
are expected before the close of this ses-
sion of Congress.

Mr. President, the reasons for the as-
tounding growth in the use of mobile
homes are manifold. Most importantly,
the spiraling cost of conventional homes
has literally made it impossible for the
average family to purchase its own home.
In 1965, the cost of single family dwell-
ings averaged $23,600; in 1970, the price
has skyrocketed to over $32,500.

The enormous cost of site-built homes
coupled with the fact that 95 percent of
homes sold for under $15,000 are mobile
homes has led over 7 million Americans
to choose this type of dwelling.
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Incredibly enough, in 1970 there were
more mobile homes constructed than
single family housing starts in all the
United States.

Whatever the reasons for this develop-
ment, it remains clear that mobile homes
are very apt to continue their phenom-
enal increase in sales and should be
viewed as a pervasive and futuristic ele-
ment in America’s housing capabilities.

Such a home, although technically
mobile, is for all intents and purposes a
dwelling which meets the objective and
legal definitions of a domicile. In most
instances, the only time a mobile home is
mobile is for the trip between the peint
manufacturer and the home's park. Sta-
tistics show that the average mobile home
is moved once every 40 months, that it
spends less than 12 hours on public roads
in 18 to 20 years, and that it only spends
0.055 percent of its useful life on the
highway. The average size is 12 feet wide
and 60 feet long. Despite the traditional
shoebox configuration required for
transportation purposes, mobile homes
may now be purchased in double or even
triple width.

A mobile home, regardless of its mo-
bility, is a residence. However, unlike
conventional housing it is not subject to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

local building ordinances. In their stead
some 26 States have adopted standards
covering mobile home construction.

Unfortunately, protection for the pur-
chaser is spotty and enforcement of ex-
isting guidelines dubious. In most States
which have adopted mobile home con-
struction guidelines, most only apply to
homes manufactured and sold in the
State. Mobile homes manufactured in a
State with no regulations and sold in
a State with specific criteria are not
regulated at all. Equally important is the
matter of enforcement of official State
regulations. In Florida, the country’s
leading consumer of mobile homes, there
are three inspectors who handle all com-
plaints against manufacturers of mobile
homes and recreational vehicles, as well
as the inspection of the construction of
all such vehicles. It could hardly be ex-
pected that such a program could elimi-
nate risks to the consumer.

In sum, Federal legislation covering
mobile homes of the type I have pro-
posed in S. 3604 is imperative. All at-
tempts to subvert its importance by bury-
ing it in other so-called consumer legis-
lation must be resisted. This issue de-
mands thorough examination to deter-
mine its various ramifications and to con-

MOBILE HOME SHIPMENTS TO DEALERS
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sider the collective experiences of State
and local authorities in order to provide
the potential mobile home buyer with as-
surance that the home he purchases
meets certain standards of quality and
safety. I would add, however, that since
virtually all mobile homes are delivered
with components such as convenience ap-
pliances and furnishings, these compo-
nents will and should be covered by pend-
ing consumer legislation. Nevertheless,
mobile homes in and of themselves should
be considered as dwellings.

Mr. President, in order that Senators
may know how mobile homes use relates
to their separate States, I ask unani-
mous consent that statistics provided by
Mobile Home Manufacturers Association
concerning production sales volume be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

It will be noted that the use of mobile
homes runs heavily in the more temper-
ate climes of our South and West; how-
ever, production of these mobile dwell-
ings is spread throughout the country
with little relation to geography or cli-
mate.

There being no objection, the statistics
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

1967

1969 1870

Percent Homes Percent

Northeast.

Percent Homes  Percent Homes Percent

13.1

44,917

Connecticut
Maine__.________
Massachusetts__..
New Hampshire._ .
New Jersey

New York.
Pennsylvan
Rhode Island
Vermont.......

South Dakota_ _

South Atlantic

North Carolina.
South Carolina.
Virginia and Dis
West Virginia_ .

South Central.......

Alabama
Arkansas. ...
Kentucky__
Louisiana. ...
Mississippi. ...
Oklahoma.
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MOBILE HOME SHIPMENTS TO DEALERS—Continued

1966 1967 1968 1969

Homes Homes  Percent Homes Percent Homes _Pen:ent

21,350 33, 396 10.5

UNIT SHIPMENTS TO STATES IN 1970, MOBILE HOMES ONLY (REVISED)

Percent Percent
1969 1570 change 1969 change

46, 705 Semth Caralingl. tl0. o e il 10, 657
B Virginia and District of Columbia__ y
West Virginia 4,341

South Contral s et e a s 94,597

New Jersey
New York. .
Pennsylvania.
Rhode Island. . Juisiana. .
Vermont Mississippi.
Oklahoma .
Tennesses.

New Mexico__
Utah._._..
Wyoming.....

Pacific 28,678

California 17,796
Oregon. _ 5, 495
Washingt 5,387

1,361
2

Total United States. . 401,190

1 Less than 1 percent,
MOBILE HOMES SHIPPED TO STATES

Percent Percent
19711 change 1970 change

Northeast —10 South Carolina___.._.._.... . 10, 694
Virginia and Dis of 9,619
Connecticut -31 West Virginia__. 5,872
Maine......... —25
Massachusetts. —21 | South Central_....... . 79,118
New Hampshire__ 80 -14
New Jersey._. 2,710 . 12,463
New York. 7

-2 Kentucky. ...
Louisiana.__. _.___.
Vermont. . p‘li§s'§ssipni

East North Central Tennessee_. ___
Texas._.__._..

Mountain,

Hlinols. - —---.

Michigan
Ohio

Wamng e

|0 |1 e e o Sl e —
North Dakota. . AL Lo LAY
South Dakota 2 i ; i 3sln‘nrma__

— - P e ] A
South Atlantic 115,752 Washington___.

30 PN RSN Fo e 2,152
Florida. __.. s : TR, T SCNETIGE 1. _
Eﬂ'a“r' ey e s 2,979 2,425 Total United States. . —.ooceemeee. 401,190
No 23, 606 27,445
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MOBILE HOME PRODUCTION IN STATES
(Units)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1971
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hange  total 1971
IS?MG?O production !

Percent of
chang, total 1971
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0

408, 350 507, 220

1 Detail may not add to total because of roundlng

2 The production in-Alaska is included in the Mountain Region total,

e of individual plant produc-

2 Production in this State has been ¢
tion, The region total includes the production of this State.

4 Less than 14 of | percent.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allotted for the transaction of routine
morning business has expired, and rou-
tine morning business is closed.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN) . At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business (S.
3390), which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (S. 3390) to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is on agree-
ing to the amendment (No. 1223) of the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) .
Time on the amendment is controlled,
and is limited to 2 hours, to be equally
divided between the Senator from Ala-
bama and the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CasE).

The amendment will be stated.

AZORES AND BAHRAIN AGREEMENTS
The assistant legislative clerk read as

follows:

On page 11, beginning with line 19, strike
all through line 2 on page 12.

On page 12, line 6, strike “Sec. 14" and
insert “Sec. 13",

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, what
is the limitation on time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

a time limitation
equally divided.

Mr. SPARKMAN. One hour to each
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
effect of my amendment would be to
strike section 13 out of the bill. Section
13 is a part of what is known as the Case
amendment. There are two parts to that
amendment, section 13 and section 14.
Section 13 would have the effect of stop-
ping the expenditure of all funds with
reference to the Azores and with refer-
ence to Bahrain unless and until treaty
with each of those countries is submitted
to the Senate for ratification.

These arrangements are now operat-
ing under executive agreements: and I
believe it would be bad, but against the
interests of the United States, to adopt
this provision. I go a long way toward
supporting the argument—and I have
supported the argument—that there
ought to be more consideration given to
the utilization of treaties, particularly
where there is something that might tie
us down with respect to the security of
the particular country with which we are
acting. I believe, however, that that can
be accomplished through our working
with the executive department of the
Government, and that we can prevail
upon the executive department to sub-
mit treaties when a treaty is required.

However, I do not feel that a treaty
is required in either of these cases. In
neither case do we in any way whatsoever
make any commitment toward the area
covered that we would participate in any
action looking to the preservation of

of 2 hours, to be

their security.
agreements.

With reference to the Azores, follow-
ing the ratification by the Senate of the
North Atlantic Treaty in 1949, the
United States concluded executive
agreements for the stationing of U.S.
forces in a number of NATO countries—
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany,
Greece, Iceland, the Netherlands,
Turkey, and the United Kingdom, as well
as Portugal. The agreement with
Portugal was signed on September 6,
1951. This agreement formally expired on
December 31, 1962, but the Portuguese
chose not to require us to withdraw. The
new government which took office in
Portugal in 1968 asked for a reactivation
of the base negotiations, which the
Portuguese had broken off in 1962. We,
of course, had no choice but to agree.
Substantive discussions began in the fall
of 1970 and lead to the exchange of
notes of December 9, 1971, which pro-
vided for the extension of our base rights
to February 3, 1974, and for certain U.S.
assistance for economic development in
Portugal.

The December 9, 1971, exchange of
notes and letters merely extended our
Azores base rights and involved no
political or military commitments to
Portugal—indeed, no commitments at all
except to provide a modest amount of aid
and export credits. To submit an agree-
ment of such limited nature to the Senate
for advice and consent would involve a
major departure from long established
practice. It would also give the agree-
ment a formality which implies an im-
portance and a U.S. commitment which
are neither involved nor desired.

They are operating
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A question which has repeatedly come
before the Senate has been raised again
in recent days by the new series of execu-
tive agreements signed by the President
with foreign nations. These agreements
raise the question of the responsibility of
the Senate to advise the President in ad-
vance of his action on questions of for-
eign affairs and, subsequently, to consent
to his actions in this field. This power is
at the heart of the Senate’s constitutional
powers in the field of foreign policy; and
the recent inquiries by Senator CasE,
Senator Ervin, and Senator FULBRIGHT
into the propriety of executive agree-
ments reflect a well-justified and dis-
cerning concern for our constitutional
system of checks and balances.

At the present time, no agreement is
signed by the Department of State with-
out a so-called circular 175 authoriza-
tion. This is a legal review to determine
whether any bilateral agreement should
be submitted to the Senate in the form
of a treaty or whether it can appro-
priately be concluded as an executive
agreement. Clearly, any basic political
commitment to come to the defense of
another country must be presented to the
Senate in the form of a treaty. No Presi-
dent has the power under the Constitu-
tion to accept on his own authority an
obligation to make war without the clear
and specific declaration of the Senate.
The treaty clause of the Constitution is
an ancillary safeguard against abuse of
executive responsibilities in the field of
defense and security.

On the other hand, a great number of
other subjects can be appropriately con-
cluded under an executive agreement.
Essentially, the test is one of the impor-
tance of the subject. Moreover, the im-
portance of any particular agreement
should be measured not only in the eyes
of our own Government, but in the eyes
of the officials of foreign countries which
are parties to the agreement. A smaller
State may see an agreement with the
United States as essential to its own de-
fense or well-being even though the
United States does not regard the facil-
ities or benefits obtained as being essen-
tial to American interests. Thus, not only
mutual defense agreements which should
be submitted to the Senate as treaties,
but also any agreement which assumes
a vital importance in the security of an-
other country. This is especially true if
it involves the stationing of American
military personnel abroad.

In concluding this brief discussion of
the subjects that should properly be in-
cluded in a treaty or an executive agree-
menf, I should note a related concern
of Congress—that is, a desire for open-
ness in foreign affairs. Congress has an
equal concern and an equal responsibil-
ity to the executive branch in these
fields. Misunderstanding and misrepre-
sentation can result when Congress is
not consulted in advance on certain ex-
ecutive agreements. Much of the value
in the treaty clause in the Constitution
stems from the broad and open discus-
sion which precede the advice and con-
sent of the Senate to any formal bilateral
agreement, and it is my judgment that
much of the opposition to executive
agreements would cease if the executive
branch clearly and fully explained its
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purposes to Congress. This need not be
in formal committee sessiun of the ap-
propriate congressional committee, but
could also occur through the medium of
letters or even informal conversations.

The Senate should insist on its full
measure of power in this vital area of
the review of important bilateral agree-
ments, but I feel its anxiety has been
misplaced in the recent case of the ex-
ecutive agreement to station naval per-
sonnel on Bahrain. This agreement does
not relate to the defense of Bahrain,
anyway. In fact, misleading publicity
about the agreement has been a cause of
some embarrassment to the Government
of Bahrain, which is a thriving state on
good terms with all its neighbors and
is determined to preserve its new inde-
pendence. Therefore, as one might ex-
pect, the stationing agreement does not
obligate the United States in any way to
support or defend the Government of
Bahrain against aggression; nor is there
even any agreement to consult in times
of international tension. It recognizes
administrative arrangements to lease
buildings to be used for housekeeping,
communications, and recreational pur-
poses, and for part-time use of a com-
mercial pier. As it is the intention of the
Department of Defense to continue to
maintain a homeport for a U.S. vessel in
Bahrain, the published agreement
mainly spells out arrangements relating
to legal jurisdiction, tax exemptions, and
import privileges of naval personnel on
Bahrain. None of these matters reaches
the degree of importance which is re-
quired for a treaty; and the Department
of State, like the Foreign Ministry in
Bahrain, does not see any reason to
drape such mundane matters in the
mantle of a treaty. This would give the
arrangements an importance and a
diplomatic significance which are com-
pletely unfounded.

The executive agreement in this case
is merely a device to continue courtesies
which the U.S. Navy has enjoyed for
more than 20 years on the island of
Bahrain. These courtesies were previ-
ously extended by the Bahrainis infor-
mally through the British, who had long
acted for the Bahrainis in matters of
foreign affairs. When this British rela-
tionship with Bahrain was ended last
year, it became necessary to regularize
the status of the small U.S. naval Mid-
east force with the new Government of
Bahrain. The openness of the long-
standing U.S. naval arrangements on the
island of Bahrain has always been pub-
lic and the need to adjust to new circum-
stances is obvious, When the United
States decided it was in our interest to
maintain these arrangements in the pe-
riod following British withdrawal, it
undertook to provide a formal basis for
this small American military presence to
remain in this crucial area, which is the
principal source of oil for the world.

Let me conclude by saying that I be-
lieve an executive agreement was the ap-
propriate form in which to provide for
an extension of COMIDEASTFOR's ac-
tivities on the island of Bahrain. The
agreement sets no new policy. No new
Navy mission is established in the Persian
Gulf. The agreement most definitely does
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not contain any defense or political com-
mitment, nor is any necessary in the eyes
of Bahrain or the United States. The
agreement is clearly within the author-
ity of the President, as Commander in
Chief, to provide facilities for our mili-
tary personnel. The agreement provides
for the rental of certain commercial fa-
cilities like a pier and cold stores which
are useful to the maintenance of a vessel
in foreign waters. The provisions of the
agreement are public and commonplace
and are subject to termination by either
party at any time.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the Senate
will soon be voting on whether or not to
uphold the constitutional requirement
for Senate advice and consent on trea-
ties.

The specific issue before us, with the
Sparkman amendment, concerns recent
agreements which the executive branch
has made with Portugal and Bahrain.
But beyond these two important pacts is
the broader question of what is a treaty.
Does an agreement with a foreign coun-
try become a treaty only when the exe-
cutive branch tells us this is the case?
I think not.

An executive agreement for military
bases outside the geographical territory
of the United States is an important
matter, I suggest, Mr. President. I think
that is so on its face. But the executive
branch says that the agreements with
Portugal and Bahrain are executive
agreement, not treaties, and that the
Senate has no business—may I say in a
polite way—involving itself in this area.

Does the Constitution mean anything?
Does it mean only that the Senate is be-
coming a facade, to be pointed at when
the teacher tells his pupils that we have
a democracy, a constitution, and a rep-
resentative government?

Is the Senate purely for the sake of
window dressing? Is the whole thing a
a sham? If it is not, then what does the
Constitution mean when it talks about
treaties? Well, the Senate did not think
that these arrangements for bases in the
Azores and in Bahrain should not have
been treaties. The Senate thought other-
wise.

On March 3 the Senate voted over-
whelmingly in favor of the resolution
which I introduced, which stated that
the administration should submit the two
agreements to the Senate as treaties. As
I say, the vote was overwhelming. The
administration, however, chose only to
“note” the sense of the Senate and still
refused to submit the agreements to the
Senate for consideration as treaties un-
der the Constitution of the United States.

Well, I do not know of any way we
can compel the Executive to submit these
agreements as treaties. I do not know
that there would be any “writ that runs”
in our favor against the President of the
United States in any court of law, But,
on the other hand, the Senate does not
have to approve the funds to implement
agreements which should be submitted to
us for consideration as treaties and which
are not submitted to us.

Accordingly, I presented an amend-
ment to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1972 in the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, when it was considering that
act, to cut off all funds for the imple-
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mentation of these agreements until the
administration had submitted them to
to the Senate as treaties.

In fact, the Sparkman amendment, as
the Senator from Alabama correctly
noted, would, if it passes, eliminate this
section. Its effect would be t2 acquiesce
in the executive claim that we have no
business meddling in these matters.
Passage of the Sparkman amendment
would be a clear signal that we are ca-
pable of passing a nonbinding resolu-
tion or, in other words, making stump
speeches for the reassertion of the con-
stitutional rights of the Senate, but
that we are not willing to pass legisla-
tion with any teeth in it..

Do you think, Mr. President, that this
is the way a Senator of the United States
should treat the obligations of his office,
to make stump speeches ana then hum-
bly bow the knee when the executive in-
dicates that it prefers to have us do so?

What does that do to the Government
of the United States? The Government is
supposed to be composed of three equal
and independent branches of govern-
ment. What does it do to the proud tra-
dition of this body, Mr. President?

We were not given authority under
the Constitution for our own aggran-
dizement. We were not given it to flaunt
it as evidence of the prestigze of this
body. That was not its purpose. Its pur-
pose was a check on the use of arbitrary
power by the executive branch. That
is the purpose, Mr. President.

And so when we attempt to assert a
claim to involvement by the Senate in
agreements with foreign nations, we are
not trying to show our own muscle as
Members of the Senate of the United
States. We are not trying to build our-
selves up in any sense. We are trying to
perform our constitutional duty. And
when we refuse to do it and when we
accept the assurances of the executive
that in its judgment we had better not
do this or that, we are not just demean-
ing ourselves, but we are also refusing
to assume an obligation which the Con-
stitution of the United States puts upon
us and which our oath of office requires
us to fulfill.

That is what we have been doing. I
know that it is customary for most
Members of the Senate to assert the dig-
nity of the Senate and its importance in
their belief in this independent role in
general terms. And of course it is very
easy to make stump speeches. We made
them before in this matter when we
said that it is the sense of the Senate
that the agreements should be submit-
ted as treaties.

It is much more difficult when we have
to bite the bullet and do something about
it and when we have to take action, the
only kind of action we can take within
our power.

I know that over many decades the
U.S. Congress has become what one of
our Members in days gone by called the
sapless branch. He was speaking in an-
other vein, perhaps. However, what he
said is directly applicable here. Either
we do or we do not move to fulfill our
obligation under the Constitution of the
United States as members of an inde-
pendent branch of the Government of
the United States.
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I think it would be a sad commentary
on the Senate of the United States once
we have made our position known to
back down when the administration says,
“No, boys, this isn’t possible. These are
important matters. These matters are not
for children. This is for the President to
decide.”

Of course, my remarks are not direct-
ed at this President. It is directed at all
Presidents who, over many years, have
usurped the Senate’s authority to the
point where the treaty power has become
almost an exclusive authority of the
occupant of the Office of President.

Mr. President, a curious thing has
come about in the reversal of feelings
that has taken place in many quarters
of American intellectual thought. For a
long time, as we know, a strong Presi-
dent was the ideal. The academicians,
the editorialists, the writers, and others
all extolled a man who exercised the
powers of the President with authority.
And they ridiculed those they called
bumblers, like President Eisenhower,
who had a strong sense of the limita-
tions of office of the Presidency.

How ironic the change has been. These
same people are now looking to Congress
to reassert its authority. They have dis-
covered that there is danger in an all-
powerful President. They are talking
about evil intentions. This is not the
question. The founders of our land in
their great wisdom—and they were a
most extraordinary bunch—struck off
an instrument, the Constitution, that
was the marvel of the world. They did
not think of the President of the United
States and his successors as evil men.
They simply recognized that no man is
wise enough to run everything all by
himself—no man nor any little group of
men.

That is what we are talking about.
And the only way we can check power
is with countervailing power. That is
why the Founding Fathers set up a sys-
tem of checks and balances. And that
is what we are talking about here. We
have no authority in this matter to en-
force the observance of the Constitution
except the power of the purse. That
power ought to be used sparingly. That
power is very drastic, indeed. But, Mr.
President, if it is not ever used, not only
will that power atrophy but so will the
Government of the United States as a
democracy, as a representative govern-
ment, as a government of divided au-
thority.

Mr. President, I invoke that authority
here because a vital constitutional ques-
tion is involved.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from New Jer-
sey yield?

Mr. CASE. I will yield to the Senator
from Missouri in a moment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am sorry. I
thought that the Senator was finished.
I was hoping that he would yield to me
when he is through.

Mr. CABE. I will be pleased to yield to
the Senator from Missouri when I am
through. I am so cheered by the presence
of the Senator from Missouri because of
his great authority and the interest he
has taken in this matter. He has been a
shining light and a beacon to all of us.
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I will be very happy in a moment or two
to yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have not
taken any position on these agreements
as substantive matters. I am not com-
plaining about their terms. I am saying
that the Senate of the United States
ought to pass on them. That is what I am
saying. So any discussion of the impor-
tance of these agreements is irrelevant
except that it indicates their importance
and that they therefore should be con-
sidered by the Senate of the United
States as treaties.

We are not put in the Senate to deal
only with treaties on copyrights, extradi-
tion, stamp collections, and minor ques-
tions of protocol. If that is the meaning
of the Constitution, then I think the
Founding Fathers wasted their time, and
they did not waste their time unless we
choose to have it so.

We can do this. We have done it 1
the past. It has become fashionable to
say that politics stops at the water’s edge.
So politics does stop at the water’s edge.
But not when it comes to a serious con-
sideration by the Senate of the United
States of important matters proposed by
the President of the United States. That
is not the kind of politics that should
stop at the water’'s edge. There should be
no boundary to the discussion of these
matters at all, no boundaries and no
limit.

Mr. President, I would rather not sit
in this body if it is to be a matter of pass-
ing upon questions of protocol. It is a
great honor. However, it is not an honor
if we choose to dishonor it by refusing
to exercise and by not insisting on our
right to exercise our constitutional
authority.

One point has been made, and it is a
very important one because of the great
prestige of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SpARKMAN), the mover of the
amendment. He is chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs. And he is naturally particularly
interested in a special aspect of the
Portuguese agreement, the agreement
referring to the matter of credits or
guarantees by the Export-Import Bank.
That is the product of his committee. It
is one of his babies in a sense. It has
grown to be rather a large baby. How-
ever, he still has a paternal interest in it.
And this is right and correct. He rather
resents the idea that the actions of the
Foreign Relations Committee—of which
he is also a member, of course—should
in any way limit the authority or activi-
ties of this bank.

I understand this. I want to make this
point here. I understand that he and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
have another amendment. I am not sure
about all the language in the amend-
ment but, in effect, it would provide that
nothing in this act, if the amendment
is rejected, would prevent the Exim-
bank from carrying on its activities in
the normal way. I agree. Passage of the
bill with section 13 in it would not pre-
vent *he Export-Import Bank from con-
ducting its ordinary business. It would
take away an obligation of the United
States of America to use the Bank in
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political matters which it never should
do in any event.

The Senator from Alabama has a very
good mind. He understands this dis-
tinction. I will accept the other amend-
ment, assuming this one fails. I offer now
to do so because I want to eliminate from
the consideration of the constitutional
question here involved, any question of
an effort on our part to question an
agency set up for entirely different pur-
poses. That is not the intention and I
agree it should not be the result. If an
amendment is necessary, I will join in
sponsoring it.

Under the last six Presidents, the ex-
ecutive agreement has gradually but
steadily replaced the treaty as the prin-
cipal means of making agreements with
foreign governments. Lend-lease and de-
stroyers-for-bases have led to Korean
mercenaries for Vietnam, secret military
bases in Ethiopia and Morocco, and even
a secret war in Laos.

It was to avoid just such unilateral
entanglements that the Founding
Fathers wrote into the Constitution the
requirement for Senate advice and con-
sent to treaties. They felt that if a par-
ticular agreement could stand up to sen-
atorial scrutiny, it was much more likely
to involve the United States in a bene-
ficial course of action. I am not saying
that any of the agreements I have men-
tioned necessarily were not beneficial to
our country. But I am saying that we
have a Constitution; that ours is a sys-
tem of laws; and that we should follow
this Constitution in our foreign as well
as domestic policies.

Opponents of section 13 have raised
several arguments about the importance
to the United States of military bases in
the Azores and Bahrain. I do not dispute
these arguments, but I believe them to be
irrelevant to the central issue of whether
or not the American constitutional proc-
ess has been followed in the administra-
tion’s use of executive agreements. I
would remind my colleagues that the ex-
ecutive agreement is nowhere even men-
tioned in the Constitution, and I cannot
conceive that the Founding Fathers
would not have included arrangements
for foreign military bases in their defi-
nition of a treaty.

It is also argued that to submit the
Azores and Bahrain agreements to the
Senate for advice and consent would give
the agreements a formality which might
imply some new type of American com-
mitment to Portugal or Bahrain.

I would say to this that executive
agreements have the same force in in-
ternational law as treaties, and the Por-
tuguese and Bahrain pacts could be re-
drafted as treaties which grant no
greater and no less commitment than
the present executive agreements. If this
somehow were not considered to be
enough, then a simple declarative sen-
tence could be added which stated that
nothing in either agreement should be
interpreted to imply a new commitment.

I might add, somewhat parenthet-
ically, that the Portuguese Prime Min-
ister has referred publicly to the Azores
agreement as a treaty, so the fine dis-
tinetion between an executive agreement
and a treaty would seem clearer to our
own Government than to the parties we
are dealing with.
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There have been suggestions, although
Congress has never been officially ad-
vised to this effect, that the Bahrainis
insist upon the arrangement being in-
cluded as an executive agreement. Even
if this is so, is it tolerable for the Sen-
ate to permit the application of the
American Constitution to be determined
by a foreign government? I think not.

In conclusion, let me say that both the
Azores and Bahrain agreements concern
the stationing of American troops over-
seas, and that this is simply too impor-
tant a matter to be left to an executive
agreement. We have seen how in recent
years the presence of our soldiers in a
foreign country can lead to a commit-
ment toward the host country and ul-
timately to war. For both practical and
Constitutional reasons, the Senate
should participate in making a decision
of this sort.

And if the Senate does not start to
take action now, then we shall only have
ourselves to blame for our own impo-
tence.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remarks I made on April 4,
1972, when I introduced the legislation
the Sparkman amendment would strike,
be included in the REecorp along with
various supporting documents.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orD, as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR CASE

Mr. Case. Mr. President, I am today intro-
ducing a bill which would block all assist-
ance to Portugal and Bahrain promised in
recent executive agreements. This ban would
remain in effect until the executive submits
to the Senate as treaties these two executive
agreements. I expect to offer the substance
of this legislation as an amendment to the
Forelgn Ald Act.

I would have preferred that this matter be
handled in a less drastic fashion. For several
months now, I have been taking actions
which urge the executive to submit to the
Benate the agreements for U.S. military bases
in the Portuguese Azores and in Bahrain—
but to no avail.

I started out by writing to Secretary of
State Rogers on December 9, 1971, urging
that the agreement with Portugal for a 25-
month extension of U.S. bases rights in the
Azores in return for about $435 million in
U.S. assistance and credits be submitted as a
treaty.

I wrote:

“There is no question In my mind that in
and of itself, the stationing of American
troops overseas is an issue of sufficient im-
portance to necessitate the use of the treaty
process.”

And I added that—

“The furnishing of economic aid to Portu-
gal is complicated by the fact that Portugal
is involved in colonial wars in Africa."”

When it became clear that the administra-
tion would not react favorably to my letter,
on December 16, 1971, with the consponsor-
ship of four other senior members of the
Forelgn Relations Committee, I introduced
a resolution which called on the executive to
submit the Portuguese agreement as a treaty.

Then on January 6, I read in the news-
paper that the United States had entered
into an “unpublicized” agreement with
Bahrain for the establishment of a naval
base on that island in the Persian Gulf.
Again, the administration intended not to
submit the agreement to the Senate but to
settle the whole matter with a stroke of a
diplomat's pen. Again, I pointed out on the
Senate floor that the stationing of American
troops overseas could lead to a commitment
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toward the host country and ultimately to
war, and that the United States was becom-
ing involved in a volatile part of the world
where previously we had never had our own
base.

On that day, I announced my intention to
expand my resolution on the Azores to in-
clude also the submission to the Senate of
the Bahrain agreement. The Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee then held 3 days of public
hearings during which the State Department
testified it still would not submit the Azores
and Bahrain agreements.

Nevertheless, on March 3, the Senate passed
my resolution 50-6. The vote was significant
not only because of the overwhelming ma-
jority by which it was adopted but also be-
cause Senators of all ideological persua-
sions jolned In the effort to reassert the
Senate’s explicit constitutional role in the
treatymaking process.

On March 6, I wrote again to the Bec-
retary of State asking, in view of the Sen-
ate’s passage of my resolution, if and when
the executive would submit the two agree-
ments to the Senate for advice and consent.

I have now received the Btate Department's
reply—dated March 21—which says that
after “serlous consideration,” it still will not
submit the Bahraln and Azores agreements
to the Senate. Claiming that the agreements
“were appropriately concluded as executive
agreements,” the State Department’'s only
reaction to the overwhelming vote of the
Senate on my resolution is to “have noted
the sense of the Senate.”

I understand full well that a BSenate
resolution is not legally binding, so the
State Department technically has the right
only to “note” it. Yet, I must say that the
attitude of the Department is most unwise
and is shortsighted in the extreme.

The framers of the Constitution were ex-
plicit in their inclusion of the requirement
for advice and consent of the Senate in the
making of a treaty. And nowhere in the Con-
stitution did they mention that the executive
could skirt senatorial approval by simply call-
ing a pact with a foreign government an
executive agreement.

But the Department still refuses to take
heed of the Senate’s will on this question.
So, I am faced with two choices: Either I
can let the matter drop—content to have a
resolution with my name on it passed by the
Senate—or I can at least try to take fur-
ther action. I have chosen the latter course
because I belleve a fundamental constitu-
tional question is at stake.

The Senate cannot compel the executive to
submit the agreements, but the same time
the Senate does not have to appropriate any
money to pay for the agreements' costs.

I am today calling on my colleagues to
uphold the Senate's vote of March 3 and cut
off the funds needed to implement the agree-
ments with Portugal and Bahrain until they
are submitted as treaties,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that there be printed in the REcorp the text
of my bill, varlous background documents,
and earlier editorial comment on the Portu-
guese and Bahrain deals.

(There being no objection, the bill and
material were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:)

B. 3447

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Congress declares that, until the agreements
signed by the United States with Portugal
and Bahrain, relating to the use by the
United States of military bases in the Azores
and Bahrain have been submitted to the
Senate as treaties for its advice and consent,
assistance to be furnished Portugal and
Bahrain as the result of such agreements
should be terminated, and that Senate Res-
olution 214, 92d Congress, agreed to March
3, 1972, expressed the sense of the Senate
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that such agreements should be so sub-
mitted to the Senate as treatles.

(b) Therefore, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, on and after the date of
enactment of this Act—

(1) no vessel shall be loaned or otherwise
made available to Portugal;

(2) no agricultural commodities may be
sold to Portugal for dollars on credit terms
or for forelgn currencies under the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954;

(3) mo funds may be provided to Portugal
for educational projects out of amounts
made avallable to the Department of De-
fense;

(4) no excess articles may be provided by
any means to Portugal;

(5) no defense articles may be ordered for
Portugal from the stocks of the Department
of Defense under section 506 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961; and

(8) the Export-Import Bank of the United
States may not guarantee, insure, extend
credit, or participate in any extension of
credit, with respect to the purchase or lease
of any product by Portugal, or any agency
or national thereof, or with respect to the
purchase or lease of any product by another
foreign country or agency or national there-
of if the Bank has knowledge that the prod-
uct is to be purchased or leased principally
for the use in, or sale or lease to, Portugal;
until such agreement with Portugal is sub-
mitted to the Senate a5 a treaty for its ad-
vice and consent.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, on and after the date of enactment
of this Act, no funds may be furnished by
the United States to Bahrain for the use of
any such base in Bahrain until such agree-
ment with Bahrain is submitted to the Sen-
ate as a treaty for its advice and consent.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C.,, March 21, 1972,
Hon. CLIFFoRD P. CasE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DearR SENATOR Case: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of March 6,
1972 asking to be informed if and when the
Administration plans to send the recent
agreements with Bahrain and Portugal to
the Senate for its advice and consent,

The Department has given serlous consid-
eration to 8, 314, as Is deserving of any reso-
lution expressing the sense of the Senate
on a matter of this nature. However, as
Under Secretary U. Alexis Johnson stated in
his testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee on February 1, the De-
partment of State belleves that the agree-
ment with Portugal to continue United
States rights to station forces in the Azores
and the agreement with Bahrain to permit
the Middle East Force to continue to use
support facilities in Bahrain were appro-
priately concluded as executive agreements.
The agreements involve no new policy on
the part of the United States nor any new
defense commitment. Indeed, to seek Senate
advice and consent would, in our view, carry
a strong implication of new commitments
that were not in fact intended by the parties.
Of course the agreement with Portugal is in
supplementation of our already existing com-
mitments under the North Atlantic Treaty,
which was approved by an overwhelming
majority of the Senate.

We realize, of course, that there may be a
difference of view on the form an interna-
tional agreement should take, and we have
noted the sense of the Senate with respect
to the Bahrain and Azores agreements as ex-
pressed in the vote on S. 214. We will con-
tinue to make every effort to keep the ap-
propriate Congressional Committees In-
formed of important agreements under ne-
gotiation and to consult with those Com-
mittees whenever there is a serious question
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whether an international agreement is to be
made in the form of a treaty or otherwise.
Sincerely yours,
Davip M, ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional Relations.

TREATY WITH PORTUGAL AND
U.S. EcoNoMIC AIp,
December 9, 1971.
The Hon. Wintiam P, ROGERS,
Secretary of State, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR Mg. SECRETARY: In this morning's
New York Times, it was reported that the
United States and Portugal had negotiated
an agreement regarding the future use by the
United States of air and naval bases in the
Portuguese Azores. It was further reported
that the United States would furnish Portu-
gal with economic ald in return for the use
of the bases.

While not questioning the right of the
Executive to negotiate agreements of this
sort, I would like to receive your assurances
that any final agreement will be submitted
as a treaty for the Senate’s advice and con-
sent, and that no economic assistance will
be furnished to Portugal without affirmative
action of both Houses of Congress.

There is no question in my mind that in
and of itself, the stationing of American
troops overseas Is an issue of sufficient im-
portance to necessitate the use of the treaty
process. It is unfortunate that American
forces have been in the Azores since World
War II only on the basis of executive agree-
ments, but that past oversight in no way
justifies the enactment of a new agreement
without conforming to our Constitutional
processes.

Similarly, the Executive has the right to
discuss with any foreign government the
furnishing of forelgn assistance, but the
Constitution clearly establishes that the
Congress must appropriate (and hence au-
thorize) the funds to institute such a pro-
gram. Congress has provided the President
with certain discretionary authority to make
changes In the sallocation of foreign aid
funds, but the clear intent of Congress has
been for this discretionary authority to be
used in emergency situations. The new agree-
ment with Portugal 1s not a matter on which
the Executive must act immediately and
thus would not and have time to come to
Congress for authorlzation.

Finally, I would point out that the fur-
nishing of economic aid to Portugal is com-
plicated by the fact that Portugal is involved
in colonial wars in Africa. You stated on
March 26, 1970: “As for the Portuguese ter-
ritories, we shall continue to belleve that
their peoples have the right of self-determi-
nation. . . . Belleving that resort to violence
is in no one's Interest, we imposed an em-
bargo in 1961 agalnst the shipment of arms
for use in the Portuguese territories.”

Yet there would seem to be a clear tie
between the furnishing of economic aid to
Portugal and the wars In the Portuguese
colonies. The New York Times sald this
morning: “The loans could reduce pressure
on Portugal's foreign currency reserves, which
are under considerable strain because of
the need to import foodstuffs in part be-
cause of the war against the guerrillas in An-
gola, Mozambique and Portuguese Guinea.”

This additional complication is an added
reason for the Executive Branch to seek the
advice and consent of the Senate before final
action is taken on the reported agreement
with Portugal. I am confident you will agree
and I awalt your affirmative response.

Sincerely,
CLIFFORD P. CASE,
U.S. Senator.

21351

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washingion, D.C., December 17, 1972.
Hon. CLIFFORD P, CASE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar SENATOR CaAsE: The BSecretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of December
9 regarding the recent exchange of notes with
Portugal formalizing continuance of the
rights of the United States to use certain
military facilities in the Azores.

The basls of our defense cooperation with
Portugal is the North Atlantic Treaty, which
was, of course, overwhelmingly approved by
the Senate on July 21, 1949. The bilateral
Defense Agreement of 1951 with Portugal,
which was executed In implementation of the
North Atlantic Treaty, provided for wartime
use of the Azores facilities by United States
forces “during the life of the North Atlantic
Treaty” and for the peacetime presence of
American personnel during a specified time
for the purpose of preparing the facilities for
possible wartime use, storing materiel, and
otherwise achieving a state of readiness.
These rights to peacetime presence of United
States forces in the Azores, in pursuance of
the goals of the North Atlantic alliance, were
extended by agreement on November 15, 1957,
to December 31, 1962.

Upon the expiration of our agreed rights
of peacetime use under this bilateral ugree-
ment in 1962, those rights were extended uni-
laterally by the Portuguese Foreign Minister
in a letter of December 29, 1962, to the Ameri-
can Ambassador. The exchange of notes
which took place last week restored those
rights to a bilaterally agreed basis, as was the
case from 1951 to 1862. This exchange of
notes did not, of course, expand in any way
our presence in the Aszores, which has re-
mained substantially the same for many
years. Likewlse, it does not expand our com-
mitments beyond those accepted by the Sen=-
ate in giving advice and consent to ratifica-
tion of the North Atlantic Treaty.

The various forms of assistance we Iintend
to make available to Portugal will come
under existing programs of the Departments
of Defense, Agriculture and the Export-Im-
port Bank of the United States. All assistance
is expressly conditioned on the avallability
of authorizing legislation and appropriated
funds. The Department does not agree that
there 1s “a clear tle between the furnishing
of economic ald to Portugal and the wars
in the Portuguese colonles.,” Contrary to the
press article you cite, there is no strain on
Portugal’s foreign currency reserves, which,
in fact, have been rising continually and now
stand at an all-time high of $1.6 billion. The
main effect of the Eximbank and PL-480
credits we are offering Portugal should be to
increase the United States share of Portuga.'s
import market, which is lower than our share
of the market in any other Western European
country.

I am enclosing for your information, a
complete set of the documents exchanged
last week between the the Secretary and the
Portuguese Foreign Minister. If you have any
further questions about them, please do not
hesltate to let me know.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations.
DeceEMeER 9, 1971,
His Excellency, Rur PaTrICIO,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Portugal

ExcELLENCY: I have the honor to acknowl-
edge receipt of Your Excellency's Note dated
December 9, 1971, which reads as follows:

“I have the honor to refer to the letter of
the Forelgn Minister of Portugal to the Am-
bassador of the United States of America,
dated December 29, 1962, and to the notes of
this Ministry and of your Embassy, dated
January 6, 1969, and February 3, 1869, respec-
tively, relating to the conversations regard-
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ing the continued stationing of American
forces and personnel at Lajes Base in the
Azores and its use by the same.

“I have the honor to propose that the con-
tinued use by American forces of the facil-
ities at Lajes Base be authorized by the Gov-
ernment of Portugal for a period of five years
dating from February, 1969.

“The continued use of such facilities will
be regulated by the mutual arrangements af-
firmed and described In the letter of the
Forelgn Minister of Portugal dated Decem-
ber 20, 1062. Either party may propose the
commencement of conversations regarding
use of such rfacilities beyond the period de-
scribed In this note six months before the
expiration of such period, but not deter-
mination that a negative result has arisen in
such conversations shall be made for at least
six months following the expiration of such
period. In the event neither party proposes
the commencement of further conversations,
& negative result shall de deemed to have
arisen upon the expiration of the period de-
scribed In this note.

“I should like to propose that, if agreeable
to your Government, this note together with
your reply, shall constitute an agreement be-
tween our two Governments.”

I confirm to you that the above guoted
p is acceptable to the Government of
the United States, and that Your Excellency’'s
note and this reply shall be regarded as con-
stituting a formal agreement between the
two Governments.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my
highest consideration.

WirtLiam P. ROGERS,
Secretary of State of the United States
of America.
THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., December 9, 1971,
His Excellency Ru1 PATRICIO,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Portugal.

DEeArR MRr. MiNIsTER: I refer to the series of
discussions that have taken between our two
Governments designed to enhance our polit-
ical, economic, and cultural relations and
in particular to the discussions that have
centered on Portugal’s development programs
in the fields of education, health, agriculture,
transportation, and science.

As a result of these discussions, the United
Btates agrees, within the limitations of ap-
plicable United States legislation and appro-
priations, to help Portugal in its develop-
ment efforts by providing the following
economic assistance:

1. A P1L—480 program that will make avail-
able agricultural commodities valued at up
to $15 million during FY-1972 and the same
amount during FY-1973. The terms of the
agreements under PL—480 will be 15 years
at 41, percent interest, with an initial pay-
ment of 5 percent and currency use payment
of 10 percent.

2. Financing for certain projects of the
Government of Portugal, as follows: The two
Governments have reviewed development
projects in Portugal valued at $400 million
and the United States Government declares
its willingness to provide, In accordance with
the usual loan criteria and practices of the
Eximbank, financing for these projects.

3. The hydrographic vessel USNS Kellar
on a no cost basis, subject to the terms of a
lease to be negotlated.

4. A grant of $1 million to fund educational
development projects selected by the Govern-
ment of Portugal.

5. 85 million in “drawing rights” at new
acquisition value of any non-military excess
equipment which may be found to meet
Portuguese requirements over a period of two
years. The figure of five million dollars is to
be considered illustrative and not a maxi-
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mum ceiling so that we may be free to exceed
this figure if desired.

As soon as the Government of Portugal re-
plies to this letter, discussions shall be ini-
tiated to implement the detalls of each of
the individual items listed herein.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiam P. ROGERS.
THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., December 9, 1971.
His Excellency Rur PATRICIO,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Portugal.

Dear MR, MINIsTER: During the recent dis-
cussions between our two Governments re-
garding possible participation by my Govern-
ment in the plans which your Government
has drawn up for the economic and social
development of your country. Portuguese and
American technicians have reviewed various
Portuguese proposals with a total value of
some $400 million. These included, inter alia,
projects for airport construction, railway
modernization, bridge-building, electric pow-
er generation, mechanization of agriculture,
harbor construction and town planning, and
the supplying of equipment for schools and
hospitals.

I am pleased to inform you that the United
States Government is willing to provide,
through the Export-Import Bank of the
United States, financing for U.8. goods and
services to be used in these projects, in ac-
cordance with the usual loan criteria and
practices of the Bank. Applications for loans
or preliminary commitments covering spe-
cific projects may be submitted to the Bank
through the Portuguese Embassy in Wash-
ington or directly at any time and will re-
celve expeditious handling.

Sincerely yours,
WirrLiam P. ROGERS,
JANTARY 14, 1972,
Hon. WirLLiam P. ROGERS,
Secretary of State, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEeArR MR. SECRETARY: As you may know, I
have already informally told the Department
that I plan to include the Bahrain base
agreement in my resolution on Azore bases
(5. Res. 214). I am enclosing for your infor-
mation a copy of the amended resolution.

Since we are now in the process of prepar-
ing for hearings on 8. Res. 214, I would be
grateful if you could send me the detalls
of the Bahrain agreement as the Department
did earlier on the Azores pact.

Sincerely,
CLIFFORD P. CASE,
U.S. Senator.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., January 26, 1972.
Hon. Crirrorp P. CAsE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR CasE: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of January
14 requesting detalls on the agreement be-
tween the U.S. and Bahrain providing for the
continued stationing of the U.S. Navy's Mid-
dle East Force in Bahraln,

I enclose a copy of the text of the agree-
ment, which was concluded December 23,
1971, and will soon be published in the
Treaties and Other International Acts Series.
The Chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has also been provided with a copy.

I would like to stress that this agreement
is essentially a logistics arrangement to per-
mit Middle East Force to continue to carry
out its mission of visiting friendly ports in
the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean area as a
manifestation of the United States interest
in the states of the reglon. The agreement
with the Government of Bahrain was neces-
sary because the British have relinquished
the naval facilities in Bahrain, a small por-
tion of which our Navy has utilized on an
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informal basis for over two decades. In addi-
tion, the British retrocession of legal juris-
diction over all foreigners in Bahrain as that
state became fully independent last year ne-
cessitated a direct U.S.-Bahrainl arrangement
on the legal status of the personnel of Mid-
dle East Force.

The agreement with Bahrain involves no
change in U.S. naval presence or mission in
the area and the agreement in no way in-
volves a political or military commitment to
Bahrain or any other state.

Department officers would, of course, be
pleased to have the opportunity to discuss
with you the Bahrain agreement and its ree
lationship to U.S. policy toward the Persian
Gulf.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.

Enclosure: Text of Bahrain Agreement.

I, the undersigned consular officer of the
United States of America, duly commissioned
and qualified, do hereby certify that the
attached is a true and faithful copy of the
original this day exhibited to me, the same
having been carefully examined by me and
compared with the sald original and found
to agree therewith word for word and figure
for figure.

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my
hand and affixed the seal of the American Em-
bassy at Manama, Bahrain this day of De-
cember 23, 1971.

RicHARD W. RAUH,
Vice Consul of the United States of
America.
EMBASSY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Manama, Bahrain, December 23, 1971.
Excellency SHAIRKE MOHAMMAD BIN
MUBARAK AL-KHALIFA.
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Government of
the State of Bahrain.

ExceLLENcCY: I have the honor to refer to
the present deployment In Bahrain of the
United States Middle East Force, including
its flagship and other vessels and aircraft.
The United States Government proposes to
maintain this presence and its related sup-
port facilities subject to the following ar-
rangements:

1. Vessels and aircraft assigned to or sup-
porting the United States Force may freely
enter and depart the territorial waters, ports,
and airflelds of Bahrain;

2. Members of the United States Force will
be allowed freedom of movement within
Bahrain and freedom of entry to and egress
from Bahrain;

3. If there is any substantial change con-
templated by the United States Government
in the deployment of vessels or aircraft or
numbers of personnel to be supported on
Bahrain in connection with the United
States Middle East Force, the United States
Government will consult with the Govern-
ment of Bahraln before effecting that change;

4. Passports and visa requirements shall not
be applicable to military members of the
United States Force except as shall be agreed
upon between the two governments. All mem-
bers of the United States Force, however,
shall be furnished with appropriate identifi-
cation which shall be produced, upon de-
mand, to the appropriate authorities of the
Government of Bahrain. Members of the
United States Force will be exempt from im-
migration and emigration inspection on en-
tering or leaving Bahrain, and from registra-
tion and control as aliens, but will not by
reasons of their entry into Bahraln be re-
regarded as acquiring any rights to perma-
nent residence in Bahrain;

5. Members of the United States Force will
respect the laws, customs and traditions of
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Bahrain, and abstain from activity inconsist-
ent with the spirit of these arrangements.
The authorities of the United States will take
necessary measures to that end;

6. Members of the United States Force shall
not be subject to taxation on their salary
and emoluments received from United States
sources or on any other tangible movable
property which is present in Bahrain due to
their temporary presence there;

7. The authorities of Bahrain will accept
as valid, ard without a driving test or fee,
driving licenses or military driving permits
issued by the authorities of the United States
to members of the United States Force;

B. The authorities of the United States will
pay Just and reasonable compensation in set-
tlement of clvil claims (other than contrac-
tual claims) arising out of acts or omission
of members of the United States Force done
in the performance of official duty or out of
any other act, omission or occurrence for
which the Force is legally responsible, All
such claims will be expeditiously processed
and settled by the authorities of the United
States in accordance with United States law;

9. The United States Force and its mem-
bers may import into Bahrain (without 1i-
cense or other restriction or registration and
free of customs, duties and taxes, equipment,
supplies, household effects, motor vehicles
and other items required by the Force or for
the personal use of the members of the Force.
Any items imported under this paragraph
may be exported freely without customs, du-
tles, and taxes. However, any property of any
kind imported entry free under this para-
graph which is sold in Bahrain to persons
other than to those entitled to duty free im-
port privileges shall be subject to customs
and other duties on its value at the time of
sale;

10. Personal purchases by members of the
United States Force from Bahraini sources
shall not be exempt from Bahraini customs,
duties and taxes except for certain articles to
be agreed upon between the two govern-
ments;

11. The Government of Bahrain shall ex-
ercise civil jurisdiction over members of the
United States Force, except for those mat-
ters arising from the performance of their
official duties. The Government of the United
States shall exercise criminal jurisdiction
over members of the United States Force. In
particular cases, however, the authorities of
the two governments may agree otherwise;

12. The term “members of the United
Forces of the United States and persons serv-
ing with, or employed by said Armed Forces,
including dependents, but excluding indige-
nous Bahraini nationals and other persons
ordinarily resident in Bahrain territory, pro-
vided that such nationals or other persons
are not dependents of members of the United
States Force;

13. The occupancy and use of the support
facilities required by the United States Force
will be governed by administrative arrange-
ments between the United States authorities
and the authorities of Bahrain or, as appro-
priate, private property owners;

14. Should either government determine at
some future time that it is no longer desir-
able to continue the presence on Bahrain of
the United States Middle East Force, the
United States shall have one year thereafter
to terminate its presence.

If the foregoing is acceptable to the Gov-
ernment of Bahrain, I have the honor to pro-
pose that this note and your note in reply
confirming acceptance with constitute an
agreement between our respective govern-
ments regarding this matter.

Accept, Excellency, the assurance of my
highest consideration.

JorwN N. Garcw, Jr.,
Charge d’Affaires ad interim.
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STATE OF BAHRAIN,
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
December 23, 1971.

JoHN N. GATCH, JR.

Charge d'Affaires ad interim, Embassy of the
United States of America, Manama,
Bahrain

Sir: I have the honour to acknowledge the
receipt of your note dated December 23, 1971,
reading as follows:

“His Excellency,

SHAIKH MOHAMMAD BIN MUBARAE  AL-
EKHALIFA, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Government of the State of Bahrain.

ExceELLENcY: I have the honour to refer
to the present deployment in Bahrain of the
United States Middle East Force, including
its flagship and other vessels and aircraft.
The United States Government proposes to
maintain this presence and its related sup-
port facilities subject to the following ar-
rangements.

1. Vessels and aircraft assigned to or sup-
porting the United States Force may freely
enter and depart the territorial waters, ports,
and airfields of Bahrain;

2. Members of the United States Force will
be allowed freedom of movement within Bah-
rain and freedom of entry to and egress from
Bahrain;

3. If there is any substantial change con-
templated by the United States Government
in the deployment of vessels or aircraft or
numbers of personnel to be supported on
Bahrain in connection with the United States
Middle East Force, the United States Gov-
ernment will consult with the Government
of Bahrain before effecting that change;

4, Passport and visa requirements shall not
be applicable to military members of the
United States Force, except as shall be agreed
between the two Governments. All members
of the United States Force, however, shall
be furnished with appropriate ldentification
which shall be produced, upon demand, to
the appropriate authorities of the Govern-
ment of Bahrain. Members of the United
States Force will be exempt from immigration
and emigration inspection on entering or
leaving Bahrain, and from registration and
control as aliens, but will not by reason of
their entry into Bahrain be regarded as
acquiring any rights to permanent residence
in Bahrain;

5. Members of the United States Force will
respect the laws, customs and traditions of
Bahralin, and abstain from activity inconsist-
ent with the spirit of these arrangements.
The authorities of the United States will take
necessary measures to that end;

6. Members of the United States Force shall
not be subject to taxation on their salary
and emoluments received from United States
sources or on any other tangible movable
property which is present in Bahrain due to
their temporary presence there;

7. The authorities of Bahrain will accept
as valid, and without a driving test or fee,
driving licenses or military driving permits
issued by the authorities of the United States
to members of the United States Force;

8. The authorities of the United States will
pay just and reasonable compensation in
settlement of civil claims (other than con-
tractual claims) arising out of acts or omis-
sion of members of the United States Force
done in the performance of officlal duty or
out of any other act, omission or occurrence
for which the Force is legally responsible.

All such claims will be expeditiously proc-
essed and settled by the authorities of the
United States in accordance with United
States law;

9. The United States Force and its mem-
bers may import into Bahraln, without 1i-
cense or other restriction or registration and
free of customs, duties and taxes, equip-
ment, supplies, household effects, motor
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vehicles and other items required by the
Force or for the personal use of the mem-
bers of the Force. Any items imported under
this paragraph may be exported freely with-
out customs, duties, and taxes. However, any
property of any kind imported entry free
under this paragraph which is sold in Bah-
rain to persons other than those entitled to
duty free import privileges shall be sub-
ject to customs and other duties on its value
at the time of sale.

10. Personal purchases by members of the
United States Force from Bahraini sources
shall not be exempt from Bahraini customs,
duties and taxes except for certain articles
to be agreed upon between the two govern-
ments.

11. The Government of Bahrain shall exer-
cise civil jurisdiction over members of the
United States Force, except for those mat-
ters arising from the performance of their
official duties. The Government of the United
States shall exercise criminal jurisdiction
over members of the United States Force. In
particular cases, however, the suthorities of
the two governments may agree otherwise;

12, The term “members of the United
States Force” means members of the Armed
Forces of the United States and persons
serving with, or employed by said Armed
Forces, including dependents, but excluding
indigenous Bahraini nationals and other
persons ordinarily resident in Bahrain ter-
ritory, provided that such nationals or other
persons are not dependents of members of
the United States Force;

13. The occupancy and use of the support
facilities required by the United States Force
will be governed by administrative arrange-
ments between the United States authori-
ties and the authorities of Bahrain or, as ap-
propriate, private property owners;

14. Should either government determine
at some future time that it is no longer de-
sirable to continue the presence on Bahrain
of the United States Middle East Force, the
United States shall have one year thereafter
to terminate its presence.

If the foregoing is acceptable to the Gov-
ernment of Bahrain, I have the honour to
propose that this note and your note in reply
confirming acceptance will constitute an
agreement between our respective govern-
ments regarding this matter.

Accept, Excellency, the assurance of my
highest consideration.

JorN N, Gatch, Jr.,
Charge d’Affaires ad interim.

It is my pleasure to inform you that the
Government of Bahrain agrees to all that
was saild in this note.

Accept, Sir, the assurance of my highest
conslderation.

MOHAMMAD BIN
MUBARAK AL-KHALIFA,
Minister of Foreign Afairs, Government
of Bahrain.

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 18, 1871]
TRADE LEADS THE FLAG

Eager to sell more American goods over-
seas, the United States discovered that Por-
tugal had (1) a long list of civilian needs
and (2) a tradition of buying from West Eu-
rope. So the State Department went to work
to open the Portuguese market. It succeeded
handsomely. The other day it announced for
the Export-Import Bank that the bank would
finance American exports for Portuguese de-
velopment projects (Lisbon happens to have
an excellent credit rating) wvalued at about
£400 million. Exim currently is financ-
ing only $17 milllon worth of exports to
Portugal; the total since 1834 is only $175
million. Portugal, whose economic and polit-
ical lag continues to keep it out of the Euro-
pean Common Market, had obvious economic
reasons of its own to make the deal.
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In return, Portugal got several things.
First, it got a base-extension agreement from
Washington., We have used Lajes field in the
Azores since 1962 without a formal accord
and, assured of use anyway, we didn’t want
or seek a renewal. But Lisbon sought the po-
litical imprimatur which, it felt, a formal
renewal would bestow on its general policy.
Second, Portugal got a visit from Mr. Nixon,
who met Prime Minister Caetano (and
French President Pomipdou) there this week.
Mr. Caetano may not do much for Mr. Nixon's
political image but Mr. Nixon does plenty for
Mr. Caetano’s. And third, Lisbon got a few
other conspicuous goodies, such as $30 mil-
lion worth of PL 480 food, $5 million worth of
civilian gear (roadscrapers) from Penta-
gon “excess” stocks, and a $1 milllon grant
for education projects “selected by the gov-
ernment of Portugal.”

Well, these days export promotion is all
the rage. And if the United States in fact
needs an Atlantic base to track Soviet subs
and to keep an eye on the mouth of the Medi-
terranean, then it's not outlandish that it
should sign for it, Often, after all, as with
Spain last year, base agreements are paid
for in military supplies or in credits for
such supplies, not in credits for develop-
ment goods, as is the case now with Portu-

al.

- There is, however, a high price to pay;
many Americans, and black Africans, wish
we weren't willing to pay it. It is to give
Europe’s last colonial power extra status
and encouragement in its dominion over
Portuguese Guinea, Angola and Mozambique.
By allowing trade priorities to lead it into
closer association with Lisbon, Washington
unavoidably identifies itself further with a
colonial regime. It did so without a word
to indicate it may have some residual sym-
pathies for Africans fighting for independ-
ence, It did so with a gratuitous visit to the
Azores by Mr. Nixon. And it did so without
any visible effort to separate the negotiation
or at least the announcement of the base
and credits details so as to avold the damag-
ing impression’ that the credits were some
kind of aid given in return for the base.

There is also the question raised by Sen-
ator Case’s resolution calling on the Presi-
dent to submit the new pact to the Senate
as a treaty demanding ratification: "I can-
niot belleve that the founding fathers would
not consider to be a treaty an agreement,
such as the reported one with Portugal,
which calls for the stationing of American
troops overseas and which furnishes a for-
eign government with a reported $435 mil-
lion in assistance.” We don't think the $400
million in export credits can fairly be counted
as aid, but Mr. Case has & good point any-
way. “Nowhere in the Constitution,” he said,
“did [the founding fathers] mention that
the Executive could skirt senatorial approval
simply by calling a pact with a foreign gov-
ernment an Executive agreement.”

[From the Trenton Evening Times,
Dec. 20, 1971]

ADVICE AND CONSENT

The five senators who are seeking to have
the administration submit the recent agree-
ment with Portugal to the Senate for its ad-
vice and consent may be batting their heads
against a stone wall. But they deserve an A
for effort and their proposal merits the
thoughtful consideration of their colleagues
and the American public.

Under the accord, which the administra-
tion describes as an executive agreement not
legally subject to congressional ratification,
the United States promises Portugal up to
$435 million in economic and social devel-
opment credits in return for continued use
of air and naval bases in the Azores.

Senator Case of New Jersey, a member of
the Foreign Relations Committee, immedi~
ately wrote Secretary of State Rogers de-
manding that the pact be submitted to the
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Senate as if it were a treaty because it In-
volves the stationing of American troops
overseas. The Case move was not unprece-
dented. Senator Fulbright, the chairman of
the committee, had sought wunsuccessfully
last year to have the administration submit
a bases agreement with Spain to Senate con-
sideration. Now Sens. Case and Fulbright
have been joined by Sens. Javits of New
York, Symington’ of Missouri and Church of
Idaho in the introduction of a resolution
that would declare it to be the “sense of the
Senate” that any new agreement with Por-
tugal for military bases or foreign assistance
be submitted as a treaty for the Senate’s ad-
vice and consent, and that no economic as-
sistance be furnished Portugal without af-
firmative action by both houses of Congress.

The justification of an arrangement with
a highly authoritarian regime that has been
engaged for a decade In wars agalnst nation-
alist guerrillas in Africa might be a distaste-
ful and difficult problem for the administra-
tion, But that does not justify the bypassing
of the constitutional role of the Senate in
the treaty-making area. And, as Senator Case
said, the framers of the Constitution “did
not mention that the executive could skirt
senatorial approval by simply calling a pact
with a foreign government an executive
agreement.”

[From the Long Island Newsday, Dec. 22
1971]
THE AZOBES AGREEMENT

The recent decision of the Nizon admin-
istration to negotiate a five-year agreement
with Portugal allowing this natlon to use
alr and naval bases in the Azores has dis-
tressed one member of our United Nations
delegations to the point of resignation.

And—as a black man and an American—
Rep. Charles Diggs (D-Mich.) had good rea-
son to be upset. The Azores agreement, sald
Diggs upon leaving the UN mission, was just
another example of the “stifilng hypocrisy”
that characterizes this nation’s policy toward
black Africa.

For, the agreement comes complete with a
$436,000,000 American donation to Portugal—
money, sald Diggs, that will be used to the
disadvantage of suppressed blacks in Portu-
gal's African territorles.

Diggs is not the only person in Washing-
ton perturbed by the agreement. Sen. Clif-
ford Case (R-N.J.) and four other senators,
all members of the Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee, last week introduced a “sense of the
Senate” resolution that would put the upper
house on record as opposing any new agree-
ment with Portugal involving ald and mili-
tary installations not first cleared by the
Senate as a treaty.

The State Department says the White
House was able to act unilaterally in this
instance because the pact was an “executive
agreement” and mot a treaty. But Case and
his co-sponsors—including Sen. Jacob Javits
(R-N.Y.) and J. Willlam Fulbright (D-
Ark.)—are not satisfied with that answer.

On humanitarian and economic terms, the
agreement with Portugal is questionable, at
best. And, as an instrument of practical
necessity, it is of doubtful purpose. An out-
post in the Azores hardly seems vital to our
national defense.

We urge the Senate to pass the Case reso-
lution quickly when Congress reconvenes
next month. Perhaps then the White House
will get the message and re-think its posi-
tion, at the very least when it considers fu-
ture arrangements with forelgn governments.
Major U.8. support for the Portuguese—and
the concomitant loss of respect for U.S. in-
tentions among emerging African nations—
is too vital a matter to be settled by Presi-
dential decree.

|From the New York Times, Dec. 26, 1971]
IN CONTEMPT OF THE CONSTITUTION
Bince World War II, the United States has
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had the privilege of refueling its military
planes at an air base in the Portuguese
Azores. This arrangement included port fa-
cilities for the U.S. Navy. A so-called “ex-
ecutive agreement” was entered into between
this Government and Portugal and regu-
larly renewed since 1962, when the Portu-
guese allowed it to lapse because of their
resentment against the Kennedy Adminis-
tration’s anti-colonial policy in Africa. Use
of the facllities continued, however, with-
out a formal agreement. About 1,600 Ameri-
can servicemen have been stationed in the
Azores for many years.

Earlier this month, Presldent Nixon re-
vived the agreement and not only renewed it
for five years but also granted $4356 million
in economic aid to Portugal without consult-
ing Congress.

Alr and Naval bases, the stationing of
troops overseas, the granting of money—
these are the very substance of foreign pol-
icy. If the Senate is to exercise its consti-
tutional authority to advise and consent in
the making of foreign policy, it has an obli-
gation to pass judgment on these issues.

Under the North Atlantic Treaty, of which
Portugal is a signer, and under various laws
enacted in the past the Nixon Administra-
tion can find a color of legality for the latest
Azores deal. But the truth is that the Presi-
dent did not submit this agreement to the
Senate as a treaty because he knew that he
could not get two-thirds approval. It is
doubtful if he could get the support of a
simple majority. Rather than put the ques-
tion to a test, he has put himself in contempt
of the plain intent of the Constitution. It
is an odd posture for a President who claims
to be a “strict constructionist.”

It is worth recalling that in 1947 when
President Truman wanted to extend a small-
er amount of aid—$400 milllon—to Greece
and Turkey, he addressed a jolnt session of
Congress and committees of Congress held
lengthy hearings before approval was
granted.

The amount of assistance granted to Por-
tugal is enormous in terms of that small
country’s limited budget. It is also political-
ly significant because it eases Portugal's
oudgetary difficulties when her finances are
g.rained by the cost of combating the guer-
rilla warfare of the black rebels in the Afri-
can colonies. Do the American people with
their anti-colonial traditions wish to provide
a subsidy to this last ramshackle little
empire?

Senator Case, Republican of New Jersey,
and four other members of the Senate For-
elgn Relations Committee from both parties
have challenged Mr. Nixon’s righthanded be-
havior by introducing a resolution calling
upon him to submit the Azores agreement
to the BSenate for ratification as a treaty.
If the Senate wishes to restore its constitu-
tional credibility as a partner in the making
of foreign policy, it will adopt this resolution.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 9, 1872]

WHAT'S OUR GAME IN THE INDIAN OCEAN?

The stated grounds for the new American
naval role planned in the Indian Ocean are
so flimsy that one can only wonder if it has
not been undertaken merely to provoke “the
lady,” as Indian Prime Minister Gandhi is
apparently known in the White House these
days. On the one hand, the larger and more
frequent patrols will supposedly fill the
“yacuum” being left by the British; on the
other, they will offset the expanding but still
modest presence (10 ships) of the Russians.
Take your pick—or take both; they're small.

The Pentagon makes no effort to identify
any newly threatened American interest.
Rather, It says the Navy is eager for Indian
Ocean *“operating experience,” vessels are
available from the Vietnam war, and “we
do have the capability.,” In a similar pose
of innocence, the Pentagon calls attention
to its new mid-Ocean “communications cen-
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ter” on Diego Garcla, as though to say, we've
got it so let’s use it.

Just last July, addressing a House For-
eign Affairs subcommittee, administration
witnesses could discern no pressing reasons
for enlarging the then-modest American
naval presence in and about the Indian
Ocean. Since then, of course, the Indo-
Pakistanl war has taken place. In a gesture
intended, according to the “Anderson pa-
pers,” to distract Indian forces from Pak-
istan, the United States sent a task force
including aircraft and helicopter carriers
into the Indian Ocean. The administration’s
explanation that the ships were meant to
evacuate Americans, If a threat to them ma-
terialized, must be set against the fact that
three weeks after the war, the ships are still
there. Is this not the spirit in which the new
patrols have been ordered?

For the United States substantially to up-
grade its politico-military role in an ocean
heretofore spared the excesses of great-power
competition is, however, a major move de-
serving of thorough public discussion. It goes
well beyond the administration’s disturbing
step, just revealed, to take over from the Brit-
ish a naval base on Bahrain in the adjoin-
ing Persian Gulf; Senator Case has correctly
demanded that this new executive agreement
be submitted to the Senate as a treaty. Just
what American interests are belng served,
and how? Will the American move solidify
or loosen the Soviet purchase in India?
Should we move unilaterally into a new
theater, international sea though it be,
when no litoral state has invited us and
when all litoral states have just demanded
in a General Assembly resolution that the
big powers stay out? Should we consider re-
sponding in kind to the public Soviet offer
of last July to negotiate naval limits in the
Indian Ocean and elsewhere? Will our in-
creased presence there give the Russlans
a stronger clalm to increase thelr presence
in the Caribbean?

We would have thought that the vaunted
“Nixon Doctrine” militated against such an
initiative as the President has now taken
in the Indian Ocean. Or is this Doctrine al-
ready extinct?

[From the New York Times, Jan. 10, 1972]
NEEDED: CANDOR AND CONSENT

From the strategic viewpoint it makes good
sense for the United States to maintain a
modest naval task force in the Persian Gulf,
as it has done for twenty years. What con-
cerns us about the new arrangement for a
permanent American naval station on Bah-
rain is the same problem that bothers Sena-
tor Case of New Jersey and four of his
Foreign Relations Committee colleagues.

The agreement, signed with the newly-
independent Government of Bahrain Dec. 23,
was not announced; it was confirmed by
Washington only after a New York Times
dispatch had disclosed its exlstence, it was
not in the form of a treaty, which would
require Senate advice and consent, but an
executive agreement, which does not have
to be submitted to Congress at all.

It thus fits the pattern of Administration
behavior illustrated only last month by re-
vival of a pact with Portugal for continuing
use of bases in the Azores in return for $535
million in credits, and by the signing last
year of a new agreement with General Franco
for bases in Spain at a comparable price. Mr.
Case and his colleagues, who have already
asked the administration to submit the pact
with Portugal as a treaty, say they will
broaden their resolution to include the Bah-
rain agreement.

The presence in the Persian Guif of even a
converted seaplane tender and two destroy-
ers—the current size of the task force—could
bolster stability in a volatile area. Along with
the decision to deploy Seventh Fleet patrols
more frequently in the Indian Ocean, the
force at Bahrain could offset an expanding
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Soviet naval presence and fill a vacuum left
by Britain's withdrawal last year.

But if anything is clear about American
military deployment and American bases in
Aslia after the bitter disillusionment in In-
dochina, it is that the Administration must
make its case openly for every major move—
with Congress and the country. Senator Case
deserves plaudits, as usual, for reminding the
Administration that establishment of an
American base abroad is “a very serious mat-
ter” on which the Congress should be con-
sulted.

[From the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin,
Jan. 10, 1972]
SHOWING THE FLAG OFF INDIA

The U.8. Senate is restive over the emerg-
ing American presence in the Indian Ocean.
And properly so, despite the Navy's argument
that the “showing of the flag,” in the shape
of the giant nuclear carrier Enterprise, is
necessary to counter Sovlet penetration in
this area of fast fading British influence.

Several senators have posed two critical
questions: Could the deployment and the
simultaneous leasing of an old British base
from the Sheikdom of Bahrain precipitate
the same disastrous sequence of events which
culminated in the Vietnam War? And
shouldn’t the Bahrain agreement be sub-
mitted to the Senate for ratification?

There is, of course, a distinction to be
made between the deployment of a carrier
off the Indian subcontinent to assert “free-
dom of the (Indian) seas” and the leasing
of a base.

The former suggests a transient presence,
to be augmented, reduced, or, as the Navy
asserts In this instance, to be withdrawn
altogether, periodically.

But a base, in anybody’s definition—the
Senate's or the Nixon Administration’s—is
just the dangerous stuff unwanted commit-
ments are made out of. There's always the
danger the Bahrain agreement might escalate
to a commtment rar exceeding Mr. Nixon's
“low (Asian) profile . . .” And this possi-
bility is all the more real for the fact that
Bahrain views the agreement as an effective
counter to territorial demands by Iran and
Iraq.

Thus, the understandable anxiety of U.S.
Senator Case (R-NJ) and Senator Fulbright
(D-Ark). It may well be that the senators
overreach in demanding that not only the
Bahrain accord but the recent agreement
with Portugal for expanded U.S. use of the
Azores be submitted to the Senate for rati-
fication. But one thing is certain. Only such
demands, registered in firm and uncompro-
mising language, can set the stage for the
comprehensive debate such agreements
dictate.

The debate may not bring the vote on rat-
ification Mr. Case wants, or even prove that
the accords are “treatles,” properly subject
to Senate action, But surely debate on such
& critical constitutional question would serve
to set and illuminate the limits of the U.S.
commitment, on Bahrain and the Azores.

It is knowing, precisely where the limits
are that prevents or, at least substantially
reduces, the threat of another Vietnam.

BacE TO THE CONSTITUTION

With no fanfare at all President Nixon has
now entered into an agreement to establish
a naval base on Bahrain, an island in the
Persian Gulf that recently proclaimed its
independence. Sen. Case of New Jersey
rightly protests that the agreement is ac-
tually a treaty, and he insists it should be
submitted to the Senate as the Constitution
directs,

President Nixon is probably quite right in
supposing that the base on Bahrain makes
sense. He might even have been right in
suppositions leading up to another so-called
executive agreement with Portugal concern-
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ing bases In the Azores. But his rightness
should not be permitted to obscure the cen-
tral point, that major agreements with for-
eign nations should be submitted to the
Senate for its review and advice.

The President’'s power in foreign affairs is
enormous, which has been demonstrated for
years in Vietnam and lately again in the
war between India and Pakistan. But
the Constitution and common sense insist
that it be not unlimited, Congress does have
its role.

There is need for debate of an issue like
a naval base in the Persian Gulf. That is a
dangerous part of the world. As Sen. Case
points out, Iran has lately occupled certain
islands in the Persian Gulf, and there is a
territorial dispute among several Arab coun-
tries about islands there. The United States
could become involved, and the Senate
should have full Kknowledge of the
possibilities,

Sen. Case has been joined by Sens. Javits,
Fulbright, Church, and Symington in spon-
soring a resolution calling for submission
of the Azores agreement to the Senate for
confirmation as a treaty. He now intends
to submit & new resolution on Bahrain or
to extend the Azores resolution to cover
Bahrain.

Mr. Case stated the case well when he sald:

The Senate's treaty-making role is so
clearly defined in the Constitution that it
should be redundant to be Introducing
resolutions calling for the Senate to give its
advice and consent to treaties. Yet the
Senate's role in the treaty-making process
has become so eroded that we have no choice.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I wish to re-
serve the remainder of my time. I yield
to the Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHiLEs). The Senator from Missouri is
recognized.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, first,
I would respectfully commend the able
and distinguished senior Senator from
New Jersey for the logical, persuasive,
intelligent approach he has established
here this morning with respect to these
two proposals. If the Senate is to have
anything to say about foreign policy on
any basis, it must be in the form of
treaties.

On June 9, I received a letter from the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
stating that he planned to submit an
amendment to the foreign assistance bill
to strike the provision proposed by Sen-
ator Case, and adopted by the Foreign
Relations Committee, to cut off funds for
implementing agreements re U.S. mili-
tary bases in the Azores and Bahrain un-
less said agreements were submitted to
the Senate as treaties for its advice and
consent.

In this letter the Senator from Ala-
bama, itemized why he believed these two
facilities are important to our national
security.

May I say with great respect to my able
colleague, the Senator from Alabama,
however, that he has not addressed him-
self to the basic issue.

That issue is whether or not the Sen:
ate should have any role in the establish~
ment of such agreements with other
countries, particularly when it is the
Senate which is subsequently asked to
appropriate funds to implement such
agreements.

The question: Is the Senate to be
a rubberstamp body that agrees to what-
ever is requested by the executive branch,
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and regardless of the stipulations con-
tained in the Constitution? That is the
basic question.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly ?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I want to say to the
Senator that I regret very much he was
not able to be in the Chamber when I
presented my opening remarks in which
I stressed very strongly the desirability
of submitting agreements to the Senate
in the form of treaties when it was proper
to do so. I explained then some of the
things I thought. But in both of these in-
stances those conditions do not exist. We
do not in any way make any commit-
ment to either one on any defense, secu-
rity, or anything of that kind.

I hope the Senator will read my re-
marks in the RECORD.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I certainly will, and
express my deep regret for not being here
when the distinguished Senator opened
this discussion.

Unfortunately, this morning also the
Secretary of State and Ambassador
Smith, head of the Arms Control Dis-
armament Agency, appeared for the first
time before the Committee on Foreign
Relations with respect to the proposed
SALT agreements, and I felt obligated to
listen to the proposal for a treaty, a
treaty which I shall support in the arms
control field.

As was brought out by members of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, how-
ever, the Secretary of Defense has stated
that he would not support this treaty
until the Senate and the House approved
these heavily increased requests for
money for new weapons systems being
made simultaneously with the presenta-
tion of this treaty to the Senate, and
the agreements to both houses.

That is why I was not here when the
Senator from Alabama made his original
statement. After asking a couple of ques-
tions of the Secretary of State, and
presenting to him my thoughts re
the heavy escalation in the cost of arms,
I promptly came here.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I did not intend to
be critical. I knew the Senator was there.
As a matter of fact, I was there. I had
presented this amendment and I had a
call and I had to come to the Chamber. I
wish I could have stayed for the very
Interesting session that was held.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator. I just wanted to be sure he did
not, in any way, think my absence was
lack of interest in support for the posi-
tion taken by the able senior Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. SPARKMAN., Not all all. T under-
stood why it was.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I mentioned at the
hearing, and know the Senator from Ala-
bama will be interested, that during the
briefings held at the White House, the
President spoke for about 15 minutes,
Dr. Kissinger then spoke for about an
hour, and then there was another hour
for questions. Not one statement by the
President, or by Dr. Kissinger, or in any
question from Members of the Senate or
the House questioned the cost of this
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escalation in the arms race, its relation
to the economy, whether the United
States could afford this gigantic in-
crease.

I asked Secretary Rogers this morning
why he thought this was true. He replied
one reason was he thought the economy
was in very good shape and getting bet-
ter. Each Member of this body has the
right to form his own conclusions about
that, as the already heavy Federal debt
increases every day.

In any case, the central issue here is
does the Senate have any role in the
formulation of the foreign policy of this
Nation. That is the central issue, not the
merits of these two relatively unimpor-
tant bases in our vast network of over-
seas installations.

The Senate could agree with the need
for U.S. installations in Bahrain and the
Azores; but does not the Senate have a
right, a duty, to give its advice and con-
sent on behalf of the American tax-
payers which they represent?

The able Senator says “there are no
practical acceptable-risk alternatives to
use of the Azores,” and particularly with
respect to ASW capability.

Now it would seem that, whenever an
attempt is made to cut back on any of our
commitments around the world, there is
always justification as to why this par-
ticular base is vital to the security of the
United States. As a result, the already
heavily overburdened taxpayers of the
United States continue to maintain, not
hundreds, but thousands of bases, all
around the globe, and at heavy cost.

Why, for example, cannot the already
established American base in Rota,
Spain, serve as an ASW base as well as
the Azores?

The Senator has also noted the im-
portance of the high frequency radio di-
rection finding facility in the Azores, in-
cluding its capability to provide 360 de-
gree coverage of the area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
another 5 minutes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey vields an additional
5 minutes to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Is it not a fact that
we have at least a dozen other stations
that all monitor the same general area?

Why could not this same 360-degree
coverage be provided from Iceland and
why could not this particular operation
be consolidated?

With respect to Bahrain and the ap-
parent belief that the U.S. agreement
with that country does not imply any
new commitment, surely the Senator
would agree that the role of the British
Navy and Armed Forces in the Persian
Gulf over the last century has been an
important role.

Were the British not the final arbiters
of disputes in the area, in fact the peace-
keepers?

Did they not, in effect, provide for the
defense of the Persian Gulf and exert a
vital influence over the policies of the
states and sheikdoms around that gulf?
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I am sure the Senator is aware that the
U.S. Navy has characterized its mission
in the Gulf recently as that of taking
over functions previously performed by
the United Kingdom?

Surely the Senator would agree also
that there is a significant difference be-
tween our operating in the Gulf under
the auspices of the British, as we have
in the past, ard our becoming the one
major power with a naval base of its
own in the entire area?

This is not a simple question of con-
tinuing something we have been doing
before. Once we are established in a na-
val base of our own, our presence will
assume a vastly different character
than before. Even the position paper of
the State Department acknowledges that
point. It states:

The importance of this U.S. presence has
increased sinece the British withdrawal from
the reglon.

The executive branch asserts that the
agreement in question is “a simple logis-
tical support agreement.” Perhaps our
initial mutual security agreement with
the South Vietnamese was originally
only “a simple logistical support agree-
ment.” Simple agreements such as these
however, should not be regarded as real
estate transactions, this as we now know
the executive branch would have us do.
It is the future political obligations in-
herent in such agreements which make
essential their approval by the Senate.

Based on sad recent experience, surely
the Senator would agree that the time to
consider such potential obligations is
before they are called into question,
rather than afterward.

Every Senator, regardless of his com-
mittee assignments, has the right to ask
why the executive branch has never re-
quested the views of the Senate as to
the desirability of either the Azores or
the Bahrain agreements?

In the case of the Azores we were all
informed after the agreement was made.

In the case of the Bahrain agreement,
we were not told the agreement was being
negotiated until shortly before it was
signed; in fact Foreign Relations Com-
mittee members were even told they
could not be shown its terms until after
said agreement was signed.

Let me ask my colleagues this ques-
tion: if the executive branch does not
consider itself under any obligation to
engage in such prior consultations, what
recourse does the Senate have except to
insist upon the exercise of its constitu-
tional prerogatives?

Does any Senator agree with the execu-
tive branch position paper which states
that “the proper constitutional function”
of the Senate in this instance is limited
to the denial of funds to carry out the
agreements?

Should the executive branch, on a uni-
lateral basis, determine by itself the scope
of the Senate’s authority in the field of
foreign affairs?

If the United States established a naval
base in Bahrain, and then Bahrain is
attacked by a third country—with their
women and children—how could this
nation avoid becoming involved in the
conflict?
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The administration states we have
gone from confrontation to negotiation
with the Soviet Union. With that prem-
ise, how would the latter regard the
establishment at this time of a U.S. naval
base in the Persian Gulf? Would they re-
gard it as a “simple logistic support ar-
rangement?”

If this base is established, based on
precedent, we can be confident that some
day Bahrainis will be seeking military as-
sistance from the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield an-
other 2 minutes to the Senator from Mis-
souri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Senator.

If that assistance is given and the
Bahrainis become involved in a dispute
with the Saudis, or the Persian Gulf
Federation, or the Iranians, or the Rus-
sians, what then will be our position?

In closing, Mr. President, in asking
these various questions I am not arguing
against any assertion of U.S. interest in
the area, rather whether we should es-
tablish a military base without any ac-
tion by the Congress.

Originally we were informed by the
State Department that Bahrain wanted
a formal agreement; but now the letter
from the Senator from Alabama of June
9 implies in any case that Bahrain is
afraid of the consequences of dealing
with the United States.

In any case, is this an auspicious be-
ginning for any new arrangement with
Bahrain?

The Senator from Alabama stated in
his letter that the agreement involved
“no change in U.S. naval presence or
mission in the area.” Already, however,
the Navy Department has informed the
Congress that U.S. personnel stationed
in Bahrain will be quadrupled by the end
of 1972; and that the number of U.S.
service families there will have doubled.

It is for these reasons that I oppose
this amendment and fully support the
logical and sound position taken by the
Senator from New Jersey; and I thank
him for his courtesy in yielding to me.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

First, I want to express the satisfaction
the support the Senator from Missouri
always gives any man in this body. It is
enormously helpful. It is enormously re-
assuring. He is in a unique position. He is
a member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations and he is a member of the
Armed Services Committee, and he has
finally achieved, after a good deal of ap-
prenticeship, the dignity of that very se-
lect body called the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, which, he assures us, on
several occasions opened his eyes to mat-
ters that were never disclosed to him be-
fore as a member of the other two com-
mittees, although they are considered as
important as any in the Congress. But
the chief contribution he brings is the
clarity of his thought and the broad wis-
dom that he has attained over many
years in his enormous experience in pub-
lic and private life, and I am most grate-
ful to him.

I would like to ask him a gquestion or
two, if I may. It has been said that these
matters are, in a way, too delicate to treat
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in the rough area of parliamentary dis-
cussion; that arrangements for matters
of state have to be handled with deftness
and great delicacy. It has always seemed
to the Senator from New Jersey that if a
matter is of that delicacy, we the United
States ought not to be involved with it.
Would the Senator have any comment
about that?

Mr. SYMINGTON. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, let me thank the able Senator
for his undeserved but deeply appreci-
ated remarks. There is nobody in the
Senate from whom I would rather re-
ceive such commendation than from my
able colleague from New Jersey.

I would answer his question this way:
if these matters are too delicate to be
discussed in the Senate of the United
States, in executive session when neces-
sary, then I think we had better change
the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. CASE. I agree with the Senator. I
could not agree more. I think one of the
problems we have had in foreign rela-
tions over many years has been the idea
that these were matters for a very small
group of people to deal with, and not
matters that the average person had any
right to be informed about. I think it is
about time we gave the average person
a chance, and I think the average person
might do very much better than some of
the experts and some of the elite who
have ascribed to themselves the author-
ity to handle international relations.

Mr. President, if my colleague from
Missouri will be good enough to comment
on this aspect of it, too, is it not really
an indication that if these matters are
so delicate that they cannot be discussed
in the Senate, where of course we can go
into executive session, then are our con-
stitutional procedures too fragile to deal
with the collective security of the United
States? And if the leaders of these for-
eign countries are afraid that their dis-
cussion of these matters without censor-
ship is going to hurt them with their own
people, then they have no real authority,
in any event, and their commitment to us
is worth nothing. Would the Senator
agree that that is so, and that this is not
the kind of bridge of sand on which to
build sound U.S. security arrangements?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would. As the
Senator implied if he did not actually
so state as we get into these arrange-
ments with these countries, everybody
knows about it but we cannot even talk
about it. That is not democracy.

For many years we had tens of thou-
sands of Americans in Thailand, but were
not allowed to admit a single American
was in Thailand, even though hundreds
were walking their streets. Today, the
inerease in the number of Air Force per-
sonnel in Thailand—and Naval person-
nel increase on the seas is greater than
the reduction of ground troops in Indo-
china, and yet, as you read the news-
papers, you would think the net reduc-
tions were much greater than any in-
creases we have made in our forces.

This is the type and character of de-
velopment which disturbs the people and
raises the issue of credibility, and in my
opinion, if we continue to operate on the
basis of these executive agreements, as
is now planned in the case of Bahrain
and the Azores, we will get into the same
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type and character of problem in parts
of the world that are much more impor-
tant to the United States than is the
Far East.

Mr. CASE. I thank my colleague. I
am most grateful to him indeed.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator is ready to yield back his re-
maining time, I will yield back my time.

Mr. CASE. As far as my own personal
pleasure is concerned, I will be glad to,
but there are certain Senators who are
counting on the use of the time agreed
upon. Therefore, I would not be willing to
do that at this time.

I would be willing to suggest a recess
for half an hour, if the Senator will
agree.

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I ask, Mr. Pres-
ident, how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has 46 minutes, and
the opponents have 16 minutes remain-
ng.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I have no request
for time on this side, and I am perfectly
willing to agree to either a recess or, if
there is other business to be trans-
acted——

Mr. CASE. If the Senator is agree-
able, I would, then, request that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 12:15.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I would submit that
to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And then have a
vote?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, before
we reach that stage, may I ask a ques-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
on the amendment would not be up until
12:47, if all the time is used. The pro-
ponents have 46 minutes remaining, and
the opponents 16 minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I proposed that we
yield back our time, but the Senator from
New Jersey says he has made certain
commitments to other Senators who will
not be able to be here if we yield it back
now.

Mr. CASE. And I am morally commit-
ted to see that the vote does not occur
until the time has expired. If that is
agreeable, make it 12:30, and I will take
5 minutes and the Senator from Alabama
can take as much time as he has.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, after
the Senator from Rhode Island gets
through asking his questions, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 12:20, and that
Senators then have 10 minutes on each
side to sum up their arguments before
the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. MANSFIELD. This would follow
the colloquy of the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island.

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

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the Senator in charge of the
bill & question with reference to this very
serious matter.

Have these agreements already been
signed?
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Mr. SPARKMAN. As I understand,
yes, they were signed in December, if
I am not mistaken.

Mr. PASTORE. I think that is quite
important. In other words, I want fto
know whether or not Congress is already
familiar with what is contained in these
agreements.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is an extension of
agreements that have been running
since 1951.

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, this is
nothing new.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is not a new
agreement. It is an extension. There are
provisions in it that may be different
from some that have been in it before,
but if so, they are dealing with the same
thing. There is no item relating to de-
fense or security. We make no commit-
ments whatsoever, It is simply an ex-
tension of the operating agreements we
have had running since 1951.

Mr. PASTORE. The reason I am ask-
ing the question is that I am one of those
who feel that all future arrangements
that have to do with military installa-
tions whereby American combat troops
may be committed ought to come up
here by way of treaty. But in this par-
ticular case, as I understand, the execu-
tive department has already consum-
mated this agreement, it has been
brought to the attention of the foreign
relations committees both of the House
of Representatives and of the Senate,
and the question I am asking now is,
Why are we insisting at this juncture
that we reduce this to a treaty, when
we have already gone through it, the
agreement is already consummated, and
Congress knows all about it? Is it be-
cause we want a two-thirds vote, or
what is it?

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator permit me, on my time, to make a
comment at this point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am perfectly will-

ing, yes.
Mr. CASE, It is a logical question. All
treaties are signed before they are sent
up here. The mere fact that an agree-
ment is signed does not mean it is beyond
our consideration. There is no document
to send up until an agreement is signed,
and they are signed, in the case of
treaties, subject to Senate ratification
and later formal delivery.

Therefore, I do not think there is any
real substance to the suggestion that be-
cause an agreement has been signed we
cannot look at it.

Mr. PASTORE, If the Senator will
yield on that point, I think there is a big
difference.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, may
I say that I have checked that question.
There was an exchange of notes that was
completed in December 1971, extending
very much the same terms that we had
had ever since 1951.

Mr. PASTORE. To come back to the
question, there is a distinction between
an agreement being signed with the un-
derstanding of a foreign government as
against any negotiations that transpired
that are going to result in a treaty be-
cause that foreign government knows it
has to be ratified by the Senate.

Mr. CASE. I would suggest that all for-
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eign governments ought to be, if they
are not, be informed of the constitutional
requirements of the United States, and
realize that when they are dealing with
the President of the United States, they
do within our constitutional limitations.

Mr. PASTORE. That is true. There is
an original agreement. That is the point
I am making. But this agreement has
been in existence.

To pursue it further, an attempt will
be made to delete section 14, which is on
the next page.

Mr. CASE. That is correct.

Mr. PASTORE. I am for subparagraph
(1), and I am for subparagraph (2), but
I am going to offer an amendment to
delete subparagraph (3), which has to do
with storage of nuclear weapons, because
in that case I am afraid that we are open-
ing a can of worms here.

That is the reason why I am raising
the question now. I feel that any original
agreement for the installation of mili-
tary bases abroad, where combat troops
may be committed by the United States,
ought to come up by way of treaty. But
in this case I think a distinction can be
made with reference to the Azores situ-
ation, and that is the reason why I shall
support the Senator from Alabama on
this point.

Mr. CASE. Of course, the Portuguese
agreement is an extension of an earlier
arrangement, with some changes; buft
merely because it is an extension does
not seem to me to obviate the require-
ment that the extension be brought be-
fore the Senate. Circumstances change
over years. It seems to me that if an
agreement is made for a period of 5
years, it is at an end so far as the con-
stitutional authority of the President is
concerned to act without the consent and
the consideration of the Senate as to the
possibility of extension.

Mr. PASTORE. Why does it have to
come up by treaty? Let us just deny the
money.

Mr. CASE. We are not considering here
the substance of this agreement. We are
considering whether we should consider
the substance of it, and that is not a lit-
tle point. That is the whole question. I
think I support these arrangements. Per-
haps I would want to have them modified
in some sense. In general, I think I will
support them.

That is not the question. The question
is whether we should be permitted to look
at them or whether we should, because
the President of the United States says,
“Boys, this is not your business,” bow the
knee and doff the hat and say, “Thank
you, Mr. President,” and then leave.

I think the Senator from Rhode Is-
land was absolutely correct when he
voted recently to support my resolution
stating that it was the sense of the Sen-
ate that this matter should come before
us for consideration—not for rejection,
but for consideration and possible ap-
proval as a treaty.

Mr. PASTORE. Generally, I would
agree with the Senator from New Jer-
sey; but from a letter I received from
Senator SpargmaN I understand that this
raises a question of sensitivity at this
point and could affect the governments
with which we are now negotiating, be-

June 19, 1972

cause we are changing the rules of the
game in midstream. That bothers me no
end, and I think that was the position
taken by the Senator from Alabama
when he wrote us his letter with refer-
ence to this section.

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I make this
comment. I agree completely with the
statement made by the Senator from
Rhode Island. In fact, when I submitted
this amendment this morning, I dis-
cussed somewhat the essential differ-
ences between executive agreements,
which the executive department should
be able to execute, and other matters
that should be submitted by treaty.

I said this, essentially: If at any time
there is any question of our supporting
a country in its national defense or its
national security, that certainly should
be settled only in a treaty. I think that is
equivalent to what the Senator has said
with reference to opening a base and
settling a military installation there.
Those are matters that I think should be
submitted to the Senate for advice and
consent. With respect to many of these
perfectly proper executive agreements,
I believe it would be a much happier sit-
uation if the executive department would
at least meet with and talk with the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

As a matter of fact, I recall that some
time in the 1950’'s I had printed as a For-
eien Relations Committee document a
list of all the meetings that had been
held between the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and the President or the Secre-
tary of State over a period of years, and
it was quite revealing. But I must say
that I am rather sorry that in the past
several years that seems to have died
down considerably. I hope we can re-
vive it.

I can recall when almost any time
anything of impértance came up, the
Foreign Relations Committee would be
given that information. We would be in-
vited down there to discuss it with them.
I hope very much that that kind of inter-
change and exchange can take place
again even with reference to agreements
which I would consider perfectly allow-
able to the executive to execute.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Ala-
bama. I suggest that the revival of a
greater sharing by the executive of its
activities, in terms of agreements, will
be enhanced by the hill we passed in this
body by a unanimous vote, 81 to nothing.
This was my bill requiring the Executive
to submit all executive agreements to the
Senate within 60 days. I think the Sena-
tor was here, and I am sure the Senator
from Rhode Island also supported it. In
any event, neither opposed it. The meas-
ure is pending in the House, and it is
my hope that it is going to become law
in this session.

On the question of whether or not this
is an extension, I point out to the Senator
from Rhode Island that the original
agreement expired 9 years ago, in 1962,
and we have been running along without
an agreement since that time.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But on the terms.

Mr., CASE. We have been living with
each other, but we have not had any
formal agreement. The present agree-
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ment with Portugal is now an attempt
to enter a new arrangement in return
for which the U.S. will pay specific con-
sideration for this extension. I think,
therefore, that this is not just a continu-
ation of an existing agreement.

Mr. PASTORE. My question has not
been answered by the Senator from New
Jersey or the Senator from Alabama. Is
it true, at this particular stage, with ref-
erence to the Azores and Bahrain, that
doing this is going to embarrass our
country? That question has not been an-
swered. Is it or is it not true?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not see how it
could embarrass our country in any way.
It does not tie us to any agreement, if
that is what the Senator means.

Mr. PASTORE. No. My question is th.is_:
If section 13 is enacted at this point, is
it going to be embarrassing?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thought the Sen-
ator was talking about the amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, about the amend-
ment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I would say it would.

Mr. PASTORE. That is what the Sen-
ator said to me in a letter. I would like to
have it elaborated upon.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, before we
recess, I want to go into the question of
embarrassment. The potential embar-
rassment of a foreign power is not suf-
ficient cause to put aside the Constitu-
tion of the United States. We ought to
understand that ours is a government of
divided powers, and so must every coun-
try dealing with us understand that. This
is not to derogate from the authority of
the President or to unduly elevate the
standing of Congress. This is a plain
matter of fact. If this is different from
the way matters have been conducted be-
fore, so be it. The Founding Fathers in-
tended things to be diTerent. If this sug-
gests that the old ways of diplomacy
carried on by an elite should end, so be
it, too.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Jersey yield?

Mr, CASE. I yield.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during consider-
ation of the Sparkman amendment and
the Tower amendments, I may be al-
lowed to have two staff members in the
Chamber.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, one
more comment in connection with the
question propounded by the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
Pastore). The original agreement was
in 1051, which was an implementation
of the terms of the NATO Treaty of 1949.
In other words, it was executed in ac-
cordance with the terms of tnat treaty
and we have operated under it ever since,
even though there was a gap when there
was actually no formal existence of
the agreement.

Mr, PASTCRE. I want to make my
position clear. The Azores is a base es-
sential to the security of America. There
iz no question about that. It is in a con-
venient geographical part of the world.
We have been using it extensively.
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My point is that in all this hassle now
going on in the Chamber in connection
with the general proposition of agree-
ments, that agreements in original forms
should come up as treaties nut as agree-
ments, with that I agree.

However, in this particular case, an
exception can be made at this juncture
because I am afraid that if we change
the rules at this point, many questions
will be asked by foreign governments.

We are not there in order essentially to
help them so much as we are there to
help them and help ourselves as well.

I would not want to do anything at
t{lis point that might disturb the situa-
tion.

For that reason, I shall vote to remove
section 13 from the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, would
the Senator from New Jersey, when the
Senate reconvenes after the short recess,
allow me 1 minute to speak on behalf
of his position and the position of the
Committe on Foreign Relations?

Mr. CASE. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I shall not object, my only
purpose would be that I should like to
vield to the Senator 2 minutes for that
purpose.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Two minutes at the
most, then. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield me 1 minute
to submit an amendment?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. AIxeN), I send
to the desk a perfecting amendment on
section 14 of the bill which appears on
page 12, and ask that it be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILEs) . Without objection, the amend-
ment will be received and printed, and
will lie on the table.

RECESS TO 12:20 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES). Pursuant to the previous order,
the Senate will now stand in recess until
the hour of 12:20 p.m. today, at which
time the proponents and the opponents
of the amendment will each have 10
minutes to conclude their remarks, after
which the vote will occur on adoption of
the amendment.

Af 12:03 p.m., the Senate took a recess
until 12:20 p.m., whereupon, the Senate
reassembled when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BENTSEN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As a Sen-
ator from Texas and without objection,
the Chair suggests the absence of a
quorum. 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.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3390) to amend
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and
for other purposes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr, SPARKMAN, Mr. President, I wish
to inquire as to what the arrangement is.
I believe each side has 10 minutes for
summation. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s understanding is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN., At the conclusion of
that time the rollcall vote will be held?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, at
lega.st, when the 20 minutes is up a vote
will occur on the amendment. Is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is correct.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am
going to use a very few minutes now in
summation. I frankly do not know that
there is much I can say. I am not sure
I know anything that I can say that
would add to this debate.

Mr. President, I now ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, this
agreement originally was made with the
Azores in 1951 to implement the NATO
Treaty that we had agreed to in 1949,
In other words, in practically every
treaty we adopt there will be certain
things provided that have to be imple-
mented. If each provision had to be im-
plemented with another treaty it would
never get through. That is what hap-
pened here.

There was an executive agreement
that lasted until 1962, In 1962 they start-
ed negotiations but for some reason they
dropped negofiations and let it run on
under the terms of the agreement that
was made in 1951. Now, last year negoti-
ations were started. The extension was
agreed to on December 9, 1971. The
agreement was signed extending the
same type of agreement we have had
since 1951.

It has been pointed out that the Azores
occupy one of the most strategic posi-
tions so far as our own interest is con-
cerned. It has certain facilities there
that we would not have anywhere else.
It has a great communications center.
We have had the use of the bases on the
islands ever since the end of World War
II, and even during World War II.

Furthermore, Mr. President, I want to
say that should the Case provision in the
bill, section 13, be allowed to stay in, our
relations with Portugal would be severely
damaged.

Here is an agreement that has already
been made. It was made on December 9,
1971. It was signed into effect. This ac-
tion would amount to a one-party, uni-
lateral cancellation of an agreement that
pa.s already been made. It was negotiated
in goed faith on both sides. A full agree-
ment was entered into. It was signed,
and is in effect now. It could be taken—
would be taken, I should think—as a gra-
tuitous insult by Portugal.

The facilities on the Azores are highly
important. I suppose it is about the most
important place of operations that we
have so far as surveillance of Soviet sub-
marine activity in the mid-Atlantic is
concerned. Also if we were denied the use
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of those facilities, aircraft staging in the
area would be jeopardized. It is highly
important that we continue to do just as
we have been doing now for over 20 years.

I could say the same things with rei-
erence to Bahrain. We do not hear as
much about that as we do about the
Azores, but it is a strategic position with
reference to shipping. By the way, both
of these rights we have had are highly
important in connection with navigation
of ships carrying oil. We know of the ne-
cessity of moving oil from the Near East
both fto Western Europe and fo the
United States, which will become more
important as time goes on.

With reference to Bahrain, it seems to
me, as I pointed out this morning, a good
deal of the discussion on executive agree-
ments revolves around the idea of not
giving sufficient notice about it. I call at-
tention to the fact that the Behrain
agreement was submitted to the Foreign
Relations Committee a month before it
was signed, and there was never a word
of complaint so far as I know. There was
no question as to its being all right. So
I do not think that argument applies
there. It cannot apply as far as the
Azores are concerned, because that ar-
rangement has been running for over 20
vears. Certainly there has been open-
ness in all of that.

Isubmit that this amendment ought to
prevail and that the Case provision, sec-
tion 13 in the bill, ought to be stricken
so we can continue to operate in good
faith as we have in the past.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. President, these are important
agreements, as the Senator from Ala-
bama has said. That, in my judgment, is
the criterion we have for it to be consid-
ered by the Senate as a treaty. Not only
should routine matters absorb the time
of this body, but important matters
should. The very argument the Senator
from Alabama makes is the strongest
argument I know of why these agree-
ments should be considered by the Sen-
ate, under the Constitution of the
United States, as treaties.

This body determined that that is so,
as I pointed out in my previous remarks,
on March 3 of this year. The Senate, by a
vote of 50 to 6 stated that it was the sense
of the Senate that these agreements
should have the advice and consent of
the Senate.

Either we meant what we said, Mr.
President, or we did not. Either we were
making a stump speech, or we were not.
Or if we meant it before and now change
our minds and turn tail, tip the hat, bend
the knee, and say, ‘“Yes, Mr. President,”
that marks the Senate as that kind of
body which our former colleague from
Pennsylvania suggested when he applied
to the Congress the term *“the sapless
branch.”

I do not think that is what we are sent
here to do. It seems to me we are sent
here to consider all important agree-
ments, and that these are important not
only has been attested by the Senator
from Alabama but is inherent in the con-
tents of the agreement. Anything con-
cerning the stationing of American
troops abroad and the commitment of
that stationing implies it is a matter im-
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portant enough to be considered by the
Senate. It is its constitutional duty. Not
only does it have that right, but it has
the obligation to perform its constitu-
tional duty. I am not for abdicating that
duty because the State Department says
it will be difficult to do that.

If there are difficulties in our constitu-
tional process, they were difficulties in-
tended to be a part of the operations of
our democracy by the Founding Fathers
and they are essential to the successful
operation of this country as a democracy
in the world.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be included in the REec-
ORD, at the end of the remarks to be made
by the Senator from Montana, the ma-
jority leader, the yea-and-nay vote
taken in the Senate on the resolution I
just referred to, Senate Resolution 214,
which stated that it was the sense of the
Senate that these agreements should
have the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate in order to make them treaties.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield the
remainder of my time to the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) .

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey
has just referred to Senate Resolution
214, which was agreed to in the Senate
on March 3, 1972. I think what we are
confronted with is a determination of
just where, as Senators, we belong. Are
we members of the executive branch, or
lackeys of the executive branch, or are
we Members of the Senate, with sep-
arate constitutional authority and re-
sponsibility. Are we members of a co-
equal branch of the Government? The
Constitution says so. What does the Sen-
ate say?

Senate Resolution 214 reads as fol-
lows:

Whereas an agreement with Portugal,
which would provide for the stationing of
American troops overseas and which would
furnish Portugal with large amounts of for-
eign aid, is clearly & matter of sufficient im-
portance to necessitate its submission to the
Senate as a treaty;

Whereas an agreement with Bahrain, which
would provide for the establishment of a new
American mlilitary base on forelgn territory
and the stationing of American troops over-
seas, is clearly a matter of sufficlent impor-
tance to necessitate its submission to the
Senate as a treaty: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That any agreement with Por-
tugal or Bahrain for military bases or forelgn
assistance should be submitted as a treaty
to the Senate for advice and consent.

Mr, President, the pending amend-
ment would have the Senate reverse the
position it took only 4 months ago when,
by a vote of 50 to 6, it—the Senate—
said that the Azores and Bahrain base
agreements should be submitted to the
Senate as treaties. The Committee on
Foreign Relations thought the Senate
meant what it said. It adopted Senator
Case’s proposal to carry out the princi-
ple endorsed by that eight-to-one vote.
The Senator from Alabama's amend-
ment would have the Senate say now,
‘“We really didn't mean it.”

The executive branch has- made it
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clear that they will ignore the Senate’s
pleas for observance of the constitu-
tional requirement that important
agreements with foreign governments be
submitted to the Senate for its advice and
consent as long as the pleas are not
backed up by action.

The executive branch, in effect, has
told the Senate to put up or shut up. A
majority of the Commititee on Foreign
Relations believe that the Senate must
back up words with deeds if the Senate
and Congress are to play a significant
role in the making of foreign policy. Sec-
tion 13, which the distinguished Senator
from Alabama seeks to strike out, speaks
in the only way that will make the execu-
tive branch listen—by cutting off the
money if the agreements are not sub-
mitted as requested.

I urge that the amendment be de-
feated.

ExHIBIT 1

The result was announced—yeas 50, nays
6, as follows:

[No. BT Leg.]
YEAS—50

Aiken, Allen, Allott, Anderson, Bayh, Beall,
Bennett, Bentsen, Bible, Boggs, Brooke, Bur-
dick, Byrd, Va., Byrd, W. Va., Cannon, Case,
Church.

Cooper, Curtis, Fong, Fulbright, Gambrell,
Gravel, Gurney, Hughes, Inouye, Javits, Jor-
dan, Idaho, Kennedy, Long, Magnuson,
Mansfield, Metcalf, Miller,

Mondale, Montoya, Nelson, Pastore, Pear-
son, Pell, Proxmire, Randolph, Roth, Smith,
Spong, Stevens, Stevenson, Symington, Tal-
madge, Tunney.

NAYS—6

Dole, Dominick, Fannin, Schwelker, Scott,
Young.

NOT VOTING—44

Baker, Bellmon, Brock, Buckley, Chiles,
Cook, Cotton, Cranston, Eagleton, Eastland,
Ellender, Ervin, Goldwater, Griffin, Hansen.

Harrls, Hart, Hartke, Hatfield, Hollings,
Hruska, Humphrey, Jackson, Jordan, N.C.,
Mathias, McClellan, McGee, McGovern, Mc-
Intyre, Moss.

Mundt, Muskie, Packwood, Percy, Ribicoff,
Saxbe, Sparkman, Stafford, Stennis, Taft,
Thurmond, Tower, Weicker, Williams.

So the resolution (S. Res. 214) as amended
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BeENTSEN). Who yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it is time now for the yeas and nays.
They were agreed to at 12:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are
3 minutes remaining to each side.

Mr. CASE, I am happy to yield back
mine.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, was
not the unanimous-consent agreement
that we would reconvene after a recess
at the hour of 12:20, there would be 10
minutes on each side, and then we would
come to a vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct. There was a
quorum call that was not counted.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very well, Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will eall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. Who yields
time?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am
willing to yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. CASE. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BenTseEN). All remaining time has been
vielded back. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment (No. 1223) of the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) .
On this guestion, the yeas and nays have
belen ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamereLL) , the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harr1s), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. Hart), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HarTKE), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
MCcINTYRE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MeTcALF), and the Senator from
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE), are necessarily ab-
sent.

On this vote, the Senator from Loui-
siana (Mr. LonG) is paired with the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov-
ERN). If present and voting, the Senator
from Louisiana would vote “yea” and the
Senator from South Dakota would vote
“na-y."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr,
GraveL), and the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. GamereLL), would each vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorTon), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fannin), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senators from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY and Mr. Javits), and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr, STAFFORD) are
absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WwATER), and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

Also, the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY), the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ScHEWEIKER), and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) are neces-
sarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) is paired with the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javirs). If
present and voting, the Senator from Ari-
zona would vote “yea” and the Senator
from New York would vote “nay.”

If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcY) would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 41, as follows:
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[No. 223 Leg.]
YEAS—36

Dole

Dominick

Eastland

Fong

Griffin

Gurney

Miller
Montoya
Pastore
Saxbe
Scott
Sparkman
Stennis

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Brock Hansen
Byrd, Hruska Taft

Harry F., Jr. Jackson Thurmond
Byrd, Robert O. Jordan, N.C. Tower
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Young
MeClellan
McGee

NAYS—41

Curtis

Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Smith
Spong
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Tunney
Williams

Alken
Bayh
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Chiles
Church
Cooper
Cranston
Eagleton
Ellender

Ervin
Fulbright
Hatfield
Hollings
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Packwood

NOT VOTING—23

Hart Mundt
Hartke Muskie
Javits Percy
Kennedy Schweiker
Long Stafford
McGovern Stevens
Gravel MecIntyre Weicker
Harris Metecalfl

So Mr. SpaRgMAN's amendment (No.
1223) was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Bellmon
Buckley
Cotton
Fannin
Gambrell
Goldwater

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (HR. 15417)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 15417) making appro-
priations for the Departments of Labor,
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and
related agenices, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3390) to amend
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now is on agreeing to one of the two
amendments to be offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas (Mr.

TOWER) .
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AMENDMENT NO. 1242

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1242 and ask that it
be stated

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment as follows:

On page 10, line 11, before the title “EX-
CESS DEFENSE ARTICLES”, insert the fol-
lowing:

“(4) In sectlon 33(a), relating to ag-
gregate regional cellings, strike out ‘of cash
sales pursuant to sections 21 and 22,

*(5) In section 33(b), relating to aggregate
regional cellings, strike out ‘of cash sales
pursuant to sections 21 and 22, ".

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of 1 hour is now controlled, and equally
divided. Who yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, for the
benefit of my colleagues, I might note
that possibly the full hour will not be
taken, so I should like to advise my col-
leagues that the vote might——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will please suspend until the Senate
is in order. Senators will please cease
conversations. If they desire to converse,
will they please retire to the cloakroom.

The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Texas may proceed.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I want to
advise my colleagues that there is a
strong possibility the full hour will not
be used and that the vote will come
much earlier than that.

I now yield myself such time as I may
require.

Mr. President, the proposed legislation
we have before us, S. 3390, maintains the
present expenditure ceiling of $100 mil-
lion on foreign military sales credits and
grants military assistance to nations of
Latin America. The present ceiling, how-
ever, covers not only sales made with
U.S. credit assistance, but also sales
made on a purely cash basis. Because
these cash sales account for about half
of the $100 million ceiling and because
our Latin American partners have an in-
creasing requirement for force moderni-
zation, I propose the removal of cash
sales from this ceiling.

Latin American nations have legiti-
mate internal security requirements.
Many face extremely active and increas-
ingly wviolent insurgency movements.
Others, such as Uruguay, are plagued
with the spread of urban terrorism. To
combat these increasing security prob-
lems, the Latin American people must
rely on obsolete World War II and Ko-
rean war weapons—weapons that are
approaching the end of their useful lives,
weapons whose reliability can be ques-
tioned.

We do not want to encourage an arms
race in Latin America and I do not feel
our allies are purchasing equipment with
that in mind. It is, instead, these inter-
nal security requirements that have
forced our allies to the south to mod-
ernize their forces. From 1967 through
1971, they spent well over $1 billion for
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new equipment from Europe and Can-
ada. Most of these orders were placed
during the period our legislative restric-
tions were imposed. During this same
period sales from the U.S. foreign mili-
tary sales program amounted tg about
$250 million. It is clear that thé Latin
Americans feel they have a requirement
for force modernization and it is just as
clear that if we refuse to help them they
will go elsewhere for modern equipment.
What I propose would not fuel an
arms race in Latin America that would
be detrimental to economic develop-
ment. In fact, Latin American expendi-
tures for military purposes have been
modest in relation to their economic ca-
pacity. Throughout the continent these
expenditures have averaged only about
2 percent of the gross national prod-
uct. But they realize, as should we, that
to continue this economic and social de-
velopment, they require the stability
brought by a secure environment. To the
degree that it contributes to that securi-
ty, adequate but not excessive levels of
modern equipment—not only weapons,
but also helicopters, radios, trucks, and
so forth—fosters economic growth.
With the regional ceiling set at $100
million, and with the inclusion of cash
sales in this ceiling, our Government is
simply not able to respond to many rea-
sonable requests for purchases of mili-
tary equipment by our Latin American
friends. Nearly half of their require-
ments will be for cash purchases of spare
and replacement parts for eguipment.
This means that about half the ceiling
would be used just to maintain equip-
ment already purchased, leaving about

$50 million for modernization of forces;
$50 milion spread over all Latin Ameri-
can countries is wholly inadequate for
updating equipment with the current
high cost of aircraft, helicopters, and

communications apparatus. In recent
yvears we have reduced our military as-
sistance program in Latin American
countries from about $80 million in fis-
cal year 1966 to $20 million in fiscal year
1973. As part of our growing partnership
with our sister republics, we have en-
couraged them to buy what they need
rather than give it to them under a grant
aid program. But now we refuse to let
them buy with their own money what
they need.

I propose to amend the committee bill
by exempting cash sales from the re-
gional ceiling. The $100 million ceiling
should remain for the present and will
be applicable to the major sales of ex-
pensive, sophisticated equipment that is
virtually always purchased with credit.
Placing cash sales outside the ceiling
would insure that our friends in Latin
America would have the opportunity to
purchase spares and replacements for
their U.S. origin equipment without im-
pinging upon our ability to help them
modernize that equipment.

We cannot afford to take Latin Amer-
ica for granted. President Echeverria’s
firm statement last week before the joint
session of Congress makes clear the need
for America to continue to mature in her
relationship with her hemispheric allies.
Our curtailment of cash and credit sales
to Latin America is not consistent with
this maturity.
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Mr. President, I believe that it would be
unfortunate both for us and more im-
portantly for the Latin American people
if we were to allow this bill to pass un-
amended. I, therefore, ask your support
in exempting cash sales from the limita-
tions imposed by the regional ceiling.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time within the limitation
as I may require for the purpose of this
statement.

Mr. President, the Foreign Military
Sales Act now imposes a ceiling on the
amount of U.S. Government military aid
and sales and the value of ship loans that
can be furnished to Latin America and
Africa each year. The ceiling does not
cover commercial sales or Government
grants for training. Before the enact-
ment of the foreign aid bill for the 1972
fiscal year, the annual ceiling was $75
million for Latin America and $40 million
for Africa.

The ceiling was intiated by the Foreign
Relations Committee a number of years
ago in an effort to limit U.S. encourage-
ment of unnecessary spending on arms
by the nations of Latin America and
Africa. Our objective was to keep the
United States, insofar as possible, from
stimulating an arms race either in Latin
America or in Africa. It was felt by the
committee that nothing could be more
damaging to the prospects for economic
progress on either continent than this
kind of arms competition. In its report
on the 1966 foreign aid bill, which recom-
mended a $50 million ceiling for Latin
America, the committee said:

This committee does not wish to be re-
sponsible for encouraging in any way arms
races in Latin America. The committee is not
impressed with the argument that if the
United States does not sell military equip-
ment, the Latin Americans will buy it in
Europe. One might as well argue for legal-
izing slot machines in the District of Colum-
bia on the grounds that otherwise people
will go to southern Maryland to gamble.

At the administration’s urging, the
committee last year approved an in-
crease in the ceiling for Latin America
from $75 million to $100 million. In con-
ference agreement was reached to allow
the President to waive the ceiling up to
50 percent—for a total allowable ceiling
of $150 million a year—if he found that
“overriding requirements of the national
security” justify an increase in the ceil-
ing. That is the state of the law today.
The President has made such a finding
for this fiscal year. The ceiling for Africa
has remained at $40 million since it was
set at that level in 1968.

The Senator’s amendment would cre-
ate such a huge loophole that the ceiling
would be meaningless. He would exempt
U.S. Government sponsored cash sales
to both Latin America and Africa. Only
$147 million in military grants—exclud-
ing training—sales, and ship loans are
scheduled for Latin America in the 1973
fiscal year, which is within the allowable
total if the President again exercises the
waiver authority available. That is to
say, the administration’s own program
comes within the ceiling established in
this bill. The committee's action does
not represent a cutback in the arms sales
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program proposed by the administration
for Latin America.

The Senator's amendment would ex-
empt the $60 million in planned Govern-
ment cash sales from counting against
the ceiling, making it a nullity, thus, in
effect, increasing the ceiling by at least
that amount.

There is nothing to prevent these coun-
tries from buying as many planes or
tanks here as they want—as long as
they do it through regular commercial
channels, and not use our Government as
their agent.

Mr. President, I simply cannot accept
the argument that we are preventing
these countries from coming to the
United States to buy what they are de-
termined to buy anyway and forcing
them to go elsewhere, to Europe, for
example, to buy the equipment that they
feel they need.

They can come to the United States.
They can buy all they want here. There
is nothing in the ceiling that makes them
go to Europe, because there is nothing in
this bill that prevents them from pur-
chasing armaments through ordinary
commercial channels.

All the ceiling pertains to is the amount
of military aid and credit sales that may
be provided by the Government of the
United States to the countries in Latin
America and Africa.

The committee believes that these
countries already spend too much on
arms. Although we cannot prevent their
diverting even more of their scarce re-
sources to useless military spending, at
least Congress can impose some practical
restraints on our Government’s involve-
ment in this waste of their resources.

As to Africa, $44 million in military
grants and sales are scheduled against a
$40 million ceiling. In other words, Mr.
President, this ceiling is so modest that it
does no more than to cut back by $4 mil-
lion the amount that the administra-
tion has programed for Africa in its own
budget. After allocation to Africa of the
reduced amounts for grants and credit
sales recommended by the committee,
this total will be well within the $40 mil-
lion ceiling. So there is no practical rea-
son to exclude the $6.6 million in cash
sales scheduled for that region.

Mr. President, the committee believes
that the restrictions in the law concern-
ing military sales and grants to these
poor countries are already too generous.
It would prefer to see them tightened,
not made meaningless as the Senator
from Texas' amendment would do. But
it would like to make these ceilings
meaningful and prevent these arms pro-
grams from ballooning even larger with-
out any form of statutory restraint.

That is why we have placed these rea-
sonable limitations in the bill, and that
is why I hope the Senate will see fit to
reject the amendment offered by the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a tab-
ulation listing the regional ceilings in
millions of dollars for Latin America and
Africa in fiscal year 1973.

There being no objection, the tabula-
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tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
Regional ceilings
[In millions]
LATIN AMERICA—TFISCAL YEARE 1873

Military assistance grants.
Military credit sales
Government cash sales
Excess defense articles

Less: MAP training
Covered by celling

Commercial sales
AFRICA CEILING—FISCAL YEAR 1873

Military ald grants
Military credit sales
Government cash sales
Excess defense articles

Less; MAP training

Covered by celling

L

Commercial sales

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
Senator from Idaho has admitted that
the actions of the Foreign Relations
Committee does nothing to discourage
and deter an arms race in Latin America
because arms are available elsewhere. As
a matter of fact, if they could not buy
them from the United States, they would
probably buy more because the arms cost
more in the United States than in Eu-
rope.

Therefore, I do not buy the argument
made that we must assume some sort of
moral posturing to discourage an arms
race in Latin America, because we can-
not do that anyway.

The fact of the matter is that we are
taking, I think, an arrogant and a pre-
sumptious attitude, a paternalistic atti-
tude perhaps at best when we say that
we will discourage the immature Latin
American countries from engaging in an
arms race.

What we are saying here is that their
governments have not matured to the ex-
tent that they can exercise good judg-
ment. So we here in the United States
are going to exercise good judgment for
them.

Again, I refer back to the joint meeting
of last week when we heard President
Echeverria of Mexico. He warned us that
we had better start regarding them as
equals and treating them as mature part-
ners in the community of nations.

I think that we had better start that
now. I do not think it is up to us to de-
termine what individual Latin American
countries need in the way of arms. I think
we must assume that they can make that
judgment for themselves far better than
we.

So the time for us to begin a new era
in our relations with Latin American
countries is now. I therefore urge adop-
tion of my amendment.

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I have a
few words more to say in rebuttal.

First of all, I do not think there is any-
one in the Senate who has more often
spoken against attitudes of paternalism
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towards Latin American countries than
has the Senator from Idaho. I have been
critical of our general policy towards
Latin America for some years.

Our position here has nothing to do
with the desires of Latin American Gov-
ernments and how much they won’t
spend on arms. They are free to spend
as much as they please on arms. And they
are free to purchase them wherever they
please, either in Europe, in Japan, or
in the United States through normal
channels.

The guestion we are facing then is to
what degree the Government of the
United States should make itself an
agent for the purchase and furnishing
of arms to Latin America and elsewhere.
It is true that the Senator’s amendment
applies only to cash sales. But the ceil-
ings we are talking about apply to all
types of sales in which the United States
Government is directly involved, by act-
ing as a purchasing agent, by extending
credit or by providing subsidized inter-
est rates.

In other words, the ceiling applies to
an American policy, a policy of the
United States, the purpose of which is
to make it easier for Latin American
countries and others to acquire arms at
subsidy prices for which the American
people ultimately pay. It is a national
policy of the United States we are deter-
mining here, not an attempt to decide
for other countries what their arms pro-
grams should be.

The committee has long opposed pro-
grams on the part of the United States,
at the cost of the American taxpayers,
the purpose of which is to encourage the
flow of arms in larger and larger
amounts into these areas of the world.

Therefore, I think the argument pre-
sented by the Senator from Texas really
misses the point. The committee is sim-
ply trying to preserve a policy that was
placed in the law some time ago and
that is consistent with previous votes in
the Senate to try to hold our own Gov-
ernment’s arms supply program within
reasonable limits as it applies to Latin
America and Africa.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. CHILES, Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Idaho would explain
to the junior Senator from Florida a
little detail as to the difference between
a cash sale as we are referring to it in
this amendment, and the right of the
country to be able to buy on the market
in this country from arms manufactur-
ers or dealers.

Mr. CHURCH. In the case of a cash
sale that would come within the limita-
tion of this ceiling, our Government
would act as a purchasing agent.

Mr. CHILES. What does that entail
when we act as agent? Does that entail
a guarantee?

Mr. CHURCH. No. It means the United
States is the purchasing agent.

Mr. CHILES. It means the United
States is the purchasing agent. Does that
entail credit in and of itself?

Mr. CHURCH. No, not in and of itself;
but in acting as purchasing agent the
Senator knows the U.S. Government
maintains permanent military missions

21363

in 17 Latin American capitals. The pur-
pose of these missions is to make ar-
rangements for and promote sales of
weapons or the transfer of weapons
under one of several arrangements that
the Government of the United States is
willing to work out. One such arrange-
ment is the cash sale. Another is the
credit sale, which provides subsidized
terms, the tab for which is picked up by
the American taxpayer.

Mr. CHILES. What are the terms of a
cash sale? How does the foreign govern-
ment make payment to the United States
under cash sales?

Mr. CHURCH. As I recall, the terms
may vary from contract to contract, but
on the whole a cash sale would require
the purchasing government to pay with-
in a short period. A 3-month period
would probably be typical of the pro-
vision in a cash sale arrangement.

Mr. CHILES. And there is no credit
provision in that cash sale at all?

Mr. CHURCH. No, except that the cost
to the U.S. Government of maintain-
ing the agency through which all these
arrangements are made is not deducted
from the cash sale; that is borne by the
taxpayer. These military missions in
Latin America, and elsewhere, are main-
tained at our expense.

I was correct in recalling that cash
sales terms may not extend beyond 120
days after delivery. But we engage, as
the Senator knows, in credit sales too;
we engage also in the sale of surplus
equipment, equipment we have declared
to be surplus, and we sell it at prices
that are greatly reduced from the price
the Government of the United States
originally paid for the weapons at the
time it acquired them. So on the whole
these arms transfers are made on a sub-
sidized basis.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I wish to ask a question
for curiosity.

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr, PASTORE. To follow up the line of
questioning pursued by my colleague
from Florida, I understood the Senator
to say that any Latin American country
can come to this country and by going
to an arms manufacturer buy all the
arms it wants to buy.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. The Senator is cor-
rect. For the coming fiscal year 1973 eur
Government estimates that Latin Ameri-
can governments will probably purchase
$43.5 million worth of arms through
commercial sales directly from U.S. man-
ufacturers without the direct involve-
ment of the U.S. Government.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator mean
that a government like Chile could come
to the United States and buy 100 tanks?

Mr. CHURCH. It may if the State De-
partment provides the necessary export
license.

Mr, PASTORE. In other words, a coun-
try could not buy any arms unless it gets
permission of the U.S. Government.

Mr. CHURCH. Commercial sales are
subject to Government approval.

Mr. PASTORE. I am not being critical
of that but I would be surprised that for-
eign government could come here and
buy arms without sanction of the Gov-
ernment.




21364

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator is correct.
It is subject to the veto of the Govern-
ment.

Mr. PASTORE. It does come under the
ceiling, but it is subject to veto.

Mr. CHURCH. Commercial sales are
not subject to the ceiling but are subject
to export licensing requirements.

Mr. PASTORE. I think the record
should be clear about that.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator helped to
make that point clear.

Mr. President, if there are no further
questions I am prepared to yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, even
though with an appropriate export li-
cense Latin American Governments can
come here and buy arms without having
to go directly through Government chan-
nels to do so, the fact of the matter is,
there are a number of items already in
our military inventory that are surplus
or redundant, or for our purposes ob-
gsolete, and languishing in our military
inventory unused. They could be sold
through the agency of our Government
rather then having them go buy some-
thing in the market in this country.

Some mention was made here of credit
sales and the cost tc American taxpayers.
My amendment only applies to cash sales.
It is the policy when such sales are made
that if there is any lag in payment, and
any interest to be paid, that the pur-
chaser is required to pay the cost to
Uncle Sam of the money and, of course,
the American taxpayer is not out any
money. To say the cost of our military
missions in 17 countries is attributable
to military sales is incorrect. These mis-
sions would exist if there were no sales.
This is the cost of the military doing
business. I doubt whatever time and
energy is put into these sales by military
missions abroad really amounts to very
much money in the scheme of things.

Mr, President, I suggest the absence of
& quorum and I ask unanimous consent
that the time be equally charged against
both sides.

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I wish to
make a few final remarks.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I with-
draw the request.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I wish to
make two final comments.

The Senator from Texas mentions sur-
plus military equipment, and makes the
argument that it may be to our advantage
to sell weapons of this kind. I only want
to point out that weapons declared to be
surplus can be disposed of under the ceil-
ings in the Senate bill,

Those ceilings represent figures very
close to what the administration rro-
poses to do anyway in Latin America and
Afriea. Our real purpose is not to force
the administration to cut back in any
appreciable way at all on what it plans to
do. It is simply to prevent this program
from getting bigger every year. At least
with a ceiling it is necessary to come back
to Congress and justify a bigger program
if one is desired. That is why we did this
in the first place. That is why it has been
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done in the past. This is not a new provi-
sion. We are just trying to keep in a
provision which has been sanctioned by
the Congress in past years.

Finally, with reference to the Senator’s
comments on military missions, I would
not want to let that statement go un-
challenged. The military missions in Lat-
in America are there primarily for the
purpose of transferring arms from the
United States to those countries. That is
why they were set up in the first place. If
we did not have this kind of program
going, we would not need those missions,
which have caused us embarrassment
from time to time, because they tend to
identify the interests of the United States
with the military rather than with the
general interests of the country.

I think we pay a political cost for these
permanent and ostentatious military
missions in Latin America that far out-
weighs anything we gain from them.

If we did not have this program, we
would not have to have these missions.
We would go back to the regular military
attachés, who do the normal work of
representing the military of the United
States in foreign lands. The faster we
get back to that day in Latin America,
the better it will be for the United
States.

I am happy now to join with the Sen-
ator from Texas in calling for a quorum,
with the understanding that the time for
the quorum call will be equally divided
between the two sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The 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 ordered.

RECESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess until 1:55 p.m., that the time con-
sumed by the recess be equally divided
between the two sides on the pending
amendment, and that the time between
1:55 p.m. and 2 p.m. be equally divided
betwen the two sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
sonN). Is there objections to the request
of the Senator from West Virginia? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Thereupon, at 1:40 p.m., the Senate
took a recess until 1:55 p.m.; whereupon
the Senate was called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. NELSON).

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1872

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself such time
as I may require.

Mr. President, back when the British
offered the United States their assistance
in the enforcement of the Monroe Doc-
trine, John Quincy Adams said that the
United States will not suffer itself to be
a “cock-boat in the wake of a British
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man-of-war.” I think John Quincy
Adams would whirl in his grave if he un-
derstood what we would be doing here
today if we were to fail to adopt my
amendment. What we would do would be
to encourage the Latin Americans to be-
come increasingly dependent on the Eu-
ropeans for the military resources nec-
essary to defend their territorial integrity
against the elements that we know exist
which would subvert their governments
and bring them under the influence of
a power that resides without this hemis-
phere.

So I think that, to a certain extent, the
integrity of the Monroe Doctrine is at
stake today, and I therefore urge the
adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield myself the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. President, I hope this amendment
isrejected. Nothing in the ceiling adopted
by the committee would prevent any
country in Latin America or Africa from
coming to the United States and buying
such quantities of weapons that it desires
from our weapons manufacturers, just as
it may go to Europe or to Japan to do
50.

It is true that the Government of the
United States possesses a veto and that
in a case where we feel that it is against
our best interests for commercial sales to
certain governments to take place in this
country, the Federal Government can
refuse to issue an export license. What
the committee is trying to do is keep some
control over the size of this program and
the amount of arms that flows through
the Government, whether by way of
grant, credit sale, or cash sale. The ceil-
ing in existing law is eminently reason-
able. It conforms to the administration’s
own program. By retaining it, we will be
assured that if in the future any admin-
istration wants to increase the size of
these programs, it will have to come back
to Congress and secure the consent of
Congress. Therefore, consistent with the
position that this Chamber has taken so
often in the past, I would plead that we
retain this provision in the law, which
has long been a congressional policy ap-
proved by the Senate and already writ-
ten info law.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
hope that the amendment will be re-
jected.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and I ask unan-
imous consent that the time consumed
not be charged to either side.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
querum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. Church. In accordance with the
unanimous-consent agreement, I ask that
the Senate now proceed to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired.

The question is on agreeing to amend-
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ment No. 1242 of the Senator from Texas
(Mr, TOWER).

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD of West Vir-
ginia. I announce that the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GamereLL), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GrRaAVEL), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENn-
NEDY), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoverN), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) , the Senator
from Montana (Mr. METcALF), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mr. MuskIg), and the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HarT) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoverN) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GamereLL) would each vote
"na.y."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
ToN), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fanwin), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senators from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY and Mr. Javits) and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) are
absent on official business,

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MunnT) are absent because
of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GoLDWATER) is paired with the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javirs). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arizona would vote ‘“yea’” and the Sen-
ator from New York would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 43, as follows:

[No. 224 Leg.]

YEAS—38
Dominick
Eastland
Ervin
Fong
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hollings
Hruska
Jackson
Jorden, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
McGee

NAYS—43

Ellender
Fulbright
Hatfleld
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouve
Long

Miller
Packwood
Percy
Saxbe
Schwelker
Scott
Sparkman
Stennis
Taft
Thurmond
Tower
Young

Allen
Allott
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Boggs
Brock
Cannon
Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Dole

Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Smith
Spong
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Tunney
Williams

Aiken
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Magnuson
Harry F.,Jr. Mansfield
Byrd, Robert C. Mathias
Case McClellan
Chiles Mondale
Church Montoya
Cranston Moss
Eagleton Nelson

CXVIIT 1347—Part 17

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

NOT VOTING—19

Hart Mundt
Hartke Muskie
Javits Stafford
Kennedy Stevens
McGovern Weicker

Buckley
Cotton
Fannin
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gravel McIntyre

Harris Metecalf

So Mr. Tower’s amendment (No. 1242)
was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1243

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1243.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to state the amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment reads as follows:

On page 10, line 7, strike out “1972"” and
insert in lieu thereof “$400,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1972"; also in line 7, strike out
“1973" and insert in lieu thereof “8527.-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1873"; in line 9,
strike out “1972"” and insert in lleu thereof
“*$550,000,000 for the fiscal year 1972"; and in
line 10, strike out “1973" and insert in lieu
thereof *'$629,000,000 for the flscal vyear
1973".

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TOWER. Mr., President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will please come to order. Those
Senators carrying on conversations will
please retire to the cloakrooms. The Sen-
ate is not in order. The Senator from
Texas may proceed.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I strongly
oppose the reductions in the foreign mili-
tary sales program recommended by the
Foreign Relations Committee. The ad-
ministration requested authorization for
$527 million in new funds to carry out a
credit program of $629 million. The com-
mittee has recommended only $400 mil-
lion in new funds and a program of $550
million, of which $300 million is ear-
marked for Israel. This reduction will
seriously limit the scope of the foreign
military sales program which is a key
instrument of the Nixon doctrine.

This doctrine is the keystone of U.S.
strategy of the seventies. We have seen
two of its three elements—strength and
negotiations—yield rewards. But we have
yet to fully realize the potential of the
third element of the Nixon doctrine—
partnership. Our foreign military sales
program is designed to foster the kind of
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strong bonds necessary for full partner-
ship. We have consistently tried to move
away from grant aid to a more mature
relationship by encouraging nations to
purchase those military equipments they
require. This modern equipment pur-
chased through the sales program, to-
gether with the sharing of the respon-
sibility for planning in joint national
security matters, will be the foundation
upon which these partnerships will
flourish.

The credits and credit guarantees au-
thorized by this legislation would be
made available to allies and selected
friendly countries for the purchase of
military equipment manufactured in the
United States for a number of reasons.
First, they encourage and enable friendly
nations to assume a greater portion of
their own defense burden within their
budgetary capabilities, and to achieve
greater self-reliance in the area of secu-
rity. All of this at little cost to the U.S.
taxpayer. This self-reliance contributes
to a reduced American role abroad.

A lowered U.S. profile overseas is, after
all, the ultimate goal of the Nixon doc-
trine. This goal should be achieved
through negotiations. And negotiations
are successful to the degree that they are
achieved from a position of strength.
How strong we are, the outcome of nego-
tiations, will largely depend upon how
strong our partners are. Therefore, it
seems clear to me that strong partners
with adequate weaponry are essential to
our hopes for a diminished U.S. profile
abroad.

Credit sales are important to the
United States for a second reason. They
permit the United States to ease the
transition of friendly nations from grant
military assistance to cash sales. Thus,
countries that have depended on our aid
are not suddenly confronted by a sharply
increased burden of military expendi-
tures that could severely affect their de~
veloping economies.

A third aspect of credit sales of advan-
tage to the United States is their impact
on the balance of payments. While we
would certainly not wish to sell arms and
equipment solely to improve our balance-
of-payments position, it has been clearly
demonstrated that if we fail to make this
equipment available to our partners for
their legitimate needs, they will go to
Canada or Europe for their purchases.
Some of these suppliers have demon-
strated a flushed eagerness to supply
arms and credits. It therefore seems pref-
erable to me to keep this market which
is expected, because of inflation and tech-
nology, to be large in the 1970’s for the
United States.

Of course, Congress itself has enacted
in the legislation provisions aimed at
avoiding arms races and controlling
armaments. The U.S. Government has
on the whole made laudable efforts to
carry out these purposes. However, the
United States no longer has a monopoly
on arms production. Other countries are
prepared to provide credit and sell arms
without restraints or concern for politi-
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cal consequences. While I would argue
that we should maintain that concern, it
would seem more appropriate to provide
our Government with the means of mak-
ing legitimate sales. This will enable us
to exercise some controls and offer weap-
ons more appropriate to the needs of
our allies.

I have mentioned that, of the total
program, $300 million is specifically ear-
marked for Israel. I do not believe that I
need to elaborate on the importance of
these credits to Israel. But of similar im-
portance to our entire Middle East pol-
icy is the $143 million that will be pro-
vided to other countries in that area, in-
cluding some of the moderate Arab
States. These programs alone constitute
over 70 percent of the administration’s
request, which I think is a clear indica-
tion of the importance of this area to
the United States.

Mr. President, I believe that the for-
eign military credit sales program makes
good sense. It provides the United States
with a valuable tool to carry out its se-
curity assistance program. The credit
program contributes directly to the secu-
rity of our friends and allies, especially
Israel, thus affecting positively the se-
curity of the United States as well. It is
unfortunate that nations of the world
have not yet learned that there are bet-
ter ways of settling differences than re-
sorting to arms. However, we live in a
less-than-perfect world and the United
States must continue to provide its allies
and friends with the weapons they need
within appropriate restraints.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I ask
that the Senate restore the foreign mili-
tary sales program fo the levels request-
ed by the administration.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, just a few short months
ago, Congress approved the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1971 and in its wisdom
appropriated $400 million for military
credit sales and established an overall
credit ceiling of $550 million, of which
$300 million was earmarked for credit
sales to Israel.

In the bill before us, the committee
recommends that the credit sales pro-
gram for the coming fiscal year be main-
tained at the fiscal 1972 rate: $400 mil-
lion in new obligational authority; $550
million as the overall credit ceiling; and
$300 million of the credit ceiling ear-
marked for Israel.

The committee believes that the exec-
utive branch has not made a persuasive
base for increasing the amounts above
the level for the current fiscal year. The
committee weighed the amount requested
against our economic conditions here at
home—conditions which, to say the least,
are less than encouraging. Despite the
forecasts of the administration’s econom-
ic advisers, the United States is still
subject to huge budget deficits, record-
breaking balance-of-payment deficits,
seemingly endless inflation, and an un-
employment rate that has not dropped
below 6 percent in 18 months. The eco-
nomic indicators simply show that we
cannot afford to underwrite a larger mili-
tary credit sales program—a program
subsidized by the American taxpayer.
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In judging the committee’s recom-
mendation to hold the line on military
credit sales, I hope my colleagues will
also bear in mind that, for the most part,
the countries which purchase military
equipment under this program are the
underdeveloped countries. These coun-
tries are, by definition, already strapped
for funds to meet their pressing eco-
nomic and social needs. The United
States should not be in the position of
encouraging them to purchase bigger
and better armaments.

Mr. President, I hope the committee’s
recommendation on military credit sales
will be sustained.

Mr. President, I am ready to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would
like to note that on these credit sales the
interest paid by the purchasers is the
same as that paid by the United States.
In other words, the price they pay in-
cludes price of the money to the United
States, with the exception of Israel. They
get it at 3 percent, which is more favor-
able than anyone else gets it. We are not
imposing additional costs on the Ameri-
can taxpayer.

There is one aspect I would like to
mention and that is the possibility that
of the $300 million allowed for Israel, the
administration might regard some of its
other programs as being so important it
would dip into that $300 million and
Israel would have to go to private
financing. That would impose an addi-
tional burden on the Israeli economy.

I am prepared to yield back the re-
mander of my time and apparently the
Senator from Arkansas is ready to yield
back the remainder of his time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to make one
further comment on the Senator’s last
remark. The Senator mentioned Israel in
particular, In some cases we give Israel
grant aid. The State Department au-
thorization bill which was approved a
couple of weeks ago carried $85 million
for Jewish refugees. We have given them
$50 million in economic aid and another
$50 million is in this bill. Very few coun-
tries get military credits and not
economic aild—with which they can then
pay us back.

Mr. TOWER. I think it would be
wrong to say the economic aid is given
for the specific purpose of furnishing
arms.

Mr. BROCK Mr. President, I support
the amendment of the Senator from
Texas (Mr. ToweR). We must give the
administration the resources it needs to
continue to move forward in implement-
ing the Nixon doctrine. This security
assistance program lets us meet our
international responsibilities not by
sending our troops abroad but by bring-
ing them home and providing the equip-
ment and training which enables foreign
troops to replace them. This bill is a good
investment. It enables us to place the
primary responsibility for meeting non-
nuclear threats to the peace where it
belongs—on the nations most directly
affected.

Mr. President, in the last 4 years
this administration has taken more than
500,000 troops out of the East Asia and
Pacific area alone. And from Korea to
Thailand troops of other nations now
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bear the primary responsibility for halt-
ing aggression on the ground. There has
been encouraging progress in other areas
as well. Our NATO allies are sharing
much more of the common defense
burden in the NATO area—they have
agreed to a $1 billion program over the
next 5 years. And in the Middle East
our assistance to Jordan and Isrsel has
helped sustain and strengthen these
nations whose continued stability is
crucial to the hope of eventual peace in
that troubled part of the world.

Mr. President, these policies and the
funds provided by this legislation are the
foundations without which the Presi-
dent’s dramatic trips to China and to the
Soviet Union could not have been made.

For when our allies have the resources
with which to defend themselves, both
their attitudes and the attitudes of
those who would be our enemies create a
climate in which meaningful negotiations
for a generation of peace become pos-
sible. The administration which has
made these new policy initiatives de-
serves our continued support, and I urge
Senators to provide this support by
supporting this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. TOWER. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Texas.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can-
NoN), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamMBRELL), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GraveL), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. Harris), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. Hart), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KEnnEDY), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoOVERN), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MEeTcaLr), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. Muskie), and the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GaMBRELL), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GraveL), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorroN), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fannin) and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senators from New York (Mr.
BuckLey and Mr. Javits) and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD)
are absent on official business,

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
waTER) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MunpT) are absent because
of illness.

If present and voting the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GoLpwATER) would vote
“Year."
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The result was announced—yeas 32,
nays 47, as follows:
[No. 225 Leg.]
YEAS—32

Eastland
Fong
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hruska
Jackson Taft
Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Miller Tower
Packwood Young
Percy

NAYS—47

Eagleton
Ellender
Ervin
Fulbright
Hatfield
Hollings
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye

Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stennis

Allott
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Boggs
Brock

Dominick

Montoya
Moss
Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Spong
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Tunney

Aiken
Allen
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bentsen
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Jordan, N.C.
Harry F.,Jr. Long
Byrd, Robert C. Magnuson
Case Mansfield
Church Mathias
Cooper McClellan Weicker
Cranston Mondale Willlams

NOT VOTING—21

Harris McIntyre
Hart Metcalf
Hartke Mundt
Javits Muskie
Eennedy Pell
Goldwater McGee Stafford
Gravel McGovern Stevens

So Mr. Tower’s amendment (No. 1243)
was rejected.

Buckley
Cannon
Cotton
Fannin
Gambrell

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the bill
(S. 3104) to amend existing statutes to
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to issue cotton crop reports simultane-
ously with the general crop reports.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6957) to
establish the Sawtooth National Recrea-
tion Area in the State of Idaho, to tem-
porarily withdraw certain national forest
land in the State of Idaho from the op-
eration of the U.S. mining laws, and for
other purposes; asked a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. As-
PINALL, Mr. TaAvror, Mr. UparLr, Mr.
SkusiTz, and Mr. McCLURE were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15097) making appropriations for the
Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes;
agreed to the conference asked by the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Mc-
FaLr, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. YATES, Mr. STEED,
Mr. MaHON, Mr. CONTE, Mr. MINSHALL,
Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, and Mr. Bow
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 12143) to provide for
the establishment of the San Francisco
Bay National Wildlife Refuge.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. RANDOLPH).

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3390) to amend
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and
for other purposes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at this time for the distinguished senior
Senator from Texas to offer an amend-
ment.

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

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time con-
sumed in the consideration of my amend-
ment be limited to 20 minutes, 10 minutes
to a side, to be equally divided, the time
on my side to be under my control and
the time on the other side to be under
the control of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations or his
designee.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the dis-
posal of this amendment—I understand
there will be no rollcall vote on it; it is
a mutually agreeable amendment which
will be explained—the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PasTORE) be recognized for the purpose
of offering an amendment, with a time
limitation of 1 hour on that amendment,
to be equally divided between the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PasTore) and
the manager of the bill, the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), or whomever
he may designate.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order at
this time to order the yeas and nays on
the Pastore amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, let me state what my
amendment would do. It would remove
from the bill subsection (3) of section
14 on page 12, which has to do with the
storage of nuclear weapons or the renew-
al of agreements relating to such storage.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I re-
peat my unanimous consent request that
it be in order to order the yeas and nays.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

Mr. Tower’s amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following:
“APPLICABILITY OF SECTIONS 13 AND 14 TO THE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

“Sec. 15. The provisions of sections 13
and 14 do not affect the authority of the
Export-Import Bank of the United States,
in accordance with its established procedures
and practices, to consider and act on any
application for a guarantee, Insurance, ex-
tension of credit, or participation in an
extension of credit with respect to the
purchase or lease of any product by any
foreign country, or an agency or national
thereof.”

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to remove
from the proscription of sections 13
and 14 of the bill the functions of the
Export-Import Bank, because of the ad-
verse impact that these provisions would
have upon U.S. exports.

Section 13 of the bill provides that:

No funds may be obligated or expended to
carry out the agreements signed by the
United States with Portugal and Bahrain,
relating to the use by the United States of
military bases in the Azores and Bahrain, un-
til the agreement, with respect to which the
obligation or expenditure is to be made, is
submitted to the Senate as a treaty for its
advice and consent.

As it happens, an understanding was
reached between the United States and
Portugal regarding the availability of Ex-
port-Import Bank assistance to help fi-
nance Portuguese imports of U.S. goods,
in conjunction with the various negotia-
tions taking place regarding the military
base arrangements. The letter of under-
standing from Secretary Rogers to the
Portuguese Foreign Minister merely
states what in fact is standard practice as
far as Ex-Im assistance is concerned:
that it is available to help finance U.S.
goods and services to be used in Portugal
for the various social end economic devel-
opment programs which Portugal is pur-
suing currently. Actually, Ex-Im assist-
ance is available for virtually any finan-
cially sound, civilian-related purpose in
most free world countries; the Rogers
letter merely served to emphasize its
availability for these high-priority de-
velopment purposes.

Section 13 would operate to restrict
the implementation of this formalized
offer of assistance, since it is arguably
part of the military base agreements.
However, this offer merely stated what
was in fact a standing offer of the United
States to help finance its exports to coun-
tries in specific instances where export
financing is not reasonably available
through normal commercial processes. It
should not be included in the package of
arrangements which may have been made
as part of the military base agreement,
since it was an arrangement that was
already a standing practice of the United
States and would continue to have been
such even without the military base
agreement.
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Section 14 would simply reinforce the
effect of section 13, as far as the Exim-
bank aspects of the Portugal military
base agreement are concerned, and for
that reason the amendment exempting
the Eximbank from the impact of
section 13 also extends to section 14.

Mr. President, we are currently very
concerned with the international eco-
nomic situation of the United States,
since in the years after 1964 our trade
balance has been on a negative trend,
that has for the first time in some 1_30
years left us with a negative balance in
1971. The impact of this deficit on the
U.S. balance of payments and on the
stability of the dollar have been sub-
stantial, and helped lead to the devalua-
tion of the dollar this year. While we fight
the fundamental battle for price sta-
bility and improved productivity at home,
in order to turn this trade balance
around and strengthen the external po-
sition of the United States, we canpot.
ignore the great tactical assistance which
the Eximbank can lend to channeling
foreign purchases to the United States.
We cannot allow the substantial U.S. ex-
port potential to Portugal to be lost due
to the unreasonably wide coverage of
sections 13 and 14 of this bill. /

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

1t is my understanding that it does
have the approval of the members of the
committee, and at this time I would be
delighted to answer any questions that
the distinguished Senator from New Jer-
sey might have. -

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. He is
correct in stating that I do approve t.r_us
amendment. I join him in urging its
adoption. I think there is no objection
to it.

What we are attempting to do by his
amendment is to make it quite clear, as
we had originally intended, that we are
not changing or restricting or hamper-
ing the normal operations the bank
would conduct in the absence of a special
agreement.

Mr. TOWER. In the absence of an
agreement or a treaty.

Mr. CASE. What we are doing is tak-
ing out the forced draft that the execu-
tive agreement did involve.

Mr. TOWER. That is correct.

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am
very glad that we have reached an agree-
ment on this matter.

As a matter of fact, it is on of the pro-
visions in the Case amendment that dis-
turbed me because I thought it was curb-
ing the Export-Import Bank, when, as a
matter of fact, we have been encouraging
people in this country who had things to
sell abroad, helping them to develop
business, helping to build up our trade
returns, to cure the trade deficit we have
and to help remedy our balance of pay-
ments. I am glad that we have worked out
an agreement.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. TOWER. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the amendment, as follows:

On page 12, line 12, insert the word “or”
after “duty” and delete beginning with “or™

on line 13 down to and including the word
“storage,” on line 15.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it will
not take me more than 5 minutes to ex-
plain this amendment.

On page 12, section 14 is broken down
into three parts. The first provides that in
the case of the establishment of a mili-
tary installation in any country at which
combat units of the Armed Forces of the
United States are to be assigned to duty,
that agreement should come up in the
way of treaty. I do not question or chal-
lenge that.

The second part refers to the fact that
revising or extending the provisions of
any such agreement also should come up
by way of treaty. I do not question or
challenge that, either.

But the third part is very disturbing,
because I think it really is directed to-
ward the security of this country. It
could threaten our security. I think this
would be a very dangerous course o pur-
sue at this time. It reads, in part: “for
the storage of nuclear weapons or the
renewal of agreements relating to such
storage, unless such agreement is sub-
mitted to the Senate for its advice and
consent.” That means by way of treaty.

Mr. President, under the Atomic En-
ergy law, the President of the United
States, as Commander in Chief, is the
only person in this country who can
order the firing of an atomic weapon. I
repeat, no one can do it but the Presi-
dent of the United States. When we
begin to discuss, perhaps rather glibly
in some cases, just where these bombs
are and how many, I am afraid that we
are damaging the future security of this
country.

Once a military base has been estab-
lished, then at all times these atomic
weapons have to be under the exclusive
control of U.S. military forces. No one
can give one of these weapons to any
country in the world. Even the President
of the United States cannot give away
an atomic bomb. Wherever those weap-
ons happen to be, they have to be under
the exclusive control of the U.S. military,
and they can be fired only on the order
of the President of the United States.

To say that a matter of this sensitiv-
ity, which goes right to the heart of
American security, has to be discussed
by way of treaty is a questionable pro-
posal. Even though it might be a classi-
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fied protocol, the fact still remains that
that is a dangerous course to pursue.
Under the atomic energy law, our Joint
committee is entitled, by provision of
law, to be fully and currently informed
on everything in connection with atomic
weapons, I think that that serves the
purpose; and anyone who needs to know
can find out where they are, provided he
has a right to know.

For that reason, while I support the
remainder of section 14, I think it would
be dangerous for us to include subsection
(3). My amendment would merely strike
out subsection (3), and I hope the Sen-
ate will adopt my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. President, I have sent for the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. SymiNcToN) . He
thought this matter would come up to-
morrow. He has shown more interest in
this subject than any other member of
the Committee on Foreign Relations. The
Subcommittee on Security Agreements
Commitments Abroad, of which he is
chairman, did a great deal of work last
year and the year before along with
others, on the subject of our commit-
ments abroad. It is my impression that
he feels that this is a justifiable require-
miefnt, but I leave him to speak for him-
self.

Much of this becomes common knowl-
edge. It is in the press. All of us, without
having been briefed or having been given
any secret information, know that nu-
clear weapons are scattered about the
world in such places as Greece and Tur-
key and on ships off Vietnam. This has
been in the press time and again. Re-
porters know it, and I think that the
public who are interested generally know
it. I think the time has come when Con-
gress should play a role in these com-
mitments, which have the effect—wheth-
er or not they so provide in the actual
wording—of committing us to many
countries throughout the world.

I am reminded of the Spanish bases
agreement. There is no formal treaty,
formal obligation in a written document,
that we defend Spain. But the agreement
creates a situation in which the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said that
Spain is given a greater assurance of our
support than if there were a treaty to
that effect.

Nuclear weapons have become such a
great part of our strategic power and so
significant in modern warfare that I
think there is little to distinguish them
from troops in the degree to which they
commit the United States to the support
of various countries. About all this really
is saying is that when the United States
is involved and when it is putting itself
in the position under which it is obli-
gated to support other countries by mili-
tary means, such a commitment should
be made the subject of a treaty and re-
quire the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate.

To put it in a different way, what we
are trying to say here is that the Execu-
tive should not have this power alone. I
am told by the Senator from Rhode
Island that they are informed on a clas-
sified basis about the location of the
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weapons, and that is sufficient. The com-
mittee is saying that an obligation of this
gravity, with as much danger of involve-
ment in warfare, should be a matter for
the decision of the Senate as a whole.

I am very much pleased that the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island approves of sub-
section (1) and subsection (2). These
have not been subject to treaties in
many cases any more than the Vietnam
war today is an authorized war under
the Constitution.

On the issue of nuclear weapons stor-
age abroad, I think this is a perfectly
proper issue for Congress to pass upon.
It would not be news if we put it in the
Recorp, or in the newspapers, because
there are very few surprises. Most people
know where they are now. But it would
lead to more sober consideration of our
involvements abroad.

I do not agree with the Senator from
Rhode Island that this is a matter that
is so sensitive Congress should not be
allowed to exercise its judgment on it.
I think it does have implicitly within it
the probability of involvement in war if
those countries where the weapons are
located are involved in conflict. So that
is about the sum and substance of it.
I would not be willing to accept the Sen-
ator’s amendment.

I would hope that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SyMIiNcTON) would ex-
press himself on this issue because he
has, for a couple of years now, shown
deep interest in the matter. He will be
in the Chamber shortly.

I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask unanimous consent that it be taken
out of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded 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. Mr. President, in
the absence of the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SymincTON)—I am told they
have not been able to locate him yet—for
the Recorp at least, let me read this
language from the subcommittee report
on the nuclear weapons subject—page
30:

The stationing of nuclear weapons in for-
elgn countries represents a special kind of
commitment between the United States and
the host country. In almost every one of
these countries a vell of secrecy hides the
presence of such w . Nowhere is this
vell stronger than In the United States.

Most people here are unaware of the fact
that United States tactical nuclear war-
heads have been and are stationed in coun-
tries all around the world, a pattern of de-
ployment vhich results in arousing deep
concern in both the Soviet Union and Com-
munist China.

. . . we should recognize the political im-
plications Involved in placing nuclear weap-
ons in other countries, along with the need
for continuous re-examination of such a
policy.

What this means, I would think, is
that a lot of people know where these
weapons are. That is true. Most people
do not pay much attention to this sub-
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ject but I recall reading time and again
about nuclear weapons in Turkey, and
talk about we should be agreeing, at the
time of the Bay of Pigs, to withdrawing
our nuclear weapons if they would with-
draw theirs from Cuba. I am sure I have
seen many times references to nuclear
warheads in Germany, in the recent dis-
cussion on the treaty with the Russians,
that we have forward bases with nuclear
weapons on them and airplanes to de-
liver them. There is no secret about this.
Since this is not a deep, dark secret, and
since it has these implications of com-
mitments growing out of it, the commit-
tee believes that the arrangements for
the overseas shortage of nuclear weapons
should be a matter for the Senate to pass
upon. I do not believe it has any serious
effect upon our security in the sense that
we are fooling the Russians.

I do not quite see how it prejudices
our security if the enemy knows—and,
presumably, that is Russia or possibly in
the future, China—hbecause the Russians
know all about them. I do not see what
difference it makes to our security, that
this matter is discussed and passed on by
the Senate unless, of coure, we assume
that the Senate is an irresponsible body
and should not be involved in decisions
of this character.

Well, going back to the commitments,
resolutions, and several legislative acts
since, I had assumed that most Senators
believe that the Senate is a responsible
body and should be given some role in
the determination of the policies which
are likely to involve the United States in
warfare,

Mr. President, I should like to yield
now to the distinguished Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), since this is
a matter in which his subcommittee has
had much to do with and which he has,
on numerous occasions, discussed.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
whatever time he desires.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
appreciate the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
yielding to me on this subject.

At the suggestion of the distinguished
chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee, I went abroad with him a
year ago last April. I have said, and re-
peat, that I learned more about the true
military strength of the United States
in Europe in 6 days with that distin-
guished chairman than in the previous
18 years on the Senate Armed Services
Committee. In the latter committee we
are not given adequate information with
respect to this all-important subject.

In addition, Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Subcom-
mittee on Commitments Abroad, we
found that in one country we were black-
mailed at a cost of millions of dollars to
maintain our nuclear weapons in that
country. This is in the committee record,
but some of it is classified; therefore, I
will not give the details on this floor.
Everyone knows in the countries where
the weapons are. There is no secret
about it. I have been in such countries
and have for years been told about it by
the people in the governments of the
countries In question. For anyone to
think for a minute we can put nuclear
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weapons in a country without its having
an effect on foreign policy, taxes the
credulity of any person interested in the
subject.

They know where these weapons are,
but do not know the nature of them, type
and yield and so forth. Nor should they.
I say, however, that one of the great
tragedies is the degree of secrecy we
have had about this whole nuclear situ-
ation. A small airplane in Europe, with
one refueling, could be over Moscow and
drop many times the lethal blast of the
Hiroshima bomb. That is something all
Americans should consider as in turn
we consider the SALT talks and the
reached agreements., Ignorance of
Americans with respect to the overall as-
pects of this subject is unwarranted
ever since the issue of the Smythe report,
which came out in the 1940’s.

We continue to authorize and appro-
priate billions upon billions wnnually for
our military establishments, much of
which we do not need for National Se-
curity. It would be more clear that we
actually do not need some of tlLese re-
quests if we got out some of the facts
about the new force in the world which
is contained in the atom; facts which
could in no way affect our Nation's secur-
ity.

There is not a man in the Senate but
who could walk in this Chamber today
with a nuclear weapon that would cor-
respond in force to the Hiroshima bomb.
That is the type of information which
should be disseminated as we discuss
these matters. All other countries, espe-
cially the six or so in the nuclear club,
know this to be true.

We cannot have constructive relations
with another country, we cannot locate
nuclear weapons in that country, with-
out affecting foreign policy, because we
always have made commitments to these
countries to in turn get them to permit
us to have nuclear weapons on their
shores.

We are already having trouble with
many countries as to whether they
should allow our ships that use nuclear
power—not necessarily war ships, any
ship—to come into the harbors of their
country. Among such countries are those
we consider among our strongest allies.

Mr. President, I did not know this sub-
ject was coming up so rapidly this after-
noon else I would have had more of a
prepared statement about our relations
with countries in which we have stored
nuclear weapons, but not known to the
American people.

I would hope, therefore, that the
amendment of my good friend, the able
chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee, will be rejected. A Secretary
of Defense testified in open hearings
yvears ago that there were 7,000 nuclear
warheads in Europe; and everyone knows
that, if there were 7,000 nuclear war-
heads years ago, there are more today.

I cannot understand why it is neces-
sary for us to be so secretive as to where
we have these weapons. If they are there,
they are fundamentally a problem to us
as well as a problem—often welcomed—
to the country in which they are located.

I would hope when this matter is con-
sidered by the Senate the importance of
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nuclear knowledge, previously denied the
American people, will be released to the
public. Much should remain classified,
but much that could be released but is
not released, if made a matter of public
knowledge, would help in the growing
effort to prevent further esecalation in
the arms race.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
would be glad to yield to my able friend
from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I associate
myself with the remarks of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri and
with the remarks of the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the Senator
from Arkansas.

I fully appreciate the concern that the
Senator from Rhode Island has ex-
pressed. I appreciate his diligence in ex-
pressing himself on this matter. How-
ever, I think that really the question is
not really so much technical as political.
I think it is quite clear that in a general
sense the world knows where our arms
are.

If there is any question as to tactical
dispositions which are about to be made
for some special reason for some short
term not being made a matter of public
record, that information can be included
and it can be agreed to keep it secret. We
consider treaties in executive session. In
any event, any matters of that sort can
be dealt with and handled in the Senate
by its full processes.

As the Senator from Missouri has so
well pointed out, these are matters that
should be known to all people, Americans
and foreigners alike.

I think it would be a good idea as soon
as we can to get away from the idea that
the Senate is extremely esoteric about
nuclear weapons in their disposition.
The only thing esoteric about it is the
secrecy.

This is a matter that the public should
be fully aware of.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey. Obvi-
ously there are many aspecis concerning
the details of the type and character of
nuclear weapons and other weapons de-
signed for our protection and the pro-
tection of other countries that should
not be released.

We are not talking about those details.
We are talking about the overall knowl-
edge of installing our nuclear weapons
in other countries. When that is done
it is certainly known to the people of the
country in question. Why should it be
kept from the American people?

If there is any real reason why this
knowledge should be kept a secret from
the American people, I would say to my
friend that this in itself would seem
to make it clear that the weapons we
question should not be placed in the
country in guestion.

Mr. PASTCRE. Mr. President, I would
really hope that in our enthusiasm this
afternoon we do not lose understanding
of what we are actually saying and doing
here this afternoon.

There is no man in the Senate who
loves to speak more informatively than
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the Senator from Rhode Island. There
is no man in the Senate who desires
that the American public have informa-
tion more than the Senator from Rhode
Island.

I hope that we do not argue this after-
noon that the American public really
wants to know what is going on in
the war rooms of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. When we begin to tell everyone in
the United States and everyone in the
world the numbers and locations of our
atomic weapons we defeat the very basis
of security, we are beginning to cut off
our noses to spite our faces.

The Senator from Missouri knows that
not until he became a member of the
Joint Atomic Energy Committee and
went abroad with me did he know where
certain weapons were and how many.
This is highly secret information and
there was good reason for classification.
That is the reason why we put it in the
Atomic Energy Act. We put classification
in that act for the security of this
country.

If any Senator wants to know and has
a need to know, he can find out very
quickly.

What does this provision do here? It
says, talking about the storage of nuclear
weapons in any country, that the matter
has to come up here. That is the question
before us. I say that with that informa-
tion disclosed we could tumble down as
well as some of these governments. We
had better recognize that in some coun-
tries of the world the Communists have
the largest sinlge party within the frame-
work of that government.

Do we want to begin to toy with Amer-
jea’s security interests? America is inter-
ested ‘n any every American is interested
in keeping his home safe and in keeping
this country free.

If anybody in this Chamber has an
idea we are placing these bombs in other
parts of the world helter-skelter just be-
cause we would like to see them spread
all over the world, I tell Senators frankly
they should come to our committee some
time and listen to some of the informa-
tion that come before us. I say this after-
noon that not one time has there been
a leak from that Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. That is a record to be
compared with the record of any other
committee of Congress.

What I am saying this afternoon is:
Do not begin to play loosely with Ameri-
can security. There are many places in
the world where rebellion could start if
some of the information went out.

They are there for what reason? They
are there to make sure we maintain the
security of our country. Affer all, in
Europe we have not had a major incident
since the end of World War II. Why? Be-
cause the Russians knew of the Ameri-
can power. Why did they call off their
bombs or their missiles in Cuba in Oct-
ober 19627 They did it when John Ken-
nedy flexed his muscles.

To proceed as in section 14 with re-
spect to establishing a foreign base in
another country for the location of
American troops is one thing, but when
they talk about where atomic bombs
should be and how many, when the
President is the only man who can order
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the firing of any bomb—not Congress,
but the President—is another matter.

We have a PAL system on our bombs
in Europe, which means they cannot be
fired unless the President of the United
States give the order. That is how care-
ful we are and should be.

When you come before this body and
put atomic weapons in the same category
as proceeding under section 13, I am
telling you you are comparing apples to
oranges and it just does not fit. You are
as far apart as the North and South
Poles.

What I am saying this afternoon is
that this is a very sensitive area. This
is the zone that has kept us safe from
an onslaught of communism in Europe.
Do not begin to change it this afternoon.

You tell the Russians how many there
are and where they are and I am telling
you they can begin to make different
plans.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would say to my
good friend from Rhode Island that to
the best of my knowledge nobody talked
about giving the details of these weapons
in the country in question. There is no
idea of going into secret rooms of the
Pentagon on nuclear details.

I add to what my able friend stated by
saying I would hate to see the question
of communism per se become dominant
in the minds of those responsible for the
security of the United States. I salute
the President for going to a Communist
country, the Peoples Republic of China,
and I salute him for going to Moscow.
There is surely nothing wrong in at-
tempting to develop policy that will
result in fewer young Americans being
killed, all over the world. In effect, this
change would appear to be one of the
major premises in establishment of our
new foreign policy, and I support it all
the way.

Our religion emphasizes the impor-
tance of brotherhood, love of our fellow
man and respect for human rights. I do
not buy any arbitrary raising of great
Communist monolithic danger each and
every time we discuss something having
to do with our foreign relations and the
saving of money for the taxpayers in the
field of national defense.

Another point has to do with what the
Committee on Foreign Relations knows.
We were at one time refused informa-
tion in this committee on the grounds
that under section 202 of the Atomic En-
ergy Act, the only committee of the
Congress, in both Senate and House,
that should be allowed this information
was the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy. We gave the question to respected
and able lawyers. They said such a con-
clusion was ridiculous. But that infor-
mation was denied the Committee on
Foreign Relations until about the time
I went on the Joint Committee. Said in-
formation is now a matter of knowledge
in the Committee on Foreign Relations.
Nobody at any time has said or could say
that in any way has jeopardized the se-
curity of the United States, The Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations knows to-
day where these weapons are, and more
about their types.

We are talking about two aspects.
First, should it be known where we lo-
cate nuclear weapons on foreign soil? I
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believe it should because the people in
that country in question know. The peo-
ple in the United States also have a right
to know.

Second, details of the weapons in
question should not be known. I have
had some inspection experience in gov-
ernment and also in private industry.
After I became a member of the Joint
Committee I asked a staff member, as a
matter of routine, “Do we do ‘this and
that’ to protect our nuclear position all
around the world?” I cannot get into de-
tail on this because it is classified, but
was told, “Of course, this is what we do
everywhere.” I said, “Just check it to be
sure.”

A few weeks later an able member of
the staff of the Joint Committee came to
me and said, “How did you know?” I
said “Know what?” He said, “You are
right.” We thought we had these poli-
cies over the world, but have not got
them all over.

I replied:

I did not know, but do know that when
something goes on for a number of years
without being checked, you can bet your hat
what you thought was going on has not been
going on.

I am glad to report that as a result of
this investigation on the part of the Joint
Committee that matter has been cor-
rected.

Again, the American people have as
much right to know about these installa-
tions, which they pay heavily for as do
the heads of government and people of
the countries in question.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish to
ask a question of the chairman of the
Senator from Missouri.

Would the adoption of this amend-
ment have any bearing on the location
of our technical and nuclear weapons in
Europe, which everybody admits are sta-
tionary? The reason I ask that is this:
Up to this point and during the SALT
talks, of course, the technical weapons
there and the airplane bases with the air-
craft were able to carry a bomb, if neces-
sary, to eastern Europe and perhaps even
to Russia, and that has been a part of
the deterrent.

Similarly, as the Russians have, there
are intermediate range missiles which
are centered in Europe, and our planes
can reach Europe.

Would this alter a deterrent if we
agreed to the treaty and moved into the
second stage? Would this alter the deter-
rent? The measure states, “You cannot
enter into any agreement after this date
or extend any agreement.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I refer the Senator
to the committee’s report. It is very clear
on page 31. It states:

The provision is prospective only. It does
not affect current agreements relating to for-
eign bases or the storage of nuclear weapons.
However, it will require submission to the
Senate of any agreements to renew or revise
existing agreements.

Then, it states that no funds should
be obligated and so forth on or after
the date of enactment. It is prospective.
It is not to affect any existing agreement
related to nuclear weapons.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr, President, I would
like to make a little comment on the
question asked by the Senator from Ken-
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tucky. Of course, this would weaken the
deterrent. I can give the Senator an ex-
ample. If the Senator were playing stud
poker, would it not mean something to
him to know what the other player had
as his covered card? Does not the Sena-
tor think it is going to make a difference
if the Russians know where our weapons
are and how many?

The argument made here is that
everybody knows. Yet my good friend the
Senator from Missouri did not know
until a few months ago when he got on
the committee. If everybody knows, why
did he not know? The idea that every-
body knows is nonsense. I dare anyone to
stand on the floor and tell me how many
bombs are in Germany and where they
are this afternoon, if everybody knows.
We cannot tell them and we should not
tell them. That is one of the most sensi-
tive elements, one of the most classified
elements of our deterrent force in
Europe—the fact that they do not know
how many there are and where they are.
The minute they know, the Senator can
bet his bottom dollar the reentry mis-
siles will be retargeted to make sure they
are going to knock us out in a nuclear
attack. Then he will see the Autobahn
closed and the Berlin Wall and and Ber-
lin freedom a shambles.

As to the hope that we are promoting
a detente with Russia and China—do not
let us become kissing cousins too soon, I
suggest to the Senator from Missouri. We
have not reached that stage yet.

The Senator rises and properly says,
“I am a Christian and I have a big
heart.” I say to the Senator from Mis-
souri that I too am a Christian, and even
though I may be smaller in stature, my
heart is as big as his.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am sure the Sen-
ator's heart is as big as mine, but do
not want excessive fear of communism
to continue to add unnecessary addi-
tional expense for our defenses. Of
course, I have known where these weap-
ons were for many years, as Secretary of
the Air Force and later. What I thought
was proper was that members of the
Foreign Relations Committee should be
told in executive session. There has never
been a leak out of that committee since
I have been on it to the best of my knowl-
edge. Its members should have enough
information to determine the right thing
to do, in their opinion, from the stand-
point of our relations with these other
countries.

The Armed Services Committee should
take more interest in the number and
type and location of nuclear weapons,
because it is a subject which bears much
on the security of the United States.

From what the Senator said, I gather
the impression of a card game, stud
poker, and a hole card. I hope we are not
going to play a game with these coun-
tries and that we put our cards on the
table. We have pledged that, on the part
of the United States. The President did.
Dr. Kissinger did in the White House.
They said we were going to lay our cards
on the table and believe our possible op-
ponents are laying their cards on the
table. But if this is going to be primarily
a poker game, then we should not lay
our cards on the table.

The only reason we should have an
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agreement—and a treaty—is that it
would be in the interest of both countries
to have such an agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
wishes to know who yielded the half
minute to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, take it
out of my time. That shows how much
I love the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator knows
that affection is reciprocated, along with
deep respect.

Does the Senator know of any country
outside the borders of the Soviet Union
in which the Soviet Union has put
nuclear weapons?

Mr. PASTORE. No; because they would
not tell me.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator
believe they have put any in South
America, or Cuba?

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes.

Mr. PASTORE. But it would be of
great help to us if we knew.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Our intelligence
says they have not, and we fashion our
policies on their combined estimates.

Mr. PASTORE. But does the Senator
know?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think our intelli-
gence is as reliable as theirs. In any case,
I do not know what we are trying to
prove when we segregate all knowledge
about nuclear weapons from all other
weapons, just because we have a Joint
Atomic Energy Committee and an
Atomic Energy Act.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator himself
said nuclear weapons should have spe-
cial consideration.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Because they are
the strongest weapons does not mean
they should be treated with unusual and
special secrecy.

Mr, PASTORE. The Senator stated
this. He said atomic weapons have spe-
cial significance.

Mr. SYMINGTON. They do.

Mr. PASTORE. For that reason they
ought to be considered in a different
category.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not say they
ought to be considered in a different
unique and special category—not at all.
When a country caught us putting them
in that country, we paid millions of dol-
lars, because we had placed them in that
country. I hope such activity does not
become characteristic of how the United
States operates its foreign policy.

Mr. PASTORE. I hope we do not throw
out the baby with the bath water. The
idea, the cliche, is that the American
people should know. The American pub-
lic does not want to know how many
bombs we have in Germany. All the
American people want to know is, Are
we safe here at home? That is our re-
sponsibility. It is the responsibility of
the President and the Congress to make
sure we are safe at home. The idea that
we open up this sensitive area which has
been classified is a very dangerous
thought. It has been a secret classifica-
tion. The suggestion that the American
people really want to know how many
bombs are in Germany and where they
are does not make much sense to me. The
American wants to know one thing—the
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American people want to ask, Are we
safe?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator has
said there are atomic bombs in Germany.
Is that information classified?

Mr. PASTORE. No.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If it is not classi-
fied, what is wrong with telling about
them being located in other countries?

Mr. PASTORE. How many and where
they are?

Mr. SYMINGTON. It has never been
publicly stated on the floor that there
are atomic bombs in Germany.

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, it has been.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In Europe—but not
in Germany, not in any particular coun-
try.
Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator going
to be picayune? Is not Germany in Eu-
rope?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Are they only in
Germany?

Mr. PASTORE. No.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Then they are all
over?

Mr. PASTORE. I gave the Senator that
as an example. Does the Senator know
why? Because they are right on the other
side of the Berlin Wall. That is where the
Autobahn is. That is where our troops
are. That is where our armaments are.
When there is storage, then we talk
about places and numbers.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Are they on our
ships?

Mr. PASTORE. Sure, they are.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Are they on our
ships in the Mediterranean?

Mr. PASTORE. Sure, they are.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena-
tor. Is this the first time that has been
known.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know about
that, Mr. President.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The more informa-
tion we get out of this character the bet-
ter for the American people, the better
for the security of the United States, be-
cause of the importance in a democracy
for the people to have all information
that will not help a possible enemy.

Mr. PASTORE. Come on, Senator, take
it easy. The Senator knows we have
bombs in our ships. Do not tell me the
Senator thinks they are in closets in the
Pentagon; or does he think they take
them home as lollypops?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have been talking
here today about continuing to use the
fear of communism, along with the fear
of nuclear weapons as a means to make
the United States spend many billions
of dollars for unnecessary weaponry
when these billions could be spent for
better purposes right here at home. I will
say to my friend, however, for whom I
have very great respect and affection,
that I am just as interested in the se-
curity of the United States as is he, anx-
ious therefore for us to have all weapons
and military personnel that is really
needed.

Mr. PASTORE. I am sure of that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, how
much time do I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes remaining.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield myself 3
minutes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I will
give the Senator some of my time,

How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield the Senator as
much time as he needs.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the
Senator, first, that the American people
are not panting to know the details of
where the bombs are. What they are
interested in is not getting the country
in a position to get involved in wars like
we have in Vietnam or in commitments
such as we have in Spain, which have not
been submitted for discussion or consid-
eration by the Congress. It is the effect
of these agreements that bothers all of
us. By bringing these matters into the
open, we hope to avoid adverse effects.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would be very
mutéh interested. They do not care about
that.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. That is the reason why
I agree with the Senator’s (1) and (2).
I think when the bases were established
in Spain, it should have been by a treaty.
I go along with that, and also as to any
extension of that agreement. But when
we begin to store bombs, anywhere and
how many of them, after we get such an
agreement, I do not think that ought to
be the subject of another treaty. That is
an intensely military affair at that point.
If the Senator wants to stop the political
side of it, in the establishment of those
Ehasgs. I go along with that. I can see

at.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Well, I think maybe
we are arguing here about two different
things. I did not contemplate, and do not
now, that in the discussion of an agree-
ment for the storage of weapons, say,
in country X, we would include, as a part
of that, all the details of how many, what
form, and just exactly where. That might
be a matter of classification for the com-
mittee alone, in executive session. It cer-
tainly should not, I would think, be a part
of a treaty. The treaty could be a gen-
eral agreement in which we make the de-
liberate decision as to whether to have
such a relationship with country X. I
think that is a much more responsible
way to do it.

While the Senator says it is not gen-
erally known, what the Senator from
Missouri was saying, I think, is that
Americans do not know in any great de-
tail. T do not believe the Senator
from Rhode Island believes for a mo-
ment that the Russians do not know we
have those weapons in Germany or in
Turkey.

Mr. PASTORE. That is right.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They have com-
plained about them being in Turkey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEeIckeR) . All time of the Senator from
Arkansas has expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I see no point in
belaboring the matter. It is the general
proposition that is involved in these
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agreements, rather than the precise
number, that is important.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I want
to make my position clear, very precisely.

I have no objection to the proposition
that the establishment of foreign bases
should be by treaty. All I am saying is
that when you get into the nuclear weap-
ons business, once that treaty is formu-
lated, you do not need a second treaty.
To argue that is to get yourself into seri-
ous trouble. My experience on the com-
mittee since 1952 tells me that. That is
not to deprecate anyone else’s opinion;
I do not want to be misunderstood on
that. But this is a very sensitive business,
when we begin to tell everyone in the
entire world how many, and where.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield the Senator
whatever time he would like.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I hope the
time will come when it is not considered
advisable to store nuclear bombs in any
country, anywhere, any time. But until
that time does come, I think the United
States would be very unwise to divulge
to the world the location of those nuclear
bombs. They may be in the mountains
of central Europe, they may be some-
where in Asia, they may be in the ports
of the eastern Mediterranean. They
might be on icebergs in the Arctie, for
all I know. But I do not think we should
divulge to the world where they are lo-
cated, unless we are willing that every
potential enemy should also know where
those weapons are stored.

Even the people of the United States do
not know where nuclear weapons are
stored in this country. They may know
where some of the planes used to deliver
those weapons in time of war are sta-
tioned, but they do not know where the
weapons themselves are stored. I doubt if
one on this floor knows how many nu-
clear weapons are stored in Rhode
Island, or Missouri, or Arkansas, or Ken-
tucky. I do not think there are any in
Vermont, but I am not sure.

I think it is in the interests of our own
security that we should not tell the world
where these bombs are stored. If they are
stored in a foreign country by agreement
with the United States, then that agree-
ment, under this item number (3) of
section 14, would have to be submitted to
one, two, or probably three committees
of Congress, eventually, and it would not
take long for it to be made public knowl-
edge, of course, if the agreements had to
be approved by this body.

So I think it would be most short-
sighted indeed to divulge to the rest of
the world the presence of those weapons
which we rely on to keep us out of a third
world war. I do not know why anyone
should advocate that, and I hope that
the amendment of the Senator from
Rhode Island, which I cosponsored with
him, will be approved, in the interests
of the security of the United States.

Mr. PASTORE. I am ready to yield
back the remainder of my time, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEeicker). All remaining time has been
yvielded back. The guestion is on agree-
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ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PasTore). On
this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT E. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CannNoON), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
(GamBreLL), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GrAVEL), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. Harris), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. Hart), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) ,
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MEeT-
cALF), and the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MuskIE) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. GamereLL) is paired with the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GOVERN) .

If present and voting, the Senator
from Georgia would vote “yea’” and the
Senator from South Dakota would vote
nna'y.u

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
Ton), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
Fanwin), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York (Mr.
Javrrs) and the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. StarForp) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
waATER) and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. MunpT) are absent because
of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GorLbpwaTErR) would vote
“yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 17, as follows:

[No. 226 Leg.]
YEAS—65

Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Jordan, N.C.
Harry PF., Jr. Jordan, Idaho
Byrd, Robert C. Long
Chiles Magnuson
Cook Mathias
Cooper McClellan
Curtis McGee
NAYS—17
Hughes
Mansfield
Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Percy

NOT VOTING—18

Harrls McIntyre
Hart Metecalf
Hartke Mundt

Javits Muskie
Goldwater Kennedy Stafford
Gravel McGovern Btevens

So Mr. PasTORE'S amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move

Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevenson
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Young

Proxmire
Symington
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams

Bayh
Case

Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Fulbright

Cannon
Cotton
Fannin

Gambrell
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that the vote by which the amendment
was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. ALLOTT and Mr. BIBLE moved to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

SECTION 12—7U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM VIETNAM
BY AUGUST 31

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
long since learned to discount the many
rosy reports that came during many years
past regarding the progress of the war in
Vietnam. In fact, what I have said re-
garding the program of the war has been
quite conservative indeed and somewhat
on the skeptical side.

Now I believe, however, we finally have
tangible proof of facts that are definitely
on the encouraging side. A great deal has
happened since the initial success of the
North Vietnamese Army’s drive across
the DMZ on March 31, and the advances
into South Vietnam that they made in
early April. For instance, Hue, or Kon-
tum, or both, were supposed to fall to the
enemy rather rapidly. But this has not
happened, due to a stiffening of the troops
of South Vietnam and their counterat-
tacks. There have been South Vietnamese
raids against North Vietnamese positions
in Quangtri and Kontum Provinces, and
An Loc is now held by the South Viet-
namese.

This is the way I see it now. The North
Vietnamese launched their attack, ex-
pecting to capture many of the key spots
and meet little effective resistance on the
ground. They further expected, as I see
it, that we would not retaliate, certainly
not by mining the harbors and indepth,
effective, extensive bombing in North
Vietnam.

To their surprise, the £ >uth Vietnam-
ese rallied after the initial setbacks.
Many of the South Vietnamese units have
shown sustained, hard fighting that dem-
onstrated purpose, skill, determination,
and endurance. Ample and skillful Amer-
ican air cover was necessary in this
ground fighting and was given and, of
course, this was an important factor in
these favorable results. However, this was
by no means all of the battle. Formidable
ground forces of the North Vietnamese
were resisted and defeated; ground was
retaken by skillful and effective fighting
by the South Vietnamese ground troops.
These facts are vouched for in many
strong statements and reports, including
statements by our own American ob-
servers and advisors. This shows strength
on the ground and it was a surprise to
North Vietnam. It is also highly signifi-
cant that there has been comparatively
little activity by any native Vietcong. On
the whole, the people of South Vietnam
have rallied behind the government and
against the invasion.

The North Vietnamese were surprised
in another way. President Nixon made
the hardest of all decisions, that is, he
decided to mine the harbors of North
Vietnam and cut off the supplies coming
by sea and also to fully and effectively
bomb the supply lines and other war-
making capacity in the critical areas of
North Vietnam.

These steps have been carried out in
a highly effective way, and have brought
results already. Critical warmaking ca-
pabilities and war materials have been
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destroyed in North Vietnam. Transporta-
tion routes have been greatly affected,
it seems, far beyond what has been done
by bombing in years past, partly due to
the use of so-called smart bombs. If
this condition is continued, there is firm
cause to believe that within 60 to 90 days
the supply lines to South Vietnam will be
thin indeed, and the same kind of exten-
sive fighting by the North Vietnamese
forces cannot be sustained.

Furthermore, Mr. Podgorny of the rul-
ing hierarchy of the Soviet Union, has
made a trip to Hanoi. No one can fore-
tell the effects of this trip, but at least
there is encouraging talk by Mr. Pod-
gorny of resumption of the peace talks
in Paris. Mr. Kissinger is now on a mis-
sion to Peking. No one can foretell the
results of his trip, but it is hoped that
this trip will have some favorable mean-
ing.

So it seems to me, Mr. President, that
the North Vietnamese made a grave
error by this invasion. Now they see their
manpower having been cut up by heavy
casualties in the fighting to the south.
Much of their modern ground war ma-
chine is also captured or otherwise used
up. Some of the territory they took is
now retaken and much that they threat-
ened is no longer in grave danger. They
find themselves with their harbors mined
and sea traffic cut off. They find their
railroad bridges destroyed, the lines of
transportation otherwise cut, and their
warmaking potential, much of it, either
destroyed or greatly damaged.

No one can say definitely what all of
this means. But certainly, since things
have started moving against them, and
at least somewhat in our favor at long
last, it is no time for us now, in the midst
of these facts, to restrict or restrain in
any way our own position, much less to
cut off funds supporting our own forces
in South Vietnam and mandate their
withdrawal within less than 70 days from
today, June 19, 1972. It would not only
weaken, but it will destroy our position
in the present situation, and that means
it will strengthen our adversaries, al-
though this is not intended by the au-
thors of section 12 of S. 3390, now before
the Senate for consideration.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that the
contrast is too plain and clear to require
further comment. I know that we all want
to end this war just as soon as possible,
and that is the sole motive that prompts
the authors of this provision in section 12.
I do not question their motives, I applaud
their motives, but the cold logic of the
facts themselves shows the contradiction
on the face of their amendment with
events that are happening now. We are
on the way out, I submit, in the manner
that we should get out, by effectively in-
sisting on rightful respect for our posi-
tion of an offer to get out after a cease-
fire internationally supervised and the
delivery of our POW'’s.

The President’s program guarantees
this. As announced, on May 8 he pro-
posed the following peace terms:

First, all American prisoners of war must

be returned.
Second, there must be an internationally
supervised ceasefire throughout Indochina.
Once prisoners-of-war are released, once

the internationally supervised ceasefire has
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begun, we will stop all acts of force through-
out Indochina. And at that time we will
proceed with & complete withdrawal of all
American forces from Vietnam within four
months,

These are extremely fair proposals,
Mr. President. Compared to them sec-
tion 12 is sadly inadequate. It would re-
quire without any conditions whatso-
ever, the absolute withdrawal of all
American forces from South Vietnam by
the end of August, less than 2% months
from now. Such withdrawal is foreced,
absolutely forced, by a congressional cut-
off of funds—enacted into hard law. Sec-
tion 12 further requires the end of Amer-
ican air support and sea support for
South Vietnamese forces as soon as there
is a “verified” cease-fire between Ameri-
can forces and Communist forces. Others
have spoken about the ambiguity of this
proposal, Mr. President. It is not at all
clear who would do the “verifying” of
such a cease-fire or how anyone could
tell whether or not continued fighting
between the South and North Vietnam-
ese did or did not violate the required
cease-fire involving U.S. forces. The
President’s proposals offer a far better
way for us to be assured of obtaining the
release of our prisoners of war and ar
accounting for the missing in action
than the vague and inadequate conditionu
included in section 12 of the bill.

The prospects for any real peace are
infinitely greater if we are negotiating
from a position of strength rather than
a position of weakness. Section 12, which
says this country must pull out by Au-
gust 31, undercuts the efforts which the
President has made to place us in a
stronger position for negotiating an hon-
orable peace in Indochina.

Section 12 of 8. 3390, I submit, should
be stricken from the bill. Because of the
foregoing fact and for this purpose, I
trust that the authors of this section re-
consider their position in the light of the
existing fact and request that section
12 be stricken from the bill.

COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM-
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEeIcKER). Under the previous unani-
mous-consent agreement, the unfinished
business will now be temporarily laid
aside until disposition of 8. 3617, which
the Senate will now proceed to consider.

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

8. 3617, to strengthen and expand the
Headstart program, with priority to the eco-
nomically disadvantaged, to amend the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, having con-
sulted with the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MonnarLge). the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin (oar,
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NEeLson), the distinguished Senator from
New York (Mr. BuckLey), the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado (Mr.
Dominick), and others, that time on S.
3617 be limited to 6 hours, the time to be
equally divided between the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NEeLsoN) or his designee, and the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs) or his designee; that time on any
amendment be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided between the mover of
such and the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson); that time on
any amendment, to an amendment, de-
batable motion, or appeal, be lim-
ited to 30 minutes, to be equally
divided between the mover of such
and the manager of the bill (Mr.
NELsoN), except in any case in which the
manager of the bill (Mr. NELson) should
favor such, in which instance time in op-
position thereto be under the control of
the distinguished Republican leader or
his designee; provided further, that Sen-
ators in control of the time on the bill
may yield therefrom to any Senator on
any amendment, debatable motion, or
appeal; and, ordered further, that no
nongermane amendment be in order.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I just raise this
inquiry. I do not see the senior Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs) here. I
wonder whether it would not be proper,
as he is the number two Republican on
that committee if, in his absence, time
could be allocated to me so that I could
allocate it, in turn, to others who might
bfll in agreement or in opposition to the
b

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
Iso revise my request.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, did I correctly under-
stand the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RoBert C. BYRD) to request as a
part of his unanimous consent agree-
ment, that no nongermane amendments
might be offered?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The able Sen-
ator from Tennessee is correct.

Mr. BAKER. I shall not object to that
in this particular proceeding, but I be-
lieve that the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RoBerT C. BYrD) knows the
position of the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee on this particular subject. I will
state once more that I hope this will not
become a habit that I find it necessary to
renew my objection to it. I do not object
at this time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest of the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RoeerT C. BYrp) ? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield myself 1 minute on behalf of
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NeL-
soN). At the suggestion of the distin-
guished majority leader, may I say that
for the remainder of today the Senate
will consider the pending measure S. 3617,
and, on tomorrow, the Senate will con-
tinue to consider S. 3617 until some point
during the afternoon when, hopefully,
the Senate will dispose of the measure,
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at which time the Senate will return to
the consideration of the unfinished busi-
ness, S. 3390.

At that time, it is the understanding of
the leadership that the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE)
will be ready to offer an amendment to
S. 3390. No time agreement on that
amendment has yet been ordered, but,
hopefully, such a time agreement can be
reached.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR JAVITS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, following
the remarks of the two leaders on tomor-
row under the standing order, and the
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Delaware (Mr. RorH), the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

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

ORDER TO LAY BEFORE THE SEN-
ATE S. 3617 TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in view of the fact that the Senate will
stand in recess at the close of business
today until 9 a.m. tomorrow, I ask unan-
imous consent that, on tomorrow, fol-
lowing the remarks of the able Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs) the Chair
lay before the Senate what is now the
pending business, the Headstart bill,
S8.3617, and that the Senate continue
its consideration thereof until S. 3617 is
disposed of, or until the close of busi-
ness, whichever is the earlier; at which
time the Chair lay before the Senate
the unfinished business, S.3390, and
that, at that time, the amendment by
the distinguished Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEeEe) be made the pending ques-
tion.

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

COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM-
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (S. 3617) to strengthen
and expand the Headstart program, with
priority to the economically disadvan-
taged, to amend the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964, and for other pur-
poses,

Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. President, may I
ask a procedural question? I gather that
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. NeLsoN) would like to proceed
at this time and explain the purposes of
the bill; is that not correct?

Mr. NELSON. I am going to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. MonNDALE) to open.

Mr. DOMINICK. Fine

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. MonparLE), for whatever time
he may desire, for the presentation of
his opening statement.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin very much.
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the privilege of
the floor for the following staff members
during the course of the deliberations:
A. Sidney Johnson, William Spring,
Richard Johnson, and Bertram Carp.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate begins consider-
ation today of S. 3617, the Comprehen-
sive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972. This meas-
ure reflects the efforts of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare to provide
legislation serving the needs of fami-
lies and their children. It is a substan-
tially modified version of the child devel-
opment provisions in S. 2007, which the
Congress adopted last year, but which
was vetoed by the President. As the
committee report explains in detail, the
bill has been specifically and substan-
tially revised to address the concerns ex-
pressed by the President in his veto
message.

The committee bill is a broadly bi-
partisan measure. It represents a com-
promise between revised child develop-
ment legislation introduced this year by
myself, Senator NersoNn and 12 Demo-
cratic cosponsors and similar legislation
introduced by Senators Javirs, TAFT,
STAFFORD, SCHWEIKER, PAcKwoob and
nine Republican cosponsors.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President,
would the Senator add my name as a co-
sponsor also?

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT).

I ask unanimous consent that the
name of the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuiLericHT) be added as a cosponsor. I
thank him for his support.

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

Mr. MONDALE, I would like to com-
mend at this time the junior Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. Nerson) for his
leadership on this issue as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty; the senior Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javirs), rank-
ing minority member of the full Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, for
his long-standing and continuing initia-
tives in this area; and the junior Sena-
tor from Ohio (Mr. TarT), the ranking
minority member of the Subcommittee
on Children and Youth, who has made a
deep commitment and contribution to
this compromise measure.

I also thank the other members of the
subcommittee and the full committee as
well for their work and for their con-
tributions to this measure.

The bill we are considering today seeks
to better meet the need for quality,
family-oriented preschool programs
among millions of young children whose
mothers are working or who because of
poverty, are denied adequate health care,
nutrition or educational opportunity.
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It is designed to strengthen and sup-
port family life in an era when increasing
numbers of mothers are working—when
increasing numbers of children are being
raised in one-parent families—and when,
for reasons of accelerated mobility and
changing life patterns, more and more
young families are called upon to raise
their children in isolation from their par-
ents and other family members who con-
tributed so much to the upbringing of
children in previous generations.

It recognizes and specifically provides
that child care programs must be totally
voluntary, and must build upon and
strengthen the role of the family as the
primary and fundamental influence on
the development of the child.

It assures that parents will have the
opportunity to choose among the greatest
possible variety of family supporting
services—including part-day programs
like Headstart, after school or full day
developmental day care for children of
working mothers, in-the-home tutoring
and child development classes for par-
ents and prospective parents.

Finally, by clarifying and modifying
the vetoed bill with respect to the Presi-
dent’s concerns about the administrative
delivery system, the State role, the cost
and the relationship of these programs
to the family, the measure we propose to-
day is designed to gain not only passage
by the Congress, but also the coopera-
tion and support of the administration.

THE NEED

The committee bill is a product of ex-
tensive deliberation and study including
13 days of hearings over the past 3 years.
These hearings document the need for
strengthened and expanded family serv-
ices and child development programs.
They demonstrate how the promising
Headstart program, although enormous-
ly successful, has reached only 10 per-
cent of the impoverished preschool chil-
dren and families who are eligible for it
and who could benefit from it. And they
document the recent increase in the em-
ployment of mothers—which has pro-
duced a growing and largely unmet need
for quality developmental day care in
homes, neighborhood community set-
tings and day care centers—and for other
services to strengthen and support fam-
ily life.

Testimony reveals that one-half of all
mothers with school age children are
working today and that one-third of
mothers with preschool children—a total
of over 415 million women—are employed
full or part time. As a result, over 5 mil-
lion preschool children currently need
full- or part-time care while their
mothers are away from home. Yet there
are less than 700,000 spaces in licensed
day-care centers to serve them. Some of
these children of working mothers are
receiving adequate care now—either in
the home, in family day care or in a
quality day care setting—but many are
not.

As the committee report indicates, nu-
merous prestigious commission and con-
ference reports have recommended the
kind of preschool and family service pro-
grams contained in this bill. They in-
clude:
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The 1971 Report of the Education Com-
mission of the States:

The 1971 Report of the Committee for
Economic Devesupment;

The 1972 Report of the National Coun-
cil of Jewish Women entitled “Widows
on Day Care”;

And perhaps most significantly, the
President’s 1970 White House Conference
on Children which voted as its first pri-
ority the provision of ‘“comprehensive
family-oriented child development pro-
grams, including health services, day
care and early childhood education.”

THE ADMINISTRATIONS CONCERNS

In the veto message, the President
listed nine specific concerns about the
child development provision in last
year’s bill. The committee has developed
this new legislation in order to address
each of these concerns. Since the modi-
fications and revisions are discussed in
detail in the committee report, I ask
unanimous consent that that portion of
the report discussing these changes ap-
pear at this point in my remarks.

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

MODIFICATIONS IN RESPONSE TO ADMINISTRA~-
TION CONCERNS

In the veto message, the President listed 9
specific concerns about the Child Develop-
ment bill.

The Committee has developed this new
proposal In order to address each of these
concerns expressed in regard to the vetoed
bill. Our responses and concessions include
the following:

1. Need—The President stated that
“neither the immediate need nor the de-
sirabllity of a national Child Development
program of this character has been demon-
strated.”

The Committee considered this concern,
reviewed it in light of new studies and new
testimony, and concluded that it should
not apply to the modified and reduced ver-
sion of this bill being proposed this year.

The Committee agrees with an earlier
statement in the veto message that “there are
some needs to be served and served now" and
that “one of these needs is for day care to
enable mothers, particularly those at the low-
est income levels to take full-time jobs.” The
veto message further suggested that a com-
bination of day care to be provided under
the welfare proposal (HR. 1) and under in-
creased income tax deductions for child care,
will meet some of these needs.

The Committee agrees that these new pro-
posals will meet some of the need, but con-
cludes that these new efforts are not suffi-
cient in and of themselves. We found, for
example, that a combination of existing Head
Start programs and day care under the pro-
posed welfare reform measure would together
serve only 114 million of the 51 million poor
children who could benefit from preschool
education or after school care.

We found, moreover, that the recently
adopted child care deductions in the Reve-
nue Act of 1871 will provide no assistance to
families living in poverty and very little if
any assistance to families with incomes be-
tween $4,000 and $8,000.

Treasury Department statistics reveal, for
example, that a family of four with an in-
come of §5,000, spending $500 on child care,
would realize no tax savings under this Act:
and a family of four, with an income of
$7,000, which spends 700 on day care would
realize a savings of only §77.

As a result, even with these other efforts,
there are too few child development and day
care opportunities for the children in pov-
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erty, and practically none for the 1 million
children with working mothers in families
with Incomes between $4,000 and §7,000—
incomes which are just a little too high to
qualify for most federally assisted day care
programs such as those under Head Start
and Title IV of the Social Security Act, and
too low to afford quality day care in private
programs. Indeed, these working families liv-
ing in near poverty have perhaps the great-
est unmet need for quality day care.

The need for expanded developmental day
care opportunities has been documented in
other ways as well. The facts about working
mothers are one of the indices of this need:

“In 1971, 43% of the Nation's mothers
worked outside the home compared to only
189 in 1948.

“One out of every three mothers with
preschool children is working today, com-
pared to one out of eight in 1848,

“In 1971, 1.3 million mothers of children
under 6 were single parents bringing up
children without a husband, and half of these
mothers worked.

“Yet, there are fewer than 700,000 spaces
in licensed day care centers to serve the over
5 million preschool children whose mothers
work."”

Although some exlsting Federal programs
help provide day care for these children, they
often do not provide the option for develop-
mental care which this blll offers. Dr. Edward
Zigler, Director of HEW's Office of Child De-
velopment, has estimated, In testimony to
our Committee that only about 209 of these
day care programs are developmental, or
comprehensive—and that in “many Instances
we are paying for service that is harmful to
children.”

A recent OEQ publication entitled: “Day
Care: Resources for Declsions”, concluded:

“QOver 90% of all full-day centers in the
United States are privately operated for
profit.

“Most are custodial programs hecause
that's all that most working mothers can
afford * * * Day care in America is a scattered
phenomenon; largely private, cursorily su-
pervised, growing and shrinking in response
to national adult crises, largely unrelated to
children’'s needs ***”

These findings are supported by the re-
cently released Report of the National Coun-
cil of Jewish Women, entitled “Windows on
Day Care.” On the basis of extensive surveys
in 90 cities throughout the nation, the Re-
port concludes that most day care facilities
lack adequate services for children and their
families, and some are downright damaging.
It found that:

“Only a very small percentage of the chil-
dren whose mothers are employed now bene-
fit from developmental day care services.
The large majority are cared for in their
own homes or in the homes of others and
most of them receive only custodial care,
Well under ten percent are enrolled in li-
censed day care centers. Of the centers visited
by Council members, only about a quarter
provided developmental care Including edu-
cational, nutritional and health services, the
components of quality care. Survey partici-
pants found that far too many children of
working mothers were grossly neglected
latch-key children on their own, children
who went with their mothers to their places
of work because no other arrangements could
be made for them, children in day care cen-
ters and homes of such poor quality they
may suffer lasting injury. The first five years
of a child’s life are the period of the most
rapid mental, personality and physical
growth. Deprivation In the early years can
have disastrous effects.”

Dr, Harold H. Howe, Vice President of the
Ford Foundation and former U.S. Commis-
sgloner of Education, described in detail the
results of these inadequacies during his re-
cent testimony to a Senate Committee. He
said:
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“Perhaps the best way to illustrate the
idea of an environmental handicap is to de-
scribe an actual situation in which working
mothers typically return to work some two
months after giving birth to a child, During
the time that they are working, the child
will be placed with another mother whose
business is taking in children of working
mothers, each of whom might pay a dollar
& day or so to have her children cared for
during working hours. In such a center will
be children from several months of age up
to four or five years, and an individual care-
taker might look after up to ten or twelve
such children in her home.

“For the caretaker who has neither train-
ing nor equipment and facilities to provide
a stimulating environment the entire em-
phasis is frequently on the passivity of
children. The child who doesn’'t cry, who
doesn't need attention, who doesn’t ask ques-
tions after he has learned to speak, who
doesn’t move about—in other words the child
who does not seek, demand, and get stimu-
lation and is least troublesome to the person
in charge—is the child who gets rewarded.
Such an environment discourages the early
and very significant development of every
aspect of human sensitivity and potential.
The qualities fortified in children so treated
are the qualities which lead to fallure in
school. The lack of positive stimulation from
human contact, from active exploration of
objects, from verbal interchange, and from
the kind of play through which a child
learns shapes and slzes and colors depresses
and inhibits the development of capabilities
which are extremely important not only for
success In school but for success in life. The
development of language as a more im-
portant component of any individual's
growth often suffers in this sort of environ-
mental handicapping system.

“Contrast this situation with many well-
financed day care or preschool arrangements
staffed by tralned personnel in which stimu-
lation of all kinds is provided. Children get
all sorts of attention and praise for their
achievements on a regular basis from in-
terested adults, they are encouraged to talk
over their ideas and feeling, to handle ob-
Jects, explore the differences of sound,
shapes, color, texture in all kinds of ma-
terials, to solve problems—and therewith
their early intellectual development is much
advanced. Further they are offered choices
and a range of independent activities that
exercise initiative, allow the child to set his
own pace, and develop goals of his own—
thereby giving him a sense of power over his
environment.

**Add to this the situation in the home for
many of the kinds of familles which would
make use of the type of day care activity
described two paragraphs above, homes In

which economic handicaps deny proper
nutrition and certain aspects of stimulation,
even though just as much love and care may
be present as in the middle class home, and
you get a picture of environmental denial
which pyramids in its effect on children as
they mature.”

These problems and our increasing ability
to understand and prevent them, were stated
by President Nixon in his 1969 message
creating the Office of Child Development in
HEW. He sald—and additional evidence in
the intervening years has added more sup-
port to his statement—that:

“We have learned, first of all, that the
process of learning how to learn begins very,
very early in the life of the infant child.
Children begin this process in the very
earliest months of life, long before they are
anywhere near a first grade class, or even
kindergarten, or play school groups. We have
also learned that for the children of the poor,
this ability to learn can begin to deteriorate
very early in life, so that the youth begins
school well behind his contemporaries and
seemingly rarely catches up. He is handi-
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capped as surely as a child crippled by polio
is handicapped; and he bears the burden of
that handicap through all his life. It is ele-
mental that, even as in the case of polio, the
effects of prevention are far better than the
effects of cure.

“Increasingly, we know something about
how this can be done. With each passing
year—almost with each passing month, such
is the pace of new developments in this field
of knowledge—research workers in the United
States and elsewhere in the world are learn-
ing more about the way in which an im-
poverished environment can develop a
“learned helplessness” in children. When
there is little stimulus for the mind, and
especially when there is little interaction be-
tween parent and child, the child suffers
lasting disabilities, particularly with respect
to the development of a sense of control of
this environment. None of this follows from
the simple fact of being poor, but it is now
fully established that an environment that
does not stimulate learning is closely asso-
ciated In the real world with poverty in its
traditional forms. As much as any one thing,
it is this factor that leads to the transmis-
sion of poverty from one generation to the
next. It is no longer possible to deny that
the process is all too evidentally at work in
the slums of America’s cities, and that is a
most ominous aspect of the urban crisis.

“It 1s just as certain that we shall have
to invent new soclal institutions to respond
to this new knowledge.”

A whole second set of “needs to be served
now"—relating to what the veto message
called the “protection of children from actual
suffering and deprivation”—are also unmet.

Despite expanded nutritional systems, im-
proved medical care for poor children and
more effective targeting of maternal and
child health services—all of which were cited
by the President in his veto message, and
all of which we commend and support—many
children and families in need of health,
nutritional, educational and other social
services are still not being served.

Recent findings by the Mississippi Medicaid
Commission indicate the magnitude of un-
met health needs alone. The extent of un-
detected and untreated health problems
among poor children examined by that com-
mission—and their implications for child de-
velopment—are frightening, The Commis-
slon found 1,301 medical abnormalities in the
1,178 children it examined, including: 305
cases of multiple cavities; 97 cases of faulty
vision; 217 cases of enlarged tonsils; 57
cases of hernia; 48 cases of intestinal para-
sites—mostly hookworm; 53 cases of poor
hearing; and 32 other medical conditions re-
quiring immediate treatment.

And Administration estimates of the un-
met needs for prenatal care—which are in-
cluded in detail in the back of this report—
indicate that it could cost approximately $380
million to provide prenatal care and hos-
pitalization to the 1.6 million poor and near
poor women who deliver children each year
without necessary medical attention.

For these reasons, the Committee concludes
that the need and the desirability for the
wide variety of child development and family
services in our new proposal have been
demonstrated.

2. Duplication and redundancy.—The veto
message suggested that “day care centers for
poor children are already provided in HR 1
and that child development programs would
be a duplication of these efforts”, and would
be “redundant in that they duplicate many
existing and growing federal, state and local
efforts to provide social, medical, nutritional
and educational services to the very young.”

For many of the reasons cited above, the
Committee concludes that this bill will
supplement and strengthen existing and pro-
posed efforts, not duplicate them or be
redundant, Despite the progress being made
the task is far from complete. Only one-




June 19, 1972

fourth of the poor children who could bene-
fit from preschool or after school services
are being served. Hundreds of thousands, and
in some cases millions, of children are still
not being reached with the medical, nutri-
tional, educational services they need.

Thus, our child development program
deliberately seeks to build on and improve
the successful Head Start program, which is
currently reaching fewer than 10% of the
poor children who might benefit from it, and
provide additional support for prenatal,
nutritional and other efforts which—as the
President noted—are currently being ex-
panded, but are by no means reaching all
those who need them.

Rather than competing with, replacing or
duplicating existing or proposed efforts the
programs authorized under this bill are de-
signed as a much needed supplement. The
Committee believes that they will strengthen
the efforts we have begun in these fields.

3. Costs.—The veto message suggested that
“the expenditure of $2 billion a year in a
program whose effectiveness has yet to be
demonstrated cannot be justifi

The Committee considered this concern
and made the following modifications in the
new committee bill with this in mind.

First, the effective date of the bill has been
postponed an entire year, so that the plan-
ning and tralning year begins in FY 1973
and the first operational year is delayed until
FY 1974.

Second, the authorization for the first op-
erational year has been reduced by 40%.—
from $2 billlon, objected to by the Adminis-
tration, to $1.2 billion,

Third, the bill has been clarified to indi-
cate that even that $1.2 billion authorization
in the first operational year represents only
a 3700 milllon authorization increase. That
is, the £1.2 billion authorization includes the
$500 million authorization for Head Start al-
ready contained in the EOA extension bill
reported by our Committee.

Thus, although this 3 year child develop-
ment bill we are proposing has a total au-
thorization of $2.95 billion—#150 million for
planning and training in FY 1973, $1.2 billion
in FY 1974 and $1.6 billion in FY 19756—this
represents less than a $2 biilion authoriza-
tion increase over the next 3 years—a sub-
stantially more gradual rate of authorization
inecrease than under the vetoed bill. And
since it specifically bullds and improves upon
the successful and popular Head Start pro-
gram, the Committee is convinced that it
represents a program whose effectiveness has
been demonstrated.

4, Effects on the family —The veto message
described one of the objectives of welfare re-
form as an effort “to bring the family to-
gether,” but suggested that “the child de-
velopment program appears to move precisely
the opposite direction.”

The Committee has considered that con-
cern and made specific clarifications in the
modified bill to remove any misunderstand-
Ings. We intend this to be a family-strength-
ening bill and we have built in a number of
specific safeguards to insure that.

First, child development programs under
our bill are totally voluntary. This differs
sharply from some other day care proposals
before the Congress, including some of the
provisions in HR. 1 as passed by the House
of Representatives. Under our bill, no family
is required to place their child in a day care
program, & Head Start program, a part-day
program or & nutrition program. These pro-
grams are offered solely and exclusively to
families who chose to benefit from them. The
bill specifically states in its first paragraph,
that *“chlld development programs must
build upon the role of the family as the pri-
mary and most fundamental influence on
children and must be provided only to chil-
dren whose parents or legal guardian request
them.” (Section 2(a)(1)).

Second, the bill offers a whole series of
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services to children and families. It is not re-
stricted to day care generally, or programs in
day care centers specifically. Indeed, it
doesn’t even place a priority on day care. In-
stead, it assures that parents will have the
opportunity to choose among the greatest
possible varlety of family supporting serv-
ices—including part-day programs like Head
Start, after school or full day developmental
day care for children of working mothers,
prenatal services, in-the-home tutoring and
child development classes for parents and
prospective parents.

Third, the bill has increased and clarified
the priority on strengthening family life by
making full day, day care available only to
children whose parents are out of the home
all day. Services for children whose mothers
are at home are limited generally to part-day
programs or In-the-home-tutoring that
builds on the mother-child relationship.

This limitation is designed to underscore
the Committee's desire to build on existing
parent-child relationships. If a parent is in
the home the bill would offer nutritional and
educational services in a way that keeps the
parent and the child together. That child
would not, unless he were severely handi-
capped or had other special needs defined by
the Secretary, be eligible for full-day, full-
week day care. Instead, the bill would make
that child eligible for part-day, or twice a
week pre-school programs like Head Start or
nursery school, or in-the-home tutoring for
him and his parents—for the expressed pur-
pose of building on and strengthening fam-
ily life.

Only if the parents are working, or are par-
ticipating in training or education, and the
child is one of the 5 million preschool chil-
dren in this category who needs day care and
in many cases is not recelving adequate day
care—would a child be eligible for full-day,
full-week day care. This provision—Ilike the
others cited—reflects the Committee's desire
to provide quality day care for the children
and families who need it, not encourage day
care for all children whether they need it or
not.

5. Parental involvement—The veto mes-
sage emphasized that *good public policy re-
quires that we enhance, rather than diminish
both parental authority and parental involve-
ment—particularly in those decisive early
years when social attitudes, and consclence
are formed and religious and moral principles
are first inculcated.”

The Committee agrees completely. That is
why we have written in the limitations of
eligibility described above, and the require-
ment that programs under this Act shall be
available “only to children whose parents or
legal guardian requests them.” And that is
why the bill contains extensive provisions for
parental involvement in all aspects of the
programs—as volunteers, paraprofessionals
and professionals employed in these pro-
grams, and as 50% or more of the members
of the councils that approve poliey, curric-
ulum and other basic elements of these pro-

grams,

Specifically, the bill requires that the Child
and Family Councils, the Local Program
Councils and the Project Policy Councils all
be composed of at least 50% parents whose
children are served under this program. The
Committee believes strongly In this policy
and in these provisions—which reflect the
policy under the existing Head Start program.

We belleve in Iincreasing “parental author-
ity and parental involvement” and we have
included these provisions to assure that this
very important goal is met.

6. Staff—The veto message stressed con-
cern about “who the qualified people are and
where they would come from to staff child
development centers.”

The Committee responded to this concern
by Increasing the authorization under the
bill for preservice and Inservice training of
both professional and paraprofessional staff
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members—at the same time we made sub-
stantial reductions in the total authorization
for the program. That is, at the same time
we reduced total authorizations by 40%, we
increased authorizations for staff training
by 50%.

In addition, the resources available for staff
training during the operational years of this
bill were increased from a maximum of 10%,
to a maximum of 159% of the total authoriza-
tion. In addition, the Committee notes that
an estimated 40,000 individuals, skilled and
trained In education, are graduating from
college each year with education degrees but
are unable to find employment in education.
With appropriate retraining, these highly
trained teachers could provide a major source
of professional employees for child develop-
ment programs. Moreover, the Committee
finds that one of the most encouraging as-
pects of the successful Head Start program
has been its ability to recruit and train non=-
professionals—especially mothers and other
family members—for important staff respon-
sibi’ities In these programs. The Committee
proposal seeks to build on that success.

7. Administrative workability—The veto
message expressed concern about adminis-
trative workability. It noted that “by mak-
ing any community of over 5,000 population
eligible as a direct grantee for HEW child
development funds, the proposal actually in-
vites the participation of as many as 7,000
prime sponsors.”

The Committee made several
changes in response to this concern.

First, the revised bill requires, in general,
that a community have a population of
25,000—rather than 5,000—in order to be-
come eligible as a direct grantee. This one
change reduces the previous administrative
and coordinating responsibilities by over
two-thirds. Previously, 7,000 localities were
eligible for prime sponsorship. Now, under
the 25,000 population cut off, only 2,000 com-
munities are eligible.

An amendment was offered in Committee
to raise this population cut off to 100,000—
which would have limited the number of
eligible communities to approximately 500.
The Committee considered it and rejected
it by a bipartisan vote of 14 to 2.

A similar amendment seeking to raise the
population cut off to 50,000—which would
have limited eligibility to approximately
1,000 localities—was also considered and de-
feated by a 12 to 5 bipartisan vote.

The Committee felt that the 25.000 popu-
lation cut off represented the best way to
provide administrative workability in a pro-
gram designed to encourage local flexibility,
responsiveness and parental involvement.

In addition, the Committee considered and
rejected by a bipartisan vote of 14-3, an
amendment which would have removed the
priority on local prime sponsors who qualify
under the population and discretion require-
ments. It would have provided instead com-
plete discretion of the Secretary of HEW to
fund competing local and state applicants on
the basis of whichever he decided “would be
more effective”. The Committee felt that this
arrangement would: (1) represent a shirk-
ing of Congressional responsibility on a cen-
tral policy issue; (2) encourage expensive,
unnecessary and disharmonious competition
between States and localities; and (3) place
the Secretary of HEW in a difficult political
and policy position on judging applicants
from competing political jurisdictions with-
out any Congressional guldance or criteria.

Second, the Committee further simplified
the administrative arrangement by increas-
ing the Secretary's discretion to determine
whether applicants eligible under popula-
tlon criterla actually had the necessary ca-
pability to provide comprehensive child de-
velopment and family service programs, The
new language added in the bill states that
the Secretary, before designating an appli-
cant as prime sponsor, must determine that

major
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the applicant “has the capability of effec-
tively carrying out comprehensive programs
under this act.,"

Third, in order to further simplify program
management responsibilities, the Commit-
tee bill reflects the simplified administrative
structure in the minority's bill (S. 3228)
which makes the public official of a prime
sponsor (Mayor, Governor or county execu-
tive) responsible for the day-to-day admin-
istration of the programs, and responsible for
determining policy, selecting the delegate
agencies and preparing program statements.
Under the vetoed bill, the Child Development
Councils had these responsibilities. Under the
revised bill, the councils have no day-to-day
administrative responsibilities. They are re-
quired to approve the decision of the prime
sponsor with respect to basic policy, delegate
agency selectlon and program statements.
The Committee belleves this change substan-
tially strengthens and simplifies the manage-
ment and administration of thls program.

8. State role—The veto message suggested
that “the States would be relegated to an
insignificant role’.

The Committee considered this and made
several substantial changes on this point in
the new bill.

First, by raising the general population cut
off for prime sponsors from 65,000 to 25,000
this bill provides that approximately 5,000
localities which could have administered
their own programs in the vetoed bill will
now be served under programs administered
by the States.

Second, the Committee bill has Increased
from 5% to 109 the set aside for States for
the technical assistance, personnel exchange,
dissemination of research and evaluation.
Additionally , it has added to this State role
a requirement for comprehensive state co-
ordination and planning. In order to qualify
for these funds, a State must reach adequate
agreement with local prime sponsors in the
State on comprehensive and coordinated
statewlde child development planning. And
the State may use any of this additional
funding for its own programs or programs
operated by local prime sponsors In that
State.

The Committee believes that this change—
in addition to doubling the funds for
States—provides a real incentive for coopera-
tion among state and local prime sponsors.

Third, the Committee adopted an amend-
ment providing the Secretary of HEW with
discretion to select, on a demonstration basis,
5 States to serve as a sole prime sponsor for
child development programs in these States,
even where localities would otherwise qualify.

The provision states that the Secretary
shall “designate as state-wide prime sponsors
not more than five States which have demon-
strated capability and leadership in the field
of child development and which are located
in various regions of the Nation and have
a variety of characteristics, including differ-
ing population sizes and urban, metropolitan,
and rural area and industrial and work force
composition.”

It further provides that a State may be
designated as a State-wide prime sponsor
only if the Secretary determines that: (1)
the population of such State does not exceed
5% of the national population; (2) a reason-
able opportunity has been provided for each
otherwise eligible prime sponsor in that State
to submit comments to the State and the
Secretary; and (3) the State prime sponsor-
ship plan submitted takes into account the
comments submitted by these localities.

The Committee believes this demonstra-
tion authority along with the changes de-
scribed above, provides substantially ex-
panded opportunity for state involvement in
this program and represents a major conces-
sion on this point.

9. Communal versus family centered child
rearing —Finally, the veto message suggested
that “child development would commit the
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vast moral authority of the National Gov-
ernment to the side of communal approaches
to child rearing over against the family-cen-
tered approach.”

For many of the reasons stated above—
such as substantially reducing authority; the
limitation of eligibility for full-day care; the
emphasis on parental involvement and con-
trol; and the wide variety of non-day care
services offered under this Act such as pre-
natal services, part-day day care services, in-
the-home services, family planning services
and others—the Committee believes this
concern does not apply to this revised bill.

In the first two years the additional new
authority for child development programs
under this Act—and day care represents only
part of the programs authorized—is smaller
than, and supplementary to, the additional
new funds for day care under the Admin-
istration’s proposed welfare reform program.

Moreover, the sliding scale fee basis in
the program provides little or no financial
incentives for families with incomes in ex-
cess of $10,000 to purchase day care for
their children., In contrast, the Increased
child care income tax deductions signed into
law last year provide conslderable financial
incentives to familles in these income ranges
to purchase day care, if both parents work.

In addition to making these modifications
in response to the concerns expressed In the
President's veto message, the Committee
sought further cooperation and consultation
with the Administration.

At the suggestion of minority members of
the Bubcommittee on Children and Youth,
a hearing on the new child development
bills was called In order to give the Admin-
istration an opportunity to testify.

For various reasons, including scheduling,
neither Secretary Richardson nor any of his
representatives was able to accept the Invi-
tatlon. And no Administration specifications
nor proposed amendments were offered to
the Committee during mark-up. Thus we
sought to meet what we knew from the veto
message to be the Administration’s major
concerns, and we are hopeful the Committee
bill will have Administration support.

At the hearing, however, the Committee
did have the opportunity to recelve testi-
mony from Senator Buckley, a representa-
tive of the Emergency Committee for Chil-
dren, and Mr. Dale Meers—all of whom had
reservations about last year's bill—as well
as two supporters of the legislation, Dr. Mil-
ton Senn, Sterling Professor Emeritus, Pedi-
atrics and Psychology at Yale University;
and Dr. Bettye Caldwell, Director of the
Center for Early Development and Educa-
tion in Little Rock, Arkansas,

This testimony—particularly that offered
by Mr. Meers—influenced the Committee and
resulted in amendments clarifying the bill's
special safeguards for very young children,
its insistence on high standards, its provi-
sion preventing dilution of staff or other
essential program components, and Iits
strong research and evaluation require-
ments,

In summary, the Committee has sought
to address and resolve all of the objections
raised to last year's child development bill
in the veto message.

FAMILY STRENGTHENING PROVISIONS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would
like to emphasize in the strongest way
possible the family strengthening objec-
tives in this bill, and the specific provi-
sions designed to support and assist fam-
ilies and their children. A great deal of
misunderstanding and concern sur-
rounded this point in last year’s bill, and
I think it is important to spell out the
intentions and safeguards in detail.

First, the major objective of this hill,
which appears in its first paragraph,
states that:
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Child development programs must build
upon the role of the family as the primary
and most fundamental influence on children
and must be provided only to children whose
parents and legal guardians request it.

That means very simply and very im.
portantly that child development pro-
grams authorized under our bill are
totally voluntary and that under no cir-
cumstances can a family be required or
coerced to participate in any program
offered under this act. The committee
feels very strongly that this program
must be absolutely voluntary and has
drafted the bill to insure that it will be.

Second, contrary to the impressions
of some, this bill is not just a day care
bill or a day care center bill. Indeed, it
does not even place a priority on day
care. Rather it offers a whole series of
services to families and their children.
And it assures that parents will have the
opportunity to select among the greatest
variety of family supporting services—
including prenatal services, in-the-home
tutoring, child development classes for
parents and prospective parents, part-
day programs like Headstart, twice a
week nursery school programs and
others.

Third, the bill reflects in specific terms
our desire to build on existing parental-
child relationships in child development
and preschool education efforts. Thus, it
makes full-day, full-week day care
available only to children whose parents
are out of the home—working or par-
ticipating in education or training. Serv-
ices for families in which a parent is at
home during the day are limited to part-
day Headstart programs or in-the-home
tutoring efforts that build on the
mother-child relationships. Thus we
seek to provide development—rather
than custodial—day care programs for
those families which need them, and
alternative preschool programs for fam-
ilies where day care is not necessary, and
existing parent-child relationships can
be built wupon, supplemented, and
strengthened.

Fourth, the bill retains extensive pro-
visions for parental involvement in all
aspects of the program. It encourages
the use of parents as volunteers, the em-
ployment of parents and other family
members as paraprofessionals and pro-
fessionals in these programs. And it re-
quires that 50 percent or more of the
members of the councils created to ap-
prove policy, curriculums, and other
basic elements of these programs will be
parents of children served.

BROAD-BASED SUFPPORT

Mr. President, through the considera-
tion of this legislation over the past 3
yvears, perhaps one of the most remark-
able aspects of the long debate and hear-
ings and legislative process through
which we have gone has been the great
encouragement and support of a broad-
based group of organizations concerned
about the needs of families and their
children. The support for this measure
is growing and broadening as public un-
derstanding of the need for this measure
has grown.

Last year’s bill was developed in con-
junction with, and supported by a wide
range of organizations interested in chil-
dren and families, including the Amal-
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gamated Clothing Workers; AFL-CIO;
Americans for Democratic Action; Amer-
jcans for Indian Opportunity Action
Council; Black Child Development In-
stitute; Committee for Community Af-
fairs; Common Cause; Day Care and
Child Development Council of America,
Ine.; Friends Committee on National
Legislation; Interstate Research Asso-
ciates; International Ladies’ Garment
Workers Union; League of Women Vot-
ers; Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights; National Council of Churches;
National Council of Negro Women; Na-
tional Education Association; National
League of Cities and U.S. Conference of
Mayors; National Organization for Wom-
en, President and Vice President for
Legislation; National Welfare Rights
Organization; United Auto Workers; U.S.
Catholic Conference, Family Life Divi-
sion; and Washington Research Project
Action Council.

The members of this coalition and
others adopted a set of principles for
any new child development bill this year,
which the committee believes are em-
bodied in the bill we propose.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that those principles be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the princi-
ples were ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

EXCERPT FROM THE COALITION'S STATEMENT OF
PURPOSE

The undersigned organizations are com-
mitted to certain principles which were em-
bodied in the legislation which was passed
by bipartisan majorities of both houses of
Congress last year. We reaflirm those prin-
ciples as follows:

(1) that programs must be of high quality,
comprehensive, and developmental, oriented
to the needs of children and avallable to all
children;

(2) that parents must be directly involved
in policy decisions affecting their own chil-
dren;

(3) that programs must be locally con-
trolled and flexible enough to meet individ-
ual community needs;

(4) that programs must be designed to in-
clude children with a variety of socioeco-
nomic backgrounds;

(5) that adequate protections must be pro-
vided to assure that the needs of minority
group and economically disadvantaged chil-
dren are met; and

(6) that this nation must make a substan-
tial commitment of new public funds to be-
gin to meet the compelling and immediate
need for these services,

Amalgamated Clothing Workers.

AFL~CIO.

Americans for Democratic Action.

Americans for Indian Opportunity Action
Council.

Black Child Development Institute.

Center for Community Change,

Child Welfare League of America.

Children's Foundation.

Common Cause.
imends Committee on National Legisla-
tion.

Health and Welfare Council of the Nation-
al Capital Area.

International
Union.

Interstate Research Assoclates.

Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,

League of Women Voters.

National Board of the Young Women’'s
Christian Association of the U.S.A.

National Council of Churches.

National Council of Jewish Women.

Ladies Garment Workers
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National Council of Negro Women.

National Council on Hunger and Malnu-
trition.

National Education Assoclation.

National Urban Coalition.

National Urban League.

National Welfare Rights Organization.

United Auto Workers.

Thelma C. Adair, Coordination of Educa-
tion Strategy, United Presbyterian Board of
National Missions.

Mary Jane Patterson, United Presbyterian
Church of the U.8.A., Washington Office.

Women’'s International League for Peace
and Freedom.

Washington Research Project Action Coun-
cil.

Mr. MONDALE. In addition, I have
received the following specific letters of
endorsement from a number of organi-
zations and individuals in this field and
I ask unanimous consent that they ap-
pear at the end of my remarks.

Mr. President, I believe this bill our
committee proposes is similar to the
measure the Senate approved over-
whelmingly last year; enjoys greater bi-
partisan support than did last year’s
measure, and includes substantial revi-
sions designed to address and accommo-
date the concerns expressed by the ad-
ministration. I think it is a long overdue
and deeply needed initiative, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
at the close of the Senator's remarks:
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and
Youth, U.S. Senate.

AFL-CIO strongly supports 8. 3617, the
comprehensive headstart child development
and famlily services act. This legislation is
badly needed to provide decent day care
services for the children of working parents
and of the poor. The President's unfortunate
veto of prlor leglslatlon medleaaiy has de-
layed start of this important program. S 3617
meets many of the objections raised in the
veto message while maintaining key princi-
ples of the comprehensive program.

ANDREW J. BIEMILLER.

BOARD OF CHRISTIAN
SocIAL CONCERNS OF
THE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
June 19, 1972,

Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subccmmittee on Chil-
dren and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeArR SENaTOR MoONDALE: On behalf of our
Board staff I would like to indicate our sup-
port for S. 3617, the Comprehensive Head-
start, Child Developmeni and Family Serv-
ices Act of 1972.

Our 1968 General Conference of The United
Methodist Church favored the objective of
“supplemental educational and cultural ex-
periences for pre-school children.” In addi-
tion, the Social Principles of The United
Methodist Church, adopted in Atlanta In
April, 1972, declared: “We urge soclal, eco-
nomic and religlous efforts to maintain and
strengthen families in order that every mem-
ber may be assisted toward complete person-
hood.” This document also stated: “We sup-
port the development of school systems and
innovative methods of education designed to
assist each child toward full humanity.”

We belleve that these objectives will be at
least partially achieved through the enact-
ment of S. 3617. This measure should help
to strengthen family life by providing the as-
surance of meaningful day care for those
children whose parents, of necessity, must
work outside the home. The developmental
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services for children in terms of education
and health should be most advantageous.
Also, the after-schocl and part-day care will
help to relieve anxious parents of the burden
of otherwise inadequate supervision and
training of their children, thus substantially
strengthening family life. In addition, the
child development classes for parents should
greatly enhance the quality of famlily llving
for all who are its beneficiaries.

We strongly urge Members of the United
States Senate to back this bi-partisan ef-
fort to provide adequate child development
and family services for the nation's families.

Yours sincerely,
Dr. A. DUDLEY WARD,
General Secretary.

AMERICAN BaPTIST CONVENTION,
DEPARTMENT OF (GGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS, Division oF CHRIS-

TIAN SocCIAL CONCERN,
June 19, 1972,

Hon., WALTER MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Children
and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

Dear SeEnaToR MonpareE: Please find en-
closed & letter from our Department of Min-
istry with Children in support of 8. 3617, the
Comprehensive Headstart, Child Development
and FPamily Services Act of 1972.

Please utilize this letter in whatever way
that you think best suited to help bring
passage of this legislation.

Thank you for your concern and leadership
in this important area of family life and re-
sponsibility. If our office can be of any further
assistance, please do not hestiate to call
upon us.

Sincerely,
Jorn W. THOMAS,

Director, Department of Governmental
Relations.

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Valley Forge, Pa., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WaLTER MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children
and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MonNDALE: On behalf of the
American Baptist Convention, Department of
Ministry with Children, I would like to in-
dicate our support for S. 3617, the Compre-
hensive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972,

We realize the crucial importance of the
early years in a child's life, not only for
physical and intellectual growth but for so-
cial and emotional as well. These are the
formative years in which permanent founda-
tions are laid for a child’s feeling of self-
worth and confldence in his ability to achieve.

We belleve that the Senate, through 5.
3617, has the opportunity to improve the
quality of health, nutrition and education
services to young children. This measure
should help to strengthen family life by
providing meaningful day care for children
whose parents, of necessity, must work out-
side the home. In addition, the child de-
velopment classes for parents, provided for
by this bill, would greatly enhance and aug-
ment the quality of family living for all;
consequently, & whole generation of children
and parents would be the beneficiaries of the
kind of learning experiences which would en-
rich both the children’s personalities and the
parents’ understanding.

For these reasons, we strongly urge mem-
bers of the U.S. Senate to support this bi-
partisan effort to provide adequate child de-
velopment and family services for the na-
tion’s families.

Sincerely,
Linpa IsHAM,
Director, Department of Ministry with
Children.
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CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972,

Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children
and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MoNDALE: The members of
the Church of the Brethren have always been
concerned about the social welfare of all
persons and have consistently supported leg-
islation which furthers social welfare for all
persons, As a body, the Church of the Breth-
ren has sald that “as some of the deepest
concerns of our church, we favor continued
and more effective provisions for needy Amer-
icans, such as the aged, the poverty-stricken,
the unemployed, delinquent or predelin-
quent youth, and underprivileged children.”

We, therefore, wish to lend our support in
favor of the Child Development Bill, 83617,
since we feel it would not only aid the in-
dividual child, but would strengthen the
family unit, by helping each member of the
family unit feel a sense of personal worth.

Sincerely,
RaLPH E, SMELTZER,
Washington Representative and Social
Justice Consultant.

UNITED PRESBYTERIAN
WASHINGTON OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972,
Hon. WaLTER F, MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DearR SENATOR MownpaALE: The Washington
Office of the United Presbyterian Church
U.8.A. supports the comprehensive head start,
Child Development and Family Bervices Act
of 1972, Senate Bill 3617.

A careful reading of this bill leads us to the
conclusion that its provisions will help to
straighten family 1ife.

The United Presbyterian Church U.8.A, has
a long history of concern for the total devel-
opment of children. We belleve this bill is &
step in the right direction.

Sincerely,
MARY JANE PATTERSON,
Associate Director for National Affairs.

REeLIGIOUS ACTION CENTER, UNION
OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGRE-
GATIONS,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENaToR Monpape: The Union of
American Hebrew Congregations and the
Central Conference of American Rabbis,
which we represent in Washington, strongly
support the pending Comprehensive Head
Start, Child Development and Family Serv-
ices Act of 1972 (B. 3617).

For many years our organizations, which
comprise respectively the congregations and
rabbis of American Reform Judalsm, have
advocated legislation that would enhance the
lives of and opportunities for children who
are reached by your bill. We believe that the
pending legislation enhances the guality of
family life in America, and would represent
a significant legislative aid both with refer-
ence to the current deficits of disadvantaged
children in education and in terms of social
and economic opportunity. We are particu-
larly attracted to the fact that the legisla-
tion seeks to deliver services to children, of
& comprehensive character, which goes far
beyond prior federal programs, and which
we believe can have, if adopted, a significant
multiplier effect that may dramatically im-
prove the quality of life for poor people gen-
erally and poor children in particular.

Last year, we were heartened by Congres-
sional passage of similar legislation and dis-
appointed when the President vetoed it. We
hope that this year both Congress and the
President will see it through to fruition. To
you, we express our admiration and appre-
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ciation for the leadership you have furnished
in continuing to press for this program.
Kindest regards,
Sincerely,
MARVIN BRAITERMAN.

JOINT WASHINGTON OFFICE FOR
SocIAL CONCERN,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon, WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear BENaTOR MoNpaALE: The Joint Wash-
ington Office for Social Concern, represent-
ing the American Ethical Union, the Ameri-
can Humanist Assoclation and the Unitarian
Universalist Assoclation, wishes to record its
long-standing support for S, 3617, the child
development bill.

We are convinced that the adult soclety
is morally responsible for the prevention of
child deprivation and the providing of devel-
opmental services for its children. We have
been appalled by the high infant mortality
rate in this afluent land and by the many
recorded (to say nothing of the unreported)
instances of child neglect and abuse. All three
of our organizations have called for the
funding of child care facllities and the crea-
tion of child development and family service
centers throughout the country (see attached
resolutions) because we are convinced that
services of this nature will strengthen family
life, reduce tensions which lead to family
break-up and insure that all children be free
of the med!ical, nutritional, and psychological
handicaps which need not mar their lives in
a soclety such as ours.

We further applaud the provision in 8. 3617
that these services be provided free to fam-
ilies of four earning less than $4320 and for
only modest fees for those earning up to
$6960. This guarantees that the poor can
raise their children without anxiety for the
child’s basic welfare, an anxiety which has
plagued poor people for too long.

Who doubts anymore that early child
deprivation and abuse is linked to later
asocial and criminal behaviors? The adoption
of a comprehensive child development bill
is in the interests not only of children and
parents but of all the nation’s citizens as
well. We urge its early and uncompromised
passage.

Sincerely,
RoBerT E. JONES,
Ezecutive Director.

AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION

(Resolution on Child Development and Day
Care Centers, May 14, 1972)

Specialists in child care agree that the
period from two to five years in a chlild’'s
life 1s strategic in the development of physi-
cal and mental health and good social ad-
justment. Working mothers, therefore, must
have assurance that the day care of their
children will be more than a babysitting
process. There is urgent need for quality
day care and family service centers open
to all families.

We urge the prompt enactment of federal
legislation to create such centers through-
out the country, available free to low-income
families and on a sliding scale to all others.

AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION—1972—64TH
ANNUTAL AEU ASSEMEBLY

Approved Resolution on: Child Develop-
ment Centers—Family and Day Care Centers.

Recognizing, that the nation’s children are
its most precious asset: and

That, specialists in child care lay great
stress on the importance of the period be-
tween birth and five years, when children
respond most favorably to health and edu-
cation programs; and

That, parents must have assurance that
the day care of their children will be more
than a baby-sitting process; and

That, there is need for quality day care
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and family services centers open to all
families.

Therefore, be it resolved, that we urge
Congress to pass, and the President to sign,
the necessary legislation for the creation of
child development and family services cen-
ters throughout the country, avallable to
the poor free of charge and on a sliding
scale for all others, to be administered locally
and with community involvement; and

Be it further resolved, that the Congress
appropriate funds immediately so that legis-
lation can take effect as soon as possible
during this period of serious economic stress.

CHiILD CARE CENTERS

Recognizing that there is widespread need
for child care centers, that millions of chil-
dren in North America are receiving elther
substandard supervision or no supervision;

Aware that growing numbers of mothers
take jobs because of economic necessity, de-
sire Tor job training, and continuing educa-
tion; that child care centers are needed for
other reasons, such as illness in the family,
speclal problems of handicapped children, or
for other compelling causes;

Acknowledging that the needs of children,
our best resources for the future, must re-
celve immediate and special attention;

Be it therefore resolved: The 1971 General
Assembly of the Unitarian Universalist Asso-
clation

1. Urges that highest priority be given in
the United States and Canada at all levels
of government to funding and activating
quality, professional child care centers with
effective standards, licensing, inspection and
enforcement.

2. Urges that funding be accomplished ad-
ditionally through private grants and fTees
from parents where feasible.

3. Asks that member UU socleties initiate
study programs so that they can intelligently
participate in the structuring of quality cen-
ters.

4, Asks that societies of this denomination
consider use of their facilities for weekday
child care centers.

Adopted by the Tenth General Assembly
of the Unitarian Universalist Assoclation,
held in Washington, D.C., June 11, 1971.

THE WASHINGTON OFFICE, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE UB.A,,

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WaLTEr F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MoNDALE: I understand that
the Senate will soon consider the “Compre-
hensive Headstart Child Development and
Family Services Act,” which would provide
for a network of developmental day care
programs for children from familles with
low income and children whose parents are
working. I write to express our support for
this piece of legislation. The bill is, we think,
a realistic and workable compromise.

The need for a national network of day
care centers is clear. Mothers who are already
working, mothers who want to work but
cannot because there is no one to care for
their small children, children who need the
kinds of services that a developmental day
care center can provide—all indicate that
this is a public need to which the Congress
ought to respond.

Yet fully as important as the need for
day care itself is that the day care provided
be of high quality. Custodial day care such
as that provided In Title IV of HR. 1 is not
enough and i1l serves both the child and his
family. The day care center must first of all
be child centered. It must provide a range
and quality of services that serve to develop
the capacities of the child both cognitively
and noncognitively. So that the day care
center is a supplement to and not a substi-
tute for the role of the family, there should
be opportunity for significant input from the
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parents of the children served. 5. 3617, we
believe, amply provides both this focus on
the child as a person In his own right and a
significant role for parents.

For these reasons we hope that the Senate
will act favorably upon your bill and express
to you our great appreciation for your leader-
ship on this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ACKERMAN.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE
AcAINST MENTAL ILLNESS,
Washington, D.C., May 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar SENaTOR MowNparLe: I have had a
chance to study 8. 3617, the Comprehensive
Child Development bill.

Our organization has been strongly in
support of child care legislation during the
past two years of hearings. I have made at
least twenty-five speeches during that period
of time in various parts of the country and
have recelved an enthusiastic response to
the concepts of Child Care Development Cen-
ters from a number of organizations in the
human resources fleld.

We have a llalson group of mental health
organizations which meets monthly in Wash-
ington. I append to this letter a list of these
organizations. At our last meeting, on May
24th of this year, we again discussed the
status of the child care development legis-
lation and agreed informally to give it the
highest priority. While I cannot speak for-
mally for the entire liaison group, I do wish
to convey to you the feeling of the group
that the passage of this legislation would
probably be one of the most important—
if not the most important—developments in
the human resources and mental health field
in the current year.

I congratulate you for your efforts on be-
half of the legislation.

Sincerely,

MIKE GORMAN.

THE AMERICAN PARENTS
COMMITTEE, INC.,
New York, N.Y., May B, 1972.

Re. Child Development legislation.

Chairman, Senate Committee of Labor and
Public Welfare, New Senate Office Build-
ing,

(Attention: Mr. Sidney Johnson).

Washington, D.C.

Dear M. CHATRMAN: As national chairman
of the American Parents Committee, and as
publisher of Parents’ Magazine, I would like
to record our strong support for the “Com-
prehensive Headstart, Child Development,
and Family Services Act of 1972, to be re-
ported to the Senate by May 12.

The American Parents Committee, at our
annual Board of Directors meeting on Jan-
uary 27, 1972, unanimously recommended
support of such a comprehensive bill, and
our Washington Report of April 1972 specif-
ically advocated provisions of both S. 3183
and 8. 3228. In addition, the May 1972 issue
of Parents’ Magazine, an issue devoted en-
tirely to the unmet needs of American chil-
dren, carries a special article on the goals
of developmental Day Care, entitled “What
Does Our Country Owe Its Children?” Be-
cause of the timeliness of this article, I hope
it may be placed in the Congressional
Record’s proceedings of the Senate.

Sincerely,
Georce J. HecHT,
Chairman.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BoARD OF DIREC-

ToRs oF UnrrEDp NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES CoN=-

CERNING FEDERAL COMPREHENSIVE CHILD

CARE LEGISLATION, FOR TRANSMISSION TO ALL

MEeMBERS OF THE U.S, SENATE

The Board of Directors of United Neighbor-
hood Houses at its meeting on May 25, 1972:
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Notes that the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare has reported favorably a
new bipartisan Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and Family Services Bill
to the 2nd Session of the 92nd Congress;

Congratulates the authors of the bill for
obtaining a bipartisan compromise between
the child development provisions introduced
in the bill by Senators Mondale, Nelson and
12 co-sponsors, and the bill introduced by
Senators Javits, Taft, Stafford, Schweiker,
Packwood and 9 Republican co-sponsors;

Calls attention to the fact that this bill (8.
3617) and its accompanying report (No. 92-
793) takes account of the criticisms raised
in the President's veto on December 10 of
the Comprehensive Child Development Act
of 1971;

Urges all Senators to vote for the bill and
do everything possible to obtain its enact-
ment.

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1972.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

Dear BENaTOorR MonpaLE: This is written to
indicate the wholehearted support of the
American Psychological Association for the
principles embodied in the Comprehensive
Head Start Child Development and Family
Services Act, recently reported out of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee.
You are to be congratulated on the revision
of the original bill; we believe it retains the
provisions essential for the welfare of the
nation’s children while meeting the objec-
tions of the President.

For your information I am enclosing a copy
of the resolution passed by this Association
in September 1971.

Sincerely yours,
EENNETH B. LITTLE,
Ezecutive Officer.

Be it resolved that the American Psycho-
logical Association call upon President Nixon
to reaffirm the national commitment to early
child development, as stated by him in April
1969, and to implement the resolution of the
White House Conference on Chilldren calling
for the permanent establishment of the Office
of Child Development; and

Be it further resolved that the American
Psychological Association call upon the Presi-
dent and members of Congress to support
programs of comprehensive child develop-
ment.

10. At the invitation of President Clark,
Council heard a statement from Edward J.
Casavantes, representing the Association for
La Raza, urging concern and support from
APA for Spanish-speaking Americans. Mr.
Casavantes was encouraged to submit his
proposals to the Ad Hoc Committee on So-
cial and Ethical Responsibility.

WASHINGTON RESEARCH
ProJect ActioN CoUNCIL,
Washington, D.C., March 30, 1972.

Senator GAYLORD NELSON,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpoter, and Poverty and

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and
Youth, Senate Commitiee on Labor and
Public Welfare, Senate Office Building
Annez, Washington, D.C.

DEsr CHAIRMEN NELSON AND MoONDALE: We
wish to reiterate our strong and continuing
support for a comprehensive child develop-
ment bill which will provide quality, devel-
opmental community-based and parent-
controlied child care programs. As we indi-
cated in our testimony before your Subcom-
mittees on May 25, 1971, such legislation is
urgently needed by children and families
from every economic sector and geographic
section of this country. It is particularly
needed by economically disadvantaged fami-
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lies who otherwise may be forced to place
their children in damaging custodial care In
the name of “welfare reform,” and by low
and middle-income working families who
cannot afford the costs of developmental care
and for whom adequate facilities simply are
not available.

Experience with Headstart has demon-
strated the educational, health, and soclal
benefits of quality early childhood pro-
grams, not just for children but for their
families and communities as well. That ex-
perience must now be expanded in a child
development program with the firm commit-
ment of resources this mnational need
requires.

The President’s rejection of the compre-
hensive child development bill, which Con-
gress passed last year, was a heartless sacri-
fice of millions of American children and
families for the sake of politics. Contrary to
the allegations in the President's veto mes-
sage, the need for such a program has been
clearly and repeatedly demonstrated, and the
effectiveness of early childhood programs has
been proven. They provide critically needed
supports for family life; and the economic
resources are there if we are willing to as-
sign the proper national priority to this
essentlal program.

Bupport for a quality comprehensive child
development program has been and continues
to be broadly based—in the civil rights com-
munity, among women’s organizations,
among educators and early childhood special-
ists, church groups, community and parent
organizations, labor unions, minority and
poverty groups, mayors, and within the
Congress. Opposition has been narrowly
focused in right-wing organizations and in
the White House.

We commend your leadership in the effort
last year which led to bipartisan passage of
the child development bill. We urge you to
resist efforts to “accommodate” such new
legislation to the unfounded charges raised
by the President's veto message, but to con-
tinue to insist instead upon a comprehensive
child development bill which assures the
highest standards of services, parents in
decision-making roles, community-based and
locally controlled programs, and a substan-
tial commitment of new public funds, Such
legislation 1s the best investment this Con-
gress and this nation can make in the lives
of our children and the future of our soclety.

‘We shall appreciate your consideration of
our views on this important subject. We re-
quest that this communication be included
as part of the child development hearing
record.

Sincerely,
MARIAN WRIGHT EDELMAN.

AMALGAMATED CLOTHING
WoRKERS OF AMERICA—AFL-CIO,
Washington, D.C., April 4, 1972.

Senator GAYLoRD NELSON,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower, and Poverty and

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and
Youth, Commiitee on Labor and Public
Welfare, U.S. Senate, Senate Office
Building Annez, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMEN NELSON AND MoONDALE: I
would like to take this opportunity to ex-
press to you and your respective Subcom-
mittees the continuing support of the Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America for
comprehensive child development legislation
in this session of Congress,

As you know from our testimony before
your Subcommittees last year, the Amalga-
mated Clothing Workers has been providing
day care services for the children of our
members in several areas of the country, We
know from that experience that comprehen-
sive, quality care, supported by parent and
community participation can make a differ-
ence in the lives of children of working par-
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ents, We also know that our efforts cannot
begin to meet the pressing national need.
We are grateful to you for your leadership in
Congress in sponsoring a broadly-conceived
Federal program of day care for all the Na-
tion’s children.

There can be no doubt that last year's
veto of the child development bill was a
keen disappointment to the hundreds of
thousands of working women in this country
who recognize a need for such services for
their children even if the President does not.
‘We urgently hope that you and your fellow
Senators will pass another chilld development
bill in this session of Congress embracing
the concepts of last year's bi-partisan legls-
lation. The Amalgamated Clothing Workers
of America will support you in that effort.

Sincerely yours,
JANE O'GraADY,
Legislative Representative.

THE LEAGUE oF WoMEN VOTERS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., April 4, 1972,

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Employ-
ment, Manpower and Poverty, Old Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SeENATOR NeLson: The League of
Women Voters of the United States is pleased
that the SBenate Subcommittees on Employ-
ment, Manpower and Poverty and Children
and Youth held joint hearings on the major
comprehensive child care bills pending: S
3193 and S 3228, and on S 3010, introduced as
an amendment to the Economic Opportunity
Amendments.

The League does not believe that a signifi-
cantly expanded Headstart program will meet
the nation’'s needs. Even if adopted, there
would still be a need for a comprehensive
child care program. We appreciate the fact
that you are pushing to create just such
meaningful and comprehensive child care
programs to serve a broad constituency.

Last year we filed a statement in support of
S5 2512, the act vetoed by President Nixon. I
attach a copy because we still stand behind
the principles endorsed at that time. We be-
lieve the need for greatly expanded child care
facilities and developmental child care has
been well documented from many sources.
The achievement tests and learning rates in
inner city and suburban schools, for example,
should be all the evidence the nation needs
that children who start out at a great dis-
advantage wind up being the ones deprived,
in the end, of equal opportunity for full edu-
cation and for full employment potential.

As you have doubtless noticed, the League
endorsed the "“Statement of Principles” and
the eleven “Legislative Recommendations”
filed by the Child Development Coalition, and
submitted to both Subcommittees. Our pri-
mary concerns are that the legislation make
available a very comprehensive range of child
development and child care services which
would at the same time require:

Complete protection to assure that partic-
ipation would be voluntary;

Mandatory parental participation in deter-
mining the quantity and quality of child care
services in their communities;

Availability of services to all children, free
of charge to those unable to pay and on a
scaled ability-to-pay basis;

Assurance of local prime sponsorship, so
that small as well as large communities could
be eligible for federal assistance under the
program;

A substantial
funds.

The League recognizes the necessity of
educating major presidential candidates,
Senators and Congressmen, to the needs for
comprehensive child care legislation and of
dispelling the fears—however irrational they
may be—about “Sovietizing of children’s
brains.” But every year of delay in getting
good pre-school programs underway on & na-
tional scale is a year lost for thousands of

commitment of federal
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children. The League, therefore, urges that
legislation be enacted this year.
Sincerely,
Mrs, BeuceE B. BENSON,
President.
STATEMENT TO THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC
WELFARE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND
YouTH 1IN SUPPORT OF B. 15612—THE CoM-
PREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1971

LEAGUE OoF WoMEN VOTERS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
June 2, 1971.

The League of Women Voters of the U.S.
supports 8. 1512 which provides a compre-
hensive approach to day care by initiating
federal support for child development pro-
grams, We have supported Head Start since
its inception, primarily out of concern that
disadvantaged children should have early
learning experiences to prepare them to take
advantage of educational opportunities in
the regular school system. In addition, the
League has recognized the need for public
support of day care facilities and programs
to allow low-income parents to take advan-
tage of training, education and work oppor-
tunities, It is clear that the early years are
crucial to the child’s total life develop-
ment—Iin fact 50% of his learning takes
place during his first six years of life, Thus,
we believe that day care must be more than
elementary custodial care for children of
working parents and more than “Head Start"”
efforts to compensate when it may be too
late. It must be comprehensive attention to
the child's growth needs and potential at
the earliest possible stage.

We are particularly pleased that 8. 1512
gives priority to children from low-income
families by providing that 66% of the federal
share will be allocated for such children, and
that children below the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) lower living standard will
be eligible to receive free services. We see an
additional value in that 8. 1512 provides for
the inclusion of children from families above
the poverty level with priority given to those
from single- or working-parent homes, These
stipulations accomplish two essentials: they
insure that those with the greatest need are
served first, and they create the socloeconom-
ic diversity so crucial to quality learning sit-
uations. We believe this is the soundest basis
on which to bulld toward the goal of day
care and child development services for all
children.

The prime sponsor delivery mechanism by
local units of government is sensible and
will undoubtedly prove to be very successful.
The proposal to establish area-wide Child
Development Councils to receive input from
Local Policy Councils and to act as conduits
for funds is a viable concept. Allowing cities
of any size to act as prime sponsors assures
local control and thus local flexibility in de-
termining the type of day care needed. The
full involvement of parents and community
on Local Policy Counclls as provided in S.
1512 is crucial to program effectiveness, We
think the experlence of Community Action
under OEO has proved the validity of involv-
ing people in programs that directly affect
them and their children. By emphasizing the
role of parents, comprehensive day care be-
comes a family program—one in which par-
ents control and are accountable for their
children's lives. The provision for hiring low-
income persons and for training them in ca-
reer opportunities is consistent with a com-
prehensive approach to meeting needs of low-
income families.

We believe the level of authorization—§2
billion the first year, $7 billion the second,
and $£10 billion the third—Is the absolute
minimum. All the cost figures that we have
seen indicate that providing comprehensive
day care for preschoolers and after-school
programs for latch-key children 1s expen-
sive. The $2 billilon the first year should
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make a start toward the goal of adequate

services to meet the health, social and edu-

cational needs of this nation’s children.

It is because 8. 1512 would provide real
progress toward national comprehensive
child care programs that we file this state-
ment of support for the official hearing rec-
ord.

AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION,
Washington, D.C., April 5, 1972.

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON, ;

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: With his veto of a
landmark child development program, Presi-
dent Nixon has broken his own promises to
the children of our nation. It is clear from
Mr. Nixon’s veto message that the only child
development program this Administration
wants is in HR. 1 which would set up a sys-
tem of custodial day care centers to house
children of mothers who are forced to register
for and accept employment as & condition
for receiving welfare assistance.

We must instead provide—for all chil-
dren—development programs and high qual-
ity, integrated education from preschool
through post-secondary schools. Americans
for Democratic Action therefore urges Con-
gress to enact a program, modeled after last
year's vetoed bill, which would include an
emphasis on parent participation and con-
trol, delivery of health and nutrition serv-
ices, construction of facilities, and training
of personnel. Such a program should be
operated on at least a 40-hour week basis, at
a cost of no less than §3,000 per child. It
should be free for all children of the poor.
Families with higher incomes should be
charged according to their ability to pay.

We commend you for your inspiring work
on behalf of this country’s children and hope
that progressive legislation in this area will
finally become law.

Very truly yours,
LYNN PEARLE,
Legislative Representative.
NarioNanL CounciL oF NEGRO
WomMmEN, INC.,
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1972.

STATEMENT OF DOROTHY 1. HEIGHT, NATIONAL

PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL - OF NEGRO

WOMEN, INC., FOR THE SENATE SUBCOMMIT-

TEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, AND THE SEN~

ATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MAN-

POWER, AND POVERTY

The National Council of Negro Women,
Inc., was founded in 1935 by the distinguished
educator and Presidential adviser, Mary Mc-
Leod Bethune. NCNW is an organization of
organizations composed of 25 national afli-
ate bodies and individual members in 145
local sections In 40 states. In total, we have
an outreach to some four million women. We
have throughout our history been concerned
with all that affects women and girls. This
specifically means a commitment to children
and to their well being.

Our experience as black Americans, as
women, and often as mothers gives a par-
ticular urgency to our awareness of the criti-
cal need for quality child development pro-
grams in communities all across the country.
For many of us, the lack of good programs
for our children’s care (thereby making work
and training impossible), has held us captive
in the bonds of racism and poverty.

The statistlcs showing that there are six
million preschool children whose mothers
work compared with 700,000 licensed day care
“slots” amply demonstrate the need for a
national commitment expressed by congres-
sional enactment and funding of a quality,
comprehensive, developmental child care pro-
gram avallable to all children. At the same
time, we know this need in a pressing way
from our own experience in our families, in
our neighborhoods, and wherever we live.
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Surely nothing must be allowed to be more
important to this country than its children.
While the children are the future of the na-
tion, their need is now. We therefore strongly
urge that the Congress expedite the enact-
ment of legislation which does no less than
the following:

Provide for programs which are of high
quality, comprehensive, developmental, ori-
ented to the needs of children and available
to all children;

Involve parents directly in policy decisions
affecting their own children;

Provide for local control and enough flexi-
bility to meet needs of indlvidual commu-
nitles;

Design programs to include children with
different socio-economic backgrounds;

Assure that needs of minority group and
economically disadvantaged children are met,
and

Authorize sufficient new public monies to
fund adequately the program.

Legislation of the type described is, we be-
lieve, long overdue. We hope that this na-
tion's obligation to help its children develop
to their full potential as human beings will
be delayed no longer.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE
oN CHILDREN AND YOUTH, COMMITTEE ON
LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, U.5, SENATE, ON
THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM OF THE EcoNOMIC OPPORTUNITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1972

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
JewisH WoMEN, INc.,
New York, N.Y., March 28, 1972,

The National Council of Jewish Women, an
organization established in 1893, and with
2 membership of over 100,000 in local sections
throughout the United States, has concerned
itself with the welfare of children since its
inception.

At the last biennial convention held in
April of 1971, In Detroit, Michigan, the dele-
gates adopted the following resolution:

“The National Council of Jewish Women
belleves that a healthy community, sound
family life and individual welfare are inter-
dependent and thrive when barrlers of pov-
erty and discrimination are removed. It be-
lieves, therefore, that our democratic soclety
must give priority to programs which meet
the economiec, soclal and physical needs of
all the people, and that the public and the
private sector must work together to help
individuals function successfully and Iinde-
pendently in a changing soclety.

*“It therefore resolves:

"To work for the expansion and development
of quality comprehensive child care programs,
available to all children, and to work for
adequate financing.”

The unmet needs of our children consti-
tute one of the most important challenges
our nation faces today. It is vital that these
needs be met wisely on the basis of the in-
tensive analysis their importance merits. As
a soclety, we have, for all too long given lit-
tle more than lip service to these needs, meet-
ing only a tiny, fractional part of them.
Literally millions of our little children suffer
unconscionable harm due to the acute short-
age of child development services. Many mil-
lions more, while cared for, if mere custodial
care can be so described, are denied the op-
portunity to realize their potentials because
they lack the developmental opportunities
which should be the birthright of every
child.

NationaL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., March 30, 1972.

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty, Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, Old Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR NELson: We have reviewed

S. 3193, the “Child Care Centers and Services
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Act”, and S 3228, the “Comprehensive Head~
start Act”, in light of the Statement of Prin-
ciples (attached) which NEA signed on Feb-
ruary 8.

While there are many similarities between
the bills, we believe S 3193 more nearly con-
forms to the Statement of Principles.

Specifically, we prefer the 25,000 popula-
tlon minimum for prime sponsors in S 3183
to the 50,000 figure in S8 3228. We believe
that S 3193 safeguards maximum parental in-
volvement, especially of low-income parents.
We helleve S 3193 zeroes in on the child care
centers more specifically than does the
broader provision in 8. 3228. In light of re-
duced authorization in both bills, we believe
the language of S 3103 is preferable.

We are opposed to authorizing participa-
tion of profit making agencles in any child
care program. While neither bill is satis-
factory in this regard, we belleve S 3193 is
the least objectionable since Sec. 517 at least
provides that special consideration be given
to public and non-profit private agencies.

One feature of S 3228 which is commenda-
ble is the provision to provide 57 of program
funds to educational agencles for coopera-
tion with project applicants in order to pro-
vide continuity between child development
projects and educational programs, includ-
Ing cooperative use of professional, technical,
and administrative personnel. We hope the
bill which emerges from the Committee will
contain this provision.

We commend the sponsors of S 3183 and of
S 8228 for their sincere interest in developing
child care and development legislation which
may be enacted this session of the Congress.

Sincerely,
STANLEY J. MCFARLAND,
Assistant Ezxecutive Secretary for Gov-
ernment Relations.
THE MARYLAND
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Darnestown, Md., April 26, 1972.
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEArR SeENATOR MoNDALE: The Maryland
Psychological Association would again like to
extend its support to you for your reintro-
duction of the Comprehensive Child Devel-
opment Act of 1971 (8.3183—Economic Op-
portunity Amendments of 1972), Enclosed is
a copy of our newsletter which addresses
itself to the issues raised by the veto of
President Nixon. Hopefully, you might find
this of interest and we would be pleased to
be of any additional assistance to you in your
continuing efforts on behalf of the natlon’s
families and children. Please keep us in-
formed of your bill's progress.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
JaMES 'W. PrEscorT, Ph.D.,
President.

CHiLDp Care Is Major CoNcErRN oF MPA

Message from MPA President James W. Pres-
cott:

The two themes of this year's annual MPA
meeting are: (a) Child Care and Develop-
ment; and (b) The Management of Aggres-
sion. As the members of MPA know, consider-
able attention has been given to the Com-
prehensive Child Development Act of 1971
and the issues which that Act were addressed
to. On December 9, 1971, the Maryland Psy-
chological Assoclation, the Maryland Psy-
chiatric Society and the Maryland Chapter
of the American Academy of Pediatrics co-
sponsored an evening symposium on the
above bill which brought together health pro-
fesslonals, labor leaders and state and county
government officials. Minutes before the
opening of the symposium, I had the un-
pleasant task of announcing the veto by
Presldent Nixon of the Comprehension Child
Development Act of 1971. Insofar as our an-
nual meeting is concerned with child care
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and development it would appear appropriate
and relevant to summarize the reasons given
by President Nixon for his veto of that bill.

In his message to Congress which rejected
the proposed national child development pro-
gram, President Nixon stated: “First, neither
the immediate need nor the desirabllity of a
national child development program of this
character has been demonstrated . . . for the
Federal Government to plunge headlong fi-
nanclally into supporting child development
would commit the vast moral authority of
the National Government to the side of com-
munal approaches to child rearlng and
against the family-centered approach.”

Further, Mr. Nixon stated that “for more
than two years this administration has been
working for the enactment of welfare reform
(H.R. 1), one of the objectives of which is
to bring the family together. This child de-
velopment program appears to move in pre-
clsely the opposite direction . . . good public
policy requires that we enhance rather than
diminish both parental authority and parent-
al involvement with children—particularly in
those decisive early years when social atti-
tudes and a conscience are formed, and reli-
gion and moral principles are first incul-
cated.”

Given the above stated concern and objec-
tives, Mr. Nixon proceeded to outline the
provisions in his welfare bill—H.R. 1. He
stated: “Further, in returning this legislation
to the Congress, I do not for a moment over-
look the fact that there are some needs to be
served, and served now. One of these needs is
for day care, to enable mothers, particularly
those at the lowest income levels, to take full
time jobs . ..” (and I will) “provide a signi-
ficant Federal subsidy for day care in families
where both parents are employed” (italics
mine). (Veto message—economic opportunity
Amendments of 1971, Document No. 92-48;
December 10, 1971, 92nd Congress. Senate,)

Clearly, the provisions of HR. 1 to forcibly
separate both parents from their children
by requiring them to work full time 1is
nothing less than national legislation for
parental deprivation and would achieve just
the opposite of Mr. Nixon's stated objectives
. . « “to bring the family together” and to
“gnhance rather than diminish both parental
authority and parental involvement with
children.”

These issues transcend partisan political
considerations, as Congressman Ogden R.
Reid's (R-N.Y.) statement on President Nix-
on's veto attests: “The Administration has
clearly bowed to politics and broken faith
with the children of America. This historic
bill would have given millions of our chil-
dren an opportunity for a meaningful start
on life, The President’'s veto now kills that
hope.

“As a result of this veto, which undermines
the credibility of the President's pledged
commitments to social progress, this Admin-
istration cannot escape much of the blame
for the children who, in the next decade be-
come dropouts, addicts, misfits and costly
burdens to soclety. The program the Presi-
dent killed would have helped many of those
children to grow into constructive citizens.

“For the middle Income working mother,
this is just one further proof that this Ad-
ministration is insensitive to the tremendous
problems that burden her family.” (Decem-
ber 9, 1971).

MPA members are probably aware that
Rep. Ogden Reld, whose forebears helped
found the Republican Party 100 years ago,
has quit the Republican Party and joined
the Democratic Party. His article The Day-
Care Veto: A Republican Congressman’s
Challenge to the President in the current is-
sue of Redbook portrays the depths of dis-
sension, alienation, and tragedy associated
with the day-care veto.

Given the two themes of our annual meet-
ing; child care and development and the
management of aggression, the MPA mem-
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bership may be interested in a slide which I
presented at our symposium cn the Compre-
hensive Child Development Act of 1971. This
portrayed in Figure 1 which relates infant
mortality rates to that of homicide. I have
suggested that since the U.S. has one of the
highest infant mortality rates of advanced
industrialized nations and since this nation
has all the resources to reduce this figure to
minimum but does not, this reflects a
national indifference to and neglect of our
infants. Many other studles have Ilinked
asoclal and criminal behaviors to early in-
fant-child neglect and abuse variables. Fig-
ure 1 represents a national picture of this
relationship for the years 1930-1969. Infant
mortality in the thirties and forties signifi-
cantly predicts 15-30 percent of homicides In
future years; infant mortality in the fifties
and sixties significantly predicts 30-75 per-
cent of homicides in future years.

Infant mortality has a different meaning
in this country today than it had in the
1930's and 1940’s. One interpretation of this
finding is that violence is intimately linked
with those variables associated with our high
infant mortality rate. If these variables are
human indifference and neglect, as I believe
them to be, then the management of aggres-
sion must necessarily involve the manage-
ment and improvement of the quality of
human relationships between the adults,
infants and children of this nation during
the formative periods of development. This
cannot be achieved by forcing separation of
parents from their children by requiring both
parents to work full time, as envisioned by
HR. 1.

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

Mr. MONDALE. 1 yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to join as a cosponsor of
the bill. I compliment the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Wis-
consin for the fine work they did in
bringing back this bill after the veto,
which was most unfortunate. I hope this
bill is not vetoed.

Does the Senator recall the testimony
by Dr. Bettye Caldwell who is the direc-
tor of the Kramer School in Little Rock?

Mr. MONDALE. I certainly do. Her
testimony was one of the most impres-
sive statements I have heard in the years
we have worked on this measure because
it was based not only on her brilliance
but also her work in this area and her
entire experience in the Little Rock area.
Her testimony was most impressive.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I call attention to
her testimony because not only have I
talked with her but also I had one of my
representatives in Little Rock to take a
personal look at the Kramer School.

This school in Little Rock has been
going on now for 3 years. It is an ex-
perimental project. It is well financed
and it has the support of the Arkansas
State Department of Education, the
University of Arkansas, the local school
district and the Federal Government.
The school has been a remarkable suc-
cess. It has been accepted in one of the
poorer areas of Little Rock, which is
about evenly divided between blacks and
whites. The acceptance by the commu-
nity has been remarkable.

I submit that it is not only useful for
the individuals involved but also it has
great implications far beyond in the area
of race relations. In time I think it
will have a great impact on the very dif-
ficult problem of our welfare program.
The program that HR. 1, when it is re-
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ported, will present to the people of this
country is much bigger than this bill.
This bill is not only beneficial to the
people involved but it is also a bill that
deals with difficult social problems in
this country. It is difficult to take care
of all those matters in one bill. I think
the committee did an excellent job.

It is difficult to draw the attention of
the people to a problem of this kind be-
cause this type bill is not as glamorous
as freaties in Moscow. However, it is
far more important in many respects.
I am pleased with the work of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota and his colleagues.

There is a misunderstanding between
the difference in a child development
center such as Dr. Caldwell has and
merely custodial day care. In many cases
custodial day care does not seem to give
any affirmative treatment, but rather
negative because it encourages charac-
teristics that are not beneficial to the
child later on in life.

In the bill H.R. 1, I suggested to the
Finance Committee some amount of
money be made available for develop-
mental child care, not trying to dupli-
cate or infringe on this bill, but from
another source, to make available in
every State at least one place where we
may see the difference in custodial day
care and the kind of developmental pro-
gram that is in this bill. I think that
is very important for the country to
understand.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join as
a cosponsor of 8. 3716, the Comprehen-
sive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972. As the title
of this bill suggests, it would commit
this Nation’s resources to the most worth-
while of causes—that of assisting Ameri-
can families in providing their children
a better start in life through local, fam-
ily oriented, child development programs.

Far from undermining the family as
the basic unit of our society or “creating
a nation of orphanages” as some have
implied, this legislation would provide
the kind of sensitive family and child-
oriented programs that are unavailable
today to millions of American families.
In addition, it is specifically designed to
meet the need for quality day care cre-
ated by increasing numbers of mothers
who work.

While recognizing that parental par-
ticipation is essential in the planning
and operation of day care programs, this
bill is drafted with a knowledge of the
weaknesses of purely custodial preschool
programs and is designed to avoid these
mistakes. Moreover, it is based on an
understanding of the risk involved in
separating children from their parents
and includes standards designed to mini-
mize and overcome that danger.

Perhaps most important, however, the
bill’s provisions, along with those in H.R.
1 relating to child care, authorize suffi-
cient funds to plan and deliver the com-
prehensive health, education, nutritional,
and developmental components that are
necessary to help all children in this
country reach their full potential.

In his 1969 message to the Congress,
the President indicated his administra-
tion’s commitment to provide every
American child with “an opportunity for
healthful and stimulating development
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during the first 5 years of life.” In spite
of this pledge, and because of the Presi-
dent’s veto of S. 2007, the Economic Op-
portunity Amendments of 1971—which
included a comprehensive child develop-
ment title—present day care and early
childhood programs remain relatively
small items in the Federal budget. The
$1 billion which the proposed budget allo-
cates to this range of programs in the
current fiscal year palls in comparison
with the $83.4 billion which has been
requested by the Department of Defense.
In addition, it has been well documented
that most of the $1 billion, which goes
into the Headstart and AFDC programs,
will reach only a fraction of these pro-
grams’ potential recipients. In the case
of Headstart, the committee report notes
that the current program is reaching
fewer than 10 percent of the poor chil-
dren who might benefit from it. It also
concludes that a combination of the
existing Headstart programs and day
care programs provided for in the wel-
fare reform measure would together serve
only 1% million of the 5% million chil-
dren who could benefit from preschool
education and afterschool care.

These 51 million children generally
come within either of two groups that
various studies have found to be in urgent
need of this kind of attention. The first
is comprised of children of employed
mothers who cannot arrange for satis-
factory care for them at home. The sec-
ond group of children is that whose
mothers are economically disadvantaged,
who are not now working, and who are
unable to provide them the kind of pre-
school care which would give them an
equal start with others.

Although all children have nutritional,
educational, medical, and psychological
needs, it is clear that chidren from eco-
nomically disadvantaged families have
far less opportunity to receive these serv-
ices than their more afluent counter-
parts. It is this lack of opportunity that
degrades the lives of many millions of
children who live in poverty today and
enhances the chance that they will soon
become misfits and wards of society re-
quiring repair and rehabilitation in later
life.

In recent years, we have increasingly
recognized that this poverty, the forces
which create it, and the opportunities
for development of the poor child are
mutually reinforcing. The poverty and
Headstart programs were implemented
on this rationale, and in approving the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1971—which included a comprehensive
child care and development title—the
Congress clearly reaffirmed its realization
of this principle.

The child care, family services, and
preschool programs envisioned in the
pending legislation are designed to help
reach children in poverty in this country
by assisting their families in providing
them with the kind of environment
which will stimulate rather than retard
their development. The bill authorizes
$2 billion over the next 3 fiscal years
for the creation of a network of pre-
school educational services for low in-
come and developmental day care pro-
grams for youngsters whose parents are
working. Participation in all of these
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programs will be voluntary. In addition,
$500 million of the funds authorized are
reserved for the Headstart program
which has proved highly successful.

These programs assure parents that
they will have the opportunity to choose
among the greatest possible variety of
family supporting services—including
part-day programs like Headstart, after-
school or full-day developmental day
care, prenatal services, and in-the-home
tutoring and child development classes
that strengthen the family relationship.

Also worthy of mention is the fact that
S. 3617 focuses on our growing awareness
of the importance of early childhood in
the mental, physical, and social develop-
ment of the individual. The committee
report states:

The central requirement is that child ds-
velopment programs must, in fact, be devel-
opmental—centered on the needs of the chil-
dren and the family—and not custodial in
nature.

Of the many millions of day care ar-
rangements made in this country today,
most involve merely custodial care for
the child. Today, we know that in nu-
merous instances this can damage a child
for life by creating conditions of “envi-
ronmental denial” and “learned helpless-
ness.” Such conditions were set forth
and contrasted with the developmental
day care anticipated by S. 3617 in the
testimony of Dr. Harold H. Howe, former
U.S. Commissioner of Education, which
is referred to in the committee report:

Perhaps the best way to illustrate the idea
of an environmental handicap is to describe
an actual situation in which working mothers
typically return to work some two months
after giving birth to a chlld, During the time
that they are working, the child will be placed
with another mother whose business is taking
in children of working mothers, each of whom
might pay a dollar a day or so to have her
children cared for during working hours. In
such a center will be children from several
months of age up to four or five years, and
an individual caretaker might look after up
to ten or twelve such children in her home.

For the caretaker who has neither training
nor equipment and facilities to provide a
stimulating environment the entire emphasis
is frequently on the passivity of children.
The child who doesn't cry, who doesn't need
attention, who doesn't ask questions after
he has learned to speak, who doesn't move
about—in other words the child who does
not seek, demand, and get stimulation and
is least troublesome to the person in charge—
is the child who gets rewarded. Such an en-
vironment discourages the early and very
significant development of every aspect of
human sensitivity and potential, The quali-
ties fortified in children so treated are the
qualities which lead to failure in school. The
1ack of positive stimulation from human con-
tact, from active exploration of objects, from
verbal interchange, and from the kind of play
through which a child learns shapes and
sizes and colors depresses and inhibits the
development of capabilities which are ex-
tremely important not only for success in
school but for success in life. The develop-
ment of language as a more important com-
ponent of any individual's growth often suf-
fers in this sort of environmental handicap-
ping system.

Contrast this situation with many well-
financed day care or preschool arrangements
staffed by trained personnel in which stimu-
lation of all kinds is provided. Children get
all sorts of attention and praise for their
achievements on a regular basis from inter-
ested adults, they are encouraged to talk
over their ideas and feeling, to handle ob-
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Jects, explore the differences of sound, shapes,
color, texture in all kinds of materials, to
solve problems—and therewith their early
intellectual development is much advanced.
Further they are offered cholces and a range
of independent activities that exercise Initia-
tive, allow the child to set his own pace, and
develop goals of his own—thereby giving him
a sense of power over his environment.

Add to this the situation in the home for
many of the kinds of families which would
make use of the type of day care activity de-
scribed two paragraphs above, homes In
which economic handicaps deny proper nu-
trition and certain aspects of stimulation,
even though just as much love and care may
be present as in the middle class home, and
you get a plcture of environmental denial
which pyramids in its effect on children as
they mature.

Mr. President, a model for the kind of
day care which Dr. Howe compares to
“environmental denial” already exists
in my State. It is the Center for Early
Development in Little Rock, Ark. The
center is housed in Little Rock’s Kramer
School, a renovated structure in a mixed
black and white neighborhood. It is dedi-
cated to the principle that it is not only
possible but essential to give formal edu-
cation to very young children whose
mothers are separated from them all day.

Dr. Bettye Caldwell, the director of
the Kramer School, views this project as
“a new kind of educational delivery sys-
tem in which day care and education are
combined.” The Office of Child Develop-
ment has such high regard for this idea
that it is investing $2 million in it. The
center’'s participants also include the
Arkansas State Department of Educa-
tion, the Little Rock school system, and
the University of Arkansas. I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the Recorp at
this point an article from the Pine Bluff
Commercial of April 6 describing the
center and its accomplishments.

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

NEw PROJECT AT LITTLE RoCK ELEMENTARY
ScHooL CouLp BE MODEL FOR THE FUTURE
(By Dala McKinsey)

LirrLe Rock.—The Frederick W. Kramer
School is housed in a traditional two-story
brick buidling. The education inside is not
at all traditional.

When a discipline problem erupted in the
fourth grade classroom, the new metal and
wood furniture was replaced by boxes and for
a week students worked in isolation—sepa-
rated by cardboard barriers.

The next week the boxes were replaced by
old eouches and other household furniture to
create a more homey atmosphere. The prob-
lem disappeared and the original furniture
was returned.

When four-letter words hegan appeari.ng in
the boys’ bathroom, a teacher decided to
turn it into art. She outlined on the wall a
sketch of a black boy and a white boy swing-
ing on vines and the boys painted in the
figures. The walls have not been written on
since.

A little over two years ago, Kramer was a
sub-standard school in a decaying neighbor-
hood of transient black and white families,
with a few upper-middle class young couples
in renovated apartments and a small hippie

culture, attracted by MsacArthur Park and
the Arkansas Art Center, two blocks away.

Under the leadership of Dr. Beftye Cald-
well, the Little Rock School District and the
University of Arkansas at Little Rock received
a federal grant to design a school for the
future.
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“I think everyone sees this as a model of
the future,” Mrs. Caldwell said.

The result was a combination day care
center and elementary school, with more than
300 pupils, ranging in age from six months
through 12 years.

Mrs. Caldwell moved from Syracuse, New
York, where she was working on a similar
project, when her husband, a surgeon, joined
tlt-leﬂUmverslty of Arkansas Medical Center
staff,

She says cshe thought she was moving to
the end of the earth.

“I found there are more true liberals in
Little Rock, than where I was,” she said.

Children are brought to the school at 7
a.m. They stay until one of their working
parents can pick them up. Some stay as late
as 7 p.m.

Mrs. Caldwell says the school fulfills sev-
eral needs, among them child care for the
working mother and direction for children
from culturally deprived backgrounds

She said the school did not attempt to
teach that being a white collar worker is
better than being a blue collar worker.

“We teach the children that every kind
of work has dignity,” she said.

However, she sald she believed that the
school would open more options for the stu-
dents than they might otherwise have,

Mrs. Caldwell sald she also wanted the
children to be able to “fit in perfectly well"
in their own neighborhoods.

Mrs. Caldwell said that she did not advo-
cate taking children away from thelr fam-
ilies but she said the school could offer chil-
dren advantages some mothers couldn't.

“If the family is so poor that all she (the
mother) can do is get the rats and cock-
roaches out of their apartment: the school
has something to offer,” she said.

The infants are cared for in a portable
metal building behind the school where their
older brothers and sisters are enrolled.

Mrs. Faustenia S. Bomar, vice-principal of
the school, called to a 15-month-old child
playing in a crlb, and he smiled.

“When he first came here, he couldn’t do
that,” she said. “He probably never saw any-
one smile before.”

Mrs. Caldwell tells of the child of a re-
tarded mother who came to the school
through the state Soclal Services Division.

The child, Susan, was “the most forlorn
looking child” when she was first brought
to the school, said Mrs. Caldwell. “‘She was so
sad, it hurt to lock at her."” Now Susan is
walking, talking and offering cookies to
visitors,

The children eat breakfast and lunch at
the school. They also get snacks.

Although the school building is ancient,
Mrs. Bomar says that the building lends
itself to the activities of the school.

Upstalrs there are individual booths, where
a pupil who earns free time may go to read,
or just to be alone. The students have cov-
ered the walls of the booths with paper, so
that they may draw or write on the walls
if they wish.

The window shades are covered with bright
flowers made from contact paper and flowers
are painted behind the drinking fountains.

The preschoolers have their own second-
hand piano, painted bright orange, that they
can play.

Mrs. Bomar pointed to the walls, covered
with murals and paintings by the children,

“This is their school, they know that it Is
theirs,” she said.

Since the school opened, several persons
have visited to view the operation for similar
projects in other cities.

Although the 1969 legislature authorized
the organization of public school kinder-
gartens, it provided no money for them and,
to date, there are only a few university-spon-
sored and private kindergartens in operation
in Arkansas.

Mrs. Caldwell says she hopes that when
Arkansas begins organizing kindergartens,
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the day care center idea will become the
standard.

“T hope that this community and this state
won't let this idea go,” she said.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, Dr.
Caldwell, in her testimony before the
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
during its hearings on S, 3617 stressed
the following conclusions from her ex-
periences in the Kramer School:

Children in day care or child care can
develop motivationally and in terms of the
skills that are considered adaptive in today's
world.

Day care does not weaken the primary
family ties nor does the early day care pro-
gram signify a new invasion of the family
domain.

High quality developmental day care set-
tings do not create emotional disturbances,
but in the majority of instances create happy
and alert children.

Day care and institutionalization are not
at all comparable and it verges on the dis-
honest to imply that they are.

I am pleased that this bill is dr_awn
upon the experiences of model projects
such as the Center for Early Develop-
ment and that its provisions will expand
and build upon the achievements of such
centers.

I might add that based upon my be-
lief in the pioneering work of the Cen-
ter for Early Development and its pos-
sibilities for alleviating the conditions
that ultimately result in many of our
social problems, I submitted an amend-
ment in executive session of the Finance
Committee—which the committee
adopted—to the child care provisions of
H.R. 1. This amendment would provide
$60 million in grants to States over the
next 3 years for model day care c-?nters
in each State to develop the potential for
better educational achievement in day
care.

Mr. President, nothing is more critical
to the future of this country than that
every child have the opportunity to de-
velop fully his physical, intellectual, and
social potential as a human being. As an
enlightened society, we must be pre-
pared to commit our resources to help
families realize this potential in their
children when they seek such support
outside the home, Passage of S. 3(_51'? by
the Senate will mark the beginning of
this commitment, and I am pleased to
lend my support to the enactment of
this measure.

Mr. MONDALE, I strongly endorse the
observations the Senator has made. I
think one of the most dangerous things
this country could do would be to pursue
a maximum strategy of cold custodial
day care centers as an alternative for
the American family. Even during the
depression most of us grew up with
strong family unity, and we had the sup-
port and stimulation which a family
prgggﬁm' RIGHT. And which other
children provide.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes, and the security
that comes with it. That is the most
important thing we receive as human
beings.

We are not going to make gains toward
a healthy America by creating ware-
houses in which we stack children and
do nothing for them, and provide no
emotional support, no sense of security,
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and none of the things which are needed
for child development.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And no intellectual
stimulation.

Mr. MONDALE. And no intellectual
stimulation. We are creating a genera-
tion of young people that scares me. They
will be denied the essential ingredient
that a healthy person must have. That is
what scares me so much about custodial
centers. That is not speculation.

Recently a report was issued by the
National Council of Jewish Women,
based on the study they made of day-care
centers in 90 cities. It is absolutely scary
in terms of how emotionally ignored and
untended these children are all day long.
That is the worst possible thing.

Psychiatrists, psychologists, experts
in the field, Bettye Cardwell being one of
them, warned about that situation.

We are just concluding 215 years of
work by the Committee on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity, of which I am priv-
ileged to be chairman. Every year we
pay a tremendous economic bill, which
includes a welfare bill of $12.5 billion;
a crime bill, and nobody knows how big
that is; we pay it in terms of lost life;
we pay it in other ways such as lack of
political participation. And one genera-
tion tends to produce another genera-
tion that is consigned to the same tragic
condition.

One of the most hopeful things we
come up with is that we should provide
assistance to strengthen and support
family life. In many instances these chil-
dren come from broken homes where
they do not have enough to eat, where
the family often is not able to provide
intellectual stimulation, where there is
no hope, no musie, no books, no aspira-
tions for better life. Many times these
children are destroyed before they go
into the front door of any school. This
happens up to the time they are 5 years
of age. Because of the explosive develop-
ment period, the first 5 years of life are
the years when the foundation of a
child’s life is laid.

That can be a period of great develop-
ment and growth or it can be a period of
shocking, emotional, and mental destruc-
tion. We are trying to reach down and
help these families give their kids a
chance before we have another genera-
tion of broken young children. That is
what this is all about.

Mr. FULERIGHT. I thank the Senator.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
professional staff members of the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee be admit-
ted to the floor during the consideration
of 8. 3617, the Headstart, Child Develop-
ment, and Family Services Act of 1972:
Richard E. Johnson, William J. Spring,
Sidney Johnson, Jonathan Steinberg,
John Scales, and Richard Siegel.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare has
reported to the Senate S, 3617, the Com-
prehensive Headstart, Child Develop-
ment, and Family Services Act of 1972.
As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty,
which held some 13 days of hearings in
child care legislation over the last 2
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years, I hope the Senate will approve this
bipartisan compromise measure by an
overwhelming vote.

There is no need in America more
fully documented nor more pressing than
the provision for quality child care op-
portunities for disadvantaged children.
In February 1969—1 month after his in-
auguration—President Nixon recognized
this need in a message to Congress. He
said at that time:

Bo critical is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children an op-
portunity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment during the first five years of life.

The child development legislation con-
tained in the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971 (S. 2007) was, as
Members of the Senate know, killed by a
Presidential wveto. The veto message
raised objections which bore no resem-
blance to the legislation actually
passed. For anyone who took the words
of the veto message at face value, the
Congress of the United States stood ac-
cused of passing legislation aimed at
weakening the American family and
“Sovietizing American children.” Noth-
ing could have been farther from the
truth. Quite obviously whoever wrote
the veto message never read the bill.

With over 5 million preschool children
of working mothers in the country and
only 700,000 places in day care facilities,
the need for additional facilities cannot
be doubted. For the poor, the Headstart
program has provided a magnificent
demonstration of what can be done in
centers that provide not only warm and
adequate day care but also health and
education programs crucial to the future
of so many of the Nation’s children in
poverty homes. But the Headstart pro-
gram now reaches only some 10 percent
of the number of poor children who
could potentially use its services.

After the veto, members of the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee went to
work on revised legislation attempting
to respond to the criticisms raised by the
veto message. Senator MonpaLe and I, to-
gether with 14 other cosponsors, intro-
duced child-care legislation providing
for an enlarged State role (S. 3193), and
Senator Javits, and 12 other cosponsors
introduced new child development legis-
lation separate from the OEOQ legislation
(S. 3228). The Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare accepted the suggestion
of the minority members that it would be
best to separate the child-care bill from
the extension of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of which it was a part in 1971.
Furthermore, last year’s proposal was
changed in a number of ways in efforts
to make the legislation more acceptable
to the administration. In brief, the
changes are as follows:

First, the cost. Rather than authoriz-
ing $2 billion a year for the program,
S. 3617 authorizes only $150,000,000 for
planning in the coming fiscal year—fis-
cal 1973—and $1.2 billion in fiscal year
1974 and $1.6 billion in fiscal year 1975.

Second, administrative workability.
Last year’s bill provided that any com-
munity of 5,000 population could be a
prime sponsor. The new bill provides that
local communities of over 25,000 popula-
tion are entitled to prime sponsorship if
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the Secretary determines they have the
capability to carry out child development
programs. All other geographical areas
of the State would be served by the State
government as prime sponsor. Whereas
there would have been a potential of
7,000 prime sponsor applicants under last
year’s bill, this year’s higher population
cut-off figure would reduce the number
to 2,000 prime sponsors. That is approxi-
mately the number of Head Start
grantee and delegate agencies HEW now
deals with.

Third, the responsibilities of the child
development councils. The committee
has rewritten the bill to make it clear
that mayors and Governors have full op-
erating responsibility for child develop-
ment programs. Under the revised bill
the councils approve basic policies and
guidelines but day-to-day administrative
responsibility for carrying out child-care
programs rests with the Governor or the
mayor.

Fourth, the role of the States is sub-
stantially expanded under S. 3617. As
previously mentioned, the State serves as
prime sponsor in all parts of the State
not covered by a local prime sponsor
which has a minimum of 25,000 popula-
tion. In addition, twice as much money—
an increase from 5 percent to 10 per-
cent—is set aside for State coordination
and comprehensive planning, in co-

operation with local officials, for child-
care programs. Furthermore, the com-
mittee has authorized a major demon-
stration program for State-administered
child development programs. In up to
five States, the Secretary would be au-
thorized to designate the State as the

prime sponsor for the entire State in-
cluding those localities of over 25,000
population that would otherwise be eli-
gible to deal directly with Washington as
local prime sponsors. These States would
have to be selected on the basis of a rec-
ord of leadership and demonstrated
capabilities in the child development
area.

The fee schedule negotiated by the
committee and the administration last
fall has been included in the bill. That
schedule provides free services to chil-
dren whose families earn up to $4,320 per
year in the case of a family of four, That
figure is the same as the cutoff point for
aid to the working poor under the fam-
ily assistance plan. For families of four
earning more than $4,320, the fee sched-
ule limits the cost to 10 percent of in-
come between $4,320 and $5,916 and then
limits fees to those with higher income
to 15 percent of income between $5,916
and $6,960. That figure of $6,960 is the
low adequate budget as calculated by the
Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor
Statistics for an average urban family
of four.

How would the program work? Funds
would flow from Washington to cities and
States according to a distribution for-
mula based on the number of children eli-
gible for services under the legislation.

At the State and local level, mayors
and Governors would set up child devel-
opment councils. Half of the membership
of these councils would be parents of
children to be served; the remaining half
would be appointed by the Governor or
mayor to represent the publie, including

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

education agencies, community action
agencies, health and welfare organiza-
tions. These councils would be responsi-
ble for approving program goals, basic
policies, and approving arrangements for
programs.

Headstart agencies, schools, charitable
organizations, or any other local groups
that wished to run child development
programs would apply to the prime spon-
sor for funds. Each operating agency
would be required to set up project pol-
icy committees composed 50 percent of
parents of children to be served to over-
see the day-to-day operation of child-
care programs. Within a community of
any size there would be a network of
centers serving children, guided by proj-
ect policy committecs. The prime spon-
sor, the Governor or the mayor or the
county executive, would oversee all proj-
ects in the prime sponsorship area and
allocate funds among the various cen-
ters.

As I indicated earlier in these remarks,
cities of over 25,000 population would
have the right to be designated as prime
sponsors to administer child-care pro-
grams in their own areas if they had the
capability. Where local prime sponsors
are so designated, the State would serve
as prime sponsor for all the rest of the
State. In the balance of the State, the
Governor wotuld be the prime sponsor and
the State would be responsible for ad-
ministering the overall program. In a
provision new to this particular piece of
legislation, the Governor would estab-
lish local program councils for regions
within the State, serving areas of 50,-
000 population. In this way, State deci-
sions with respect to a particular area of
a State would be subject to review in
the appropriate area of the State where
programs are being carried out.

The existing Headstart program is one
of the most successful of our antipoverty
efforts. In order to assure that these pro-
grams will not be cut back, the bill in-
sures that the first $500,000,000 available
under the legislation would be used to
continue ongoing Headstart programs.
In addition, the bill provides that 10 per-
cent of the opportunities available in
child development programs go to handi-
capped children. In the past, handi-
capped children—very often the most in
need—have not received the degree of
representation among the children
served in preschool programs that they
should have, considering the proportion
of handicapped children in the popula-
tion.

Let me close by addressing the charge
that the provision of child-care services
somehow weakens the family. The fact
of the matter is that millions of mothers
now work based on their own choice or
economic necessity, The legislation be-
fore the Senate today is merely an at-
tempt to meet our responsibilities to the
children who need adequate child care
because a parent is not at home during
the day. Presently available child-care
facilities are often grossly inadequate, as
described by witness after witness before
the committee. It is more than a little
ironic that S. 2007 was vetoed last year
at the very time the administration was
urging passage of welfare legislation
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containing provisions that would require
mothers of young children to take low-
paying jobs or lose welfare benefits.

The legislation now before the Senate
is a bipartisan attempt to draft sound
and responsible child development leg-
islation. I urge Senators to support its
passage.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a section-by-section analysis of
S. 3617 be printed in the REcORD.

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

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

This section provides that the legislation
may be cited as the “Comprehensive Head-
start, Child Development, and Family Serv-
ices Act of 1972".

SECTION 2. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND
FURPOSE

This section sets forth the congressional
findings concerning the need for child devel-
opment and family services and the purpose
to assist parents who request such services in
providing their children with an opportunity
for a healthful and stimulating development.
SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Subsection (a) authorizes the appropria-
tion of 81.2 billion for fiscal year 1974 and $1.6
billion for fiscal year 1975 for carrying out
this Act. Any unobligated amounts at the
end of such fiscal year may be obligated in
the succeeding fiscal year.

Subsection (b) authcrizes the appropria-
tion of $150 million for fiscal year 1973 for
the purpose of providing training, technical
assistance, planning, and such other activ-
ities as the Secretary deems appropriate to
prepare for the implementation of this title.

Subsection (c) provides that the amounts
appropriated under subsection (a) shall be
made available as follows:

The amount of $500 million shall be for
the purpose of providing assistance under
title I of this Act for child development pro-
grams focused upon young children from low-
income families, with priority for Headstart
projects,

Up to 15 percent of the amounts which re-
main thereafter may be made available, as
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare deems appropriate, for titles IT and IIT of
this Act, but not to exceed 5 percent of such
remaining amounts shall be used for title IIT.

The remainder of the appropriation is to
be used for carrying out title I.

Subsection (d) sets forth advance funding
authority.

SECTION 4. DEFINITIONS
This section defines terms used in the Act.

TITLE I-—HEADSTART, CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND
FAMILY SERVICES PROGRAMS

SECTION 101. PROGRAMS ASSISTED

This section provides that the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall provide
financial assistance for carrying out child de-
velopment and family services programs un-
der this title to prime sponsors and to other
public and private nonprofit agencies and or-
ganizations pursuant to plans, program state-
ments, and applications approved in accord-
ance with this title. The purposes for which
financial assistance may be used are set
forth in this section.

SECTION 102. STATE AND LOCAL PRIME SPONSORS

Subsection (a) provides that a State, a
unit or combination of units of general local
government of at least 25,000 population or,
if less, which demonstrates capabllity and a
particular need, an Indian tribal organiza-
tion, or a public or private nonprofit agency
may be designated as a prime sponsor of child
development and family service programs in
accordance with the provisions of the legis-
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lation upon approval by the Secretary of a
prime sponsorship plan.

Subsection (b) provides that the plan must
provide for a child and family services coun-
cil, must provide assurances that staffi and
other administrative expenses of the council
and local program councils and project policy
committees will not exceed percent of the
total cost of child aevelopment programs ad-
ministered by the prime sponsor (unless in-
creased to reflect higher start-up costs or
other special needs), and must provide assur-
ances to provide or to enter into arrangements
with appropriate State or local or other agen-
cies for linkages to provide services related
to child development.

Subsection (b)(8) provides that, in the
case of a State applicant for designation as
prime sponsor of areas not served by a local
prime sponsor, the plan must also provide
for designating local family service areas
serving the area of one local government or
of units of local government serving not
more than 50,000 population unless Secretary
allows area of up to 100,000 population. For
each local family service area, a local program
council must be maintained consisting of at
least half parents and the remainder public
members appointed by the local government
official. These local program councils partiei-
pate In developing and approve the State’s
program statement for the area and arrange-
ments for projects in the area.

Subsection (c) provides that any local pro-
gram council may appeal directly to the Sec-
retary when it alleges a fallure to comply
with the program statement or the provi-
sions of the Act.

Subsection (d) (1) provides that the Sec-
retary shall approve a satisfactory State
prime sponsorship plan for areas not served
by local prime sponsors.

Subsection (d) (2) authorizes the Secretary
to designate five States to carry out demon-
stration projects as Statewlde prime sponsors,
even with respect to localities which would
otherwise qualify as local prime sponsors.
No State with a population of 5 percent of
the national population or more could be
so designated.

Subsection (e) provides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub-
mitted by a clty or county or other unit of
general local government if it meets the re-
quirements of subsection (a) and has a pop-
ulation of 25,000 or more. The Secretary has
discretion to choose elther a clty or a county
as prime sponsor for an area which covers a
common geographical area.

Subsection (f) provides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub-
mitted by a combination of localities if the
plan meets the requirements of subsection
(a) and has a population of 25,000 or more.

Subsection (g) provides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub-
mitted by an Indian tribal organization if
the plan meets the requirements of subsec-
tion (a).

Subsection (h) provides that the Secretary
may approve a prime sponsorship plan sub-
mitted by a unit or combination of units of
general local government or a public or pri-
vate nonprofit agency if he determines that
the plan includes provisions setting forth ar-
rangements for serving children in a neigh-
borhood which is not covered by a prime
sponsor or in any portion of an area where
the prime sponsor is not satisfactorily im-
plementing child development programs, or
for making avallable special services designed
to meet the needs of economically disadvan-
taged or preschool children. He may also ap-
prove such a prime sponsorship plan setting
forth arrangements for providing compre-
hensive child development programs on a
year-round basis to children of migrant agri-~
cultural workers, or arrangements for carry-
ing out model programs, especially projects
for economically disadvantaged minority
group, or bilingual preschool children.
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SBubsection (1) provides that the Governor
of the State shall be given between thirty
and sixty days to review and make recom-
mendations on prime sponsorship plans sub-
mitted under this section.

Subsection (j) provides that a prime spon-
sorship plan may be disapproved or a prior
designation of a prime sponsor may be with-
drawn only if the Secretary provides written
notice, a reasonable time for corrective
amendments or action, and an opportunity
for a hearing upon which an appeal to the
Secretary may be based.

Subsection (k) provides for review by the
court of appeals of the Secretary’'s final ac-
tion with respect to prime sponsorship under
subsection (j).

Subsection (1) provides that the Secretary
shall approve the application of an alternate
unit of Government or a public or nonprofit
agency or organization in the area represent-
ing the interests of minority and economical-
ly disadvantaged persons where any unit of
general government or other prime sponsor
is practicing discrimination against minority
group or economically disadvantaged chil-
dren.

Subsection (m) provides that the Secretary
may directly fund programs, including those
in rural areas without regard to population,
where he deems it necessary, in the event
that a State, or unit or combination of units
of general local government, or Indian tribal
organization has not submitted or the Secre-
tary has not approved a program statement
under this section, or where a prime spon-
sorship designation is not in effect or where
the needs of migrants, preschool-age children,
or the children of working mothers or single
parents, minority groups, or the economical~
1y disadvantaged are not beilng served.

SECTION 103. CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES
COUNCILS

Subsection (a) provides that each prime
sponsor shall establish and maintain a Child
and Family Services Council consisting of not
less than 10 members half of whom must be
parents of children served in programs under
this Act and the remainder of whom are to be
appointed by the prime sponsor’s chief ex-
ecutive or governing body to represent the
public.

(Half of the public representatives must
be persons broadly representative of the gen-
eral public including community agencies
and organizations, and the remaining mem-
bers must be persons who are skilled in child
development, child health, child welfare, or
other child services.)

Bubsection (b) provides that, in accord-
ance with regulations which the Secretary
shall establish pursuant to regulations, each
prime sponsor shall provide that the parent
members of child development councils shall
be chosen by the membership of local pro-
gram councils described in section 102(b)
(8), in the case of State prime sponsors, and
participants in federally assisted day care
programs especially Headstart, In the case
of local prime sponsors. Not less than one-
third of the total membership of such coun-
cil shall be persons broadly representative
of the economically disadvantaged. The
council is entitled to approve program state-
ments, basic goals, policies, actions, and
procedures, and the selection or establish-
ment and annual renewal of the administer-
ing agency or agencies, for the prime spon-
sor. The council shall, upon its own initia-
tive or upon request of a project applicant
or any other party in interest, conduet public
hearings before acting upon applications for
financial assistance submitted by project
applicants.

SECTION 104. PROGRAM STATEMENTS
Subsection (a) provides that financial as-
sistance to a prime sponsor may be provided
for any particular fiscal year only pursuant
to a program statement approved by the Sec-
retary. Provisions which such program state-
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ment are to include are set forth in this sub-
section. Among these provisions are the re-
quirements that not less than 65 percent of
the financial assistance from apportionments
under section 3(c) (3) must be used for pro-
grams and services for economically disad-
vantaged children; and that priority there-
after must be given to other children of single
parents and working mothers.

Subsection (b) provides that no program
statement shall be approved unless oppor-
tunities to submit comments to the prime
sponsor and to the Becretary have been pro-
vided to each community action agency or
single-purpose Headstart agency previously
responsible for a Headstart program, to the
local educational agency and other appro-
priate educational and training agencies and
institutions, and the Governor of the State.

Subsection (c) provides that a program
statement may be disapproved or a prior ap-
proval withdrawn only if the Secretary has
provided written notice, reasonable time for
correctlve amendments or action, and an op-
portunity for a public hearing upon which
an appeal may be blased.

Subsection (d) provides that the Becretary
shall establish procedures to permit prime
sponsors to submit jointly a single program
statement for the areas served by such prime
sponsors.

SECTION 105. PROJECT APFLICATIONS

Subsection (a) provides that financial as-
sistance may be provided to a project appli-
cant for any particular fiscal year if the
project application is submitted by a public
or private nonprofit agency and contains oth-
er provisions set forth in this subsection.
Among these provisions are requirements
that funds be provided only to qualified pub-
lic or private agencles and that project poli-
cy committees be established and maintained
Such project policy committees must consist
of not less than 10 members and half must
be parents of children served in such projects
and the remaining half shall be comprised
of persons who are representative of the com-
munity approved by the parent members and
one person who is skilled in child develop-
ment.

Project polley committees must partici-

pate directly in the development and prepa-
ration of project applications and have
responsibllity for approving basic goals, poli-
cles, actions, and procedures for the project
applicant. The bill provides that no charges
be made to families with an annual income
equal to or less than #4.320, with adjust-
ments in the case of families with more than
two children. Charges for other familles may
be made In accordance with a fee schedule
established by the Secretary based on ability
to pay. However, such fees may not exceed
10 percent of the difference between the free
services level and 85 percent of the lower
living standard budget, and then 15 percent
of any income between that level of 85 per-
cent of the lower living standard budget and
100 percent of the lower living standard
budget.
_ Subsection (b) requires that the project
application otherwise further the objectives
and satisfy the requirements of the prime
sponsor’s program statement.

Subsection (¢) provides that a public or
private nonprofit agency which is a prime
sponsor shall submit a project application
directly to the Secretary.

Subsection (d) provides that & prime spon-
sor may disapprove a project application only
if it provides a statement of reasons to the
applicant and that the project applicant may
appeal to the Secretary for direct approval
thereof.

Subsection (e) provides that a project ap-
plication submitted to the Secretary by a
public or private agency may be approved
upon the Secretary's determination that it
meets the statutory requirements.
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SECTION 106. ANNUAL FAMILY SERVICE PLANS

This section provides that, upon submis-
sion of an annual family service plan by any
State, the Secretary is authorized to provide
financial assistance for carrying out activi-
ties for the purposes of determining chlild
development and family service goals and
needs, assisting In the establishment of Child
and Family Service Councils, and strength-
ening their capabilities, and arrangements
under which State agencies assist in provid-
ing child development and related services
where requested by prime sponsors in the
development and implementation of program
statements.

SECTION 107. SPECIAL COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS
WITH EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES AND OTHER
PROJECT SPONSORS
This section provides that the Secretary

shall use funds made available under sec-

tion 108(a) (1) (E) to provide assistance to
educational agencies and institutions for co-
operative programs designed to provide con-
tinuity between preschool, after school, and
other educational programs.

SECTION 108. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Subsection (a) (1) provides that, of the
amounts available for this title, the Secre-
tary shall reserve the following:

For apportioning among programs for chil-
dren of migrant agricultural workers, not less
than that proportlon of the total amounts
avallable for this title, as the proportion
which the number of such children bears to
the number of economically disadvantaged;

For apportioning among programs for chil-
dren on Federal and State Indlan reserva-
tions, not less than that proportion of the
total amounts available for this title as the
proportion which the number of such chil-
dren bears to the number of economically
disadvantaged children:

For special activitles for handicapped
children, not less than 10 percent of the
total amount available for this title; and

For model programs, not to exceed 5 per-
cent of the total amounts available for this
title.

For special cooperative programs with edu-
cational institutions, not to exceed 5 per-
cent of the local amounts available for this

title.

Subsection (a)(2) provides that the
amounts remaining after such reservations
shall be allocated by the Secretary to the ex-
tent practicable so that such funds shall be
apportioned among the States and localities
within each State as follows: 50 percent in
proportion to the relative numbers of eco-
nomically disadvantaged children, 25 per-
cent in proportion to the relative numbers of
children up to age 6, and 256 percent In
proportion to the relative numbers of chil-
dren of working mothers and single parents.

Subsection (a) (3) provides that not to ex-
ceed 10 percent of the total funds allotted
for use within a State may be made avallable
to the State to carry out its annual family
service plan under section 106.

Subsection (b) provides for reapportion-
ment of unused apportionments.

SECTION 109. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR PRO-
GRAMS INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUI-
SITION
This section provides that applications for

financial assistance for projects including

construction may be approved only if the

Becretary determines that construction of

such facilitles is essential to the provision

of adequate child development services, and
that rental, lease or lease-purchase, renova-
tion, or remodeling of adequate facllities is
not practicable. Federal assistance for con-
struction may not exceed 50 percent of cost
in the case of funds to be pald to other than
public or private nonprofit agencles and or-

ganizations. A maximum of 15 percent of a

prime sponsor’s total financial assistance may

be used for construction.
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SECTION 110. USE OF PUBLIC FACILITIES FOR
CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

This section requires reports as to the ex-
tent to which facilities owned or leased by
Federal agencles and other agencies may be
available for child development programs
during times when such facilities are not be-
ing utilized fully for their usual purposes.

BECTION 111. PAYMENTS
This section sets forth the Federal share
provisions. A Federal share of 90 percent is
provided for child development programs
ordinarily, but the Secretary has discretion
to exceed that percentage and he is required
to pay 100 percent of programs for migrants
and Indians.
TITLE IT—TRAINING, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,
PLANNING, AND EVALUATION
SECTION 201. PRESERVICE AND INSERVICE
TRAINING

This section authorizes the Secretary to
provide financial assistance for preservice or
inservice training for professional and non-
professional personnel.

SECTION 202. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND

PLANNING

This section provides that the Secretary
shall make technical assistance available to
prime sponsors and project applicants to
assist them In planning, developing, and
carrying out child development programs.

TITLE IIT—SUPPORTIVE SERVICES AND SPECIAL
ACTIVITIES

SECTION 301. SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE
SECRETARY

Subsection (a) provides that the Secretary
shall make an evaluation of Federal involve-
ment in child development activities and
services. The Secretary must reserve 1 per-
cent, and may reserve up to 2 percent, of the
funds under this Act for the evaluations re-
quired by this section. !

Subsection (b) provides that the Secretary
shall carry out research and demonstration
projects, including research on the nature of
child development processes, research to test
alternative methods of providing child de-
velopment and related services, evaluation of
research findings, and the dissemination and
application of research and development ef-
forts.

Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary
shall give priority in assisting research and
demonstration projects to programs carrled
out by multicounty local development dis-
tricts under the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act and the Public Works and
Economic Development Act.

Subsection (d) authorizes the Secretary
to make grants in contracts with public or
private nonprofit agencles to carry out re-
search and demonstration projects under
this section.

Subsection (e) authorizes the transfer
with the approval of other agency heads, of
funds to the Secretary for research purposes
under this part, provides that the Becretary
shall through the Office of Child Develop-
ment coordinate all child development re-
search, training, and development efforts
conducted within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Subsection (f) authorizes financial as-
sistance for child development and family
service programs for the children of em-
ployees of the Federal Government.

Bubsection (g) provides that the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall es-
tablish procedures to assure that adequate
nutrition services will be provided in child
development programs under this Act. Such
services shall make use of the special food
service program for children as defined in
section 13 of the National School Lunch Act
of 1046 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,
to the fullest extent appropriate and con-
sistent with such acts.
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SECTION 302. FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR CHILD
DEVELOPMENT AND FAMILY SERVICES

This section provides that the Secretary
shall promulgate a common set of program
standards to be applicable to all programs
providing child development services with
Federal assistance under this title, to be
known as the Federal Standards for Child
Development Services. Such standards shall
be consistent with the Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements. A special Commit~
tee on Federal Standards for Child Develop-
ment Services, consisting of parents and
child development experts, is to be estab-
lished for the purpose of participating in
the development of such standards.

SECTION 303, DEVELOPMENT OF UNIFORM

MINIMUM CODE FOR FACILITIES

‘This section provides for a special commit-
tee to develop a uniform minimum code for
facilities, to be used in licensing child de-
velopment facilities dealing principally with
matters of health, safety, and physical com-
fort. Upon approval by the Secretary, stand-
ards contained in the code are to be appli-
cable to all projects assisted under this Act.
SECTION 304. MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR CHILD

DEVELOPMENT FACILITIES

This section establishes a program of
mortgage insurance for child development
facilities, to be administered by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

SECTION 305. OFFICE OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT

This section provides for the Office of
Child Development to be the principal
agency in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare for the administration of
this title and for the coordination of pro-
grams and other activities relating to child
development and family service research,
training, and development efforts.

SECTION 306. SPECIAL COORDINATING COUNCIL

This sectlon establishes by statute the
Child Development Research Council,

SECTION 307. SPECIAL PROHIBITIONS

This section contalns administrative pro-
visions of the same kind usually set forth in
similar legislation.

SECTION 308, WITHHOLDING OF GRANTS

This section provides that the Becretary
may withhold funds for failure to comply
with requirements of this Act after notice
and opportunity for a hearing.

BECTION 309. FEDERAL CONTROL NOT
AUTHORIZED

This section sets forth the prohibition
against Federal control of education.

SECTION 310. SPECIAL PROHIBITIONS AND

PROTECTIONS

This section provides that nothing in this
Act shall infringe upon parental rights and
directs the Secretary to establish procedures
to insure that no child shall be the subject
of research or experimentation under this
Act unless the child's parent or guardian is
informed and has the opportunity to except
such child therefrom. This section also pro-
vides that the Secretary shall assume that
programs providing care outside the home
for very young children shall be reviewed
periodically and frequently by the Secretary
and that no such program shall be approved
for assistance unless 1t is specifically author-
ized and approved by the Secretary.

SECTION 311. REPEAL OR AMENDMENT OF

EXISTING AUTHORITY AND COORDINATION

This sectlon provides for repealing, effec-
tive July 1, 1975, the authorization for Head-
start and provides that where day care au-
thorized elsewhere in the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act shall be provided, wherever feas-
ible, through child care programs under this
Act.

SECTION 312. TRANSITIONAL AUTHORITY

This section permits the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity to walve al-
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lotment and Federal share provisions under
title II of the Economic Opportunity Act to
relieve hardship resulting from the fallure to
continue the authorization for Headstart un-
der the current section 222(a) (1) when this
Act takes effect.
SECTION 313. ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS

This section authorizes the Secretary to
accept, for use under this Act, funds ap-
propriated to carry out other laws if such
funds are utilized for the purposes for which
they are specifically authorized and ap-
propriated.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. TAFT).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President I support
the Comprehensive Headstart, Child
Development and Family Services Act
of 1972. This bill, which was reported
from the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, is the result of a bipartisan
compromise between S. 3228, which I co-
sponsored along with 13 of my Republi-
can colleagues, and S. 3193 introduced
by the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NEeLsonN) and co-sponsored by other
Senators.

I believe that this measure represents
a substantial improvement in several
respects over title V of S. 2007, which
the President vetoed last December.

I want to commend all concerned for
their tolerance and patience in working
out the terms of the compromise. Par-
ticularly I would like to say a word for
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mox-
pALE), who has taken the leadership in
this connection.

I am pleased that this bill is being
considered separately, and not attached
to the OEOQO extension, as it was previ-
ously the bill which was vetoed. At that
time Members of the Senate may recall,
I moved to attempt to separate the child
development section from that bill, and
had that been done, I feel we might
have had a better chance of achieving
workable legislation at an early date
and also given more certainly to the
existence and continued life of the OEO.

I have consistently urged that this
important measure be debated on its
own merit without delaying or hamper-
ing the consideration of the OEO
extension.

This bill would make it possible for
thousands of parents to work or fur-
ther their education to improve the well-
being of their families with the confi-
dence that their children have the op-
portunity to participate in quality edu-
cational day care programs. I believe
that this measure would be a desirable
complement to the welfare reform leg-
islation which we will soon be consider-
ing. While there are guidelines to insure
that the various programs are of a higch
quality, flexibility is provided so that
these programs can be designed to meet
the needs of the families who choose to
participate.

I believe that the administrative work-
ability of the programs in this act has
been improved substantially. This bill
gives State and local prime sponsors
clear responsibility for planning and
implementing the programs. The role of
the family service and child develop-
ment councils has been changed from a
policy making one to that of approving
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the plans developed by the prime spon-
sor. I believe that this arrangement is
much sounder than the prior arrange-
ment in which the councils themselves
had some really administrative respon-
sibility, and I did not feel they were
bodies set up to take advantage of that
administrative responsibility. All of the
responsibility for proposing the type of
programs to be carried out in the entire
project is now left to the prime sponsor.

Other improvements in the bill include
a more realistic authorization—$150
million for start up in 1973 and $1.2
billion for fiscal 1974, as opposed to $2
billion authorized for fiscal 1974 in S.
2007.

I call to the attention of the Senate
that, in using these figures, I include the
level of planning and authorization in
the Headstart program of approximate-
ly $500 million per year. That amount is
included in the $1.2 billion figure which
I mentioned for fiscal 1974.

The provision for annual family serv-
ice plans is to be submitted by the States
to insure statewide coordination, and
there is an increased authorization for
training.

Later today, or tomorrow, I hope to
introduce a clarifying amendment fur-
ther extending the wording of the bill as
proposed presently with regard to pro-
viding opportunity for individuals to re-
ceive training for the increased need
which already exists, and which will be-
come even more apparent as we go ahead
with this program, for trained both pro-
fessional and nonprofessional personnel
to properly carry out this program.

I support also the basic fee schedule
provisions in the bill, which were worked
out with the administration last year.
This represents one of the principal com-
promises which was arrived at, and
erases one of the objections that the
President expressed in his veto message.
Under the plan as it is presently in this
bill, free services would be provided to
families with incomes up to $4,320 for a
family of four, with modest fees between
that level and $7,214, the so-called lower
living standard of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare would establish the
fee schedule for families with incomes
above that level.

I support the committee report and
the additional views. Significantly, the
committee bill includes an additional
provision to insure that any schedule
established by the Secretary will permit
continued participation as income rises,
and that prime sponsors may request
permission to charge fees below those
prescribed in order to meet special local
circumstances.

Mr. President, I believe this bill will
go a long way in providing a sound basis
for profitable and effective day care cov-
erage for many, many young Americans
who are not getting it today. The Head-
start program has been an important
start forward. I think those of us who
participated in its inception—back in my
first term in Congress I recall we had the
hearings and started out to authorize
this program—it has certainly done
much good. This program has the poten-
tial to expand and achieve an additional
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amount of good over and above present
efforts being carried out by Headstart. I
believe it deserves the support of the
Senate, and I hope we will act favorably
upon it.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK).

Mr. BROCEK. Mr. President, at the
outset, lest there be any misunderstand-
ing, let me state my categorical opposi-
tion to this legislation.

Mr. President, why must we deprive
the children of this Nation of parental
and kindred care by creating incentives
to effectively deposit a bundled baby on
the steps of an institution each day

If one accepts the premise that child
rearing is best done by parents and
families, then why we do not seek pro-
grams to encourage the family or neigh-
borhood to take care of their own chil-
dren?

Why not institute incentives to elderly
family members who spend time in child
care? Such a program could have any
number of salutory effects in sustaining
the family unit. What we are being asked
to vote on today, while somewhat less
bad than the measure vetoed by Presi-
dent Nixon last December, gives impetus
to the forces wrenching at today’s
family.

Mr, President, this bill attempts to
inject its plethora of councils and com-
mittees, interpositions and bureaucra-
cies, in the lives of children. Such
bureaucracies are sterile, infinitely pre-
conditioned and arrogant, serving only
to deprive the individual of social skills
which would help him to strengthen his
family and his community.

In the press of important business in
this session, many have not had the op-
portunity to give this bill the thought
it deserves. Many of us who have studied
the proposal have come away deeply dis-
turbed about the assumptions upon
which it is predicated. Certainly one per-
son who was concerned by the previous
child development program, vetoed by
the President last December, was Wil-
liam Shannon, editorial writer for the
New York Times. In his article in the
New York Times Magazine of last April
30, Mr. Shannon, who clearly considers
himself a liberal, expressed his nearly
complete agreement with the reasoning
behind the President’s veto. In partie-
ular, he pointed out that “much hard-
earned human wisdom” lay behind the
President’s contention, expressed in his
veto message, that:

All other factors being equal, good public
policy requires that we enhance rather than

diminish both parents Involvement with
children,

Mr, Shannon declares that he can only
agree with this principle, and asks
rhetorically:

Are child-development centers desirable for
any children other than the most damaged
and deprived? The unpopular truth is that
any community facillty—call it a day-care
center or a child-development center—is at
best an inadequate, unsatisfactory substi-
tute, and at worst a dangerous, destructive
substitute for a child’s own mother.

If the scope of this bill were reduced
to this central issue, the overwhelming
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majority of American citizens would
agree with its position. Perhaps, even the
great majority of my distinguished col-
leagues would agree with it too. I cer-
tainly do.

How do we develop the premise that
effective means should be found to
strengthen the family rather than weak-
en it? By forcing the Federal Govern-
ment to interfere in family structure?
Hardly. Mr. Shannon suggests that if we
really wish to strengthen the family—
and the bill's proponents claim that this
is in fact what they wish to do—then
it would be preferable to make direct
money grants to mothers to take care of
their own children. This would reduce
their incentive to take outside employ-
ment, to leave their sons and daughters
in the care of people who have no direct
interest in them. By such an action, Mr.
Shannon states the Government would
make it clear that it considers child rear-
ing an important task, too important,
one might add, to be left to impersonal
experts.

Mr. Shannon remarks:

It is a rare and exceptionally gifted woman
who does something more important in the
outside world than she does during those
critical first six years when she is helping to
form the personality and character of a child.

He is right.

President Nixon, Mr. Shannon, and a
number of other people who have written
on this subject are pointing us in the
right direction, whereas the proposed
legislation would take us very much in
the opposite direction.

I cannot state that Mr. Shannon'’s idea
of direct money grants to mothers is the
best way of approaching the matter, but
it is infinitely preferable to the arrogance
underlying this proposed legislation.
Should we not test his and other sugges-
tions before being stampeded? Cries that
opponents of this bill are “antichild” are
ridiculous. There are many preferable al-
ternative approaches to child develop-
ment, and only a fool would refuse to
seek new and better ideas.

One avenue which strikes me as merit-
ing more thorough investigation than it
has received up to now is the voucher
system. It could be aimed more precisely
at the economically disadvantaged. It
would give them infinitely more “con-
trol” over the programs in which their
children are enrolled than membership
on any number of the child and family
service councils, local program councils,
and project policy committees, en-
visioned by the drafters of the current
bill.

A parent armed with voucher will have
an effective “economic vote,” for those
who run child development centers will
be aware that they must tailor their pro-
grams to meet the wishes of parents and
the needs of children or else go out of
business. In fact this was said by the Na-
tional Urban League in its written state-
ment of June 3, 1971, to the Subcommit-
tee on Children and Youth and the Sub-
committee on Employment, Manpower,
and Poverty:

‘We recommend some type of direct appeals
process for parents who can demonstrate
that a center does not serve the best inter-
ests of their children and themselves. One
alternative might be to provide temporary
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vouchers to allow them to seek services on
the “open market’ in order to provide needed
services until they are able to obtain either
the changes deemed n in the center
in which they enrolled or until they no long-
er require the service.

The idea of an appeals process in the
proposed pregrams seems extraordinar-
ily clumsy, but the notion of vouchers
here is very much in order.

Moreover, Mr, President, it would be
desirable, and probably possible, for a
voucher system to be devised in such a
way that a premium could be placed
upon child care in the family—preferably
the child's own family, as in the instance
of Mr. Shannon's proposed direct money
grants. The problem of designing a sys-
tem based upon either direct money
grants or vouchers for improving the
raising of children is a very complex one.

Of course, it is difficult at best to de-
vise a procedure to insure with reason-
able certainty that the funds allotted are
used for the purpose allotted, to see to it
that funds are not diverted for other
uses or misspent, It will be impossible to
guarantee that all vouchers, say, will be
used wisely by parents in the lower in-
come groups. But then, even high-income
individuals do not always spend their
money well, nor does this Congress. The
Government must not put itself in the
business of supervising the decisions of
every individual.

Mr. President, by rejecting the bill be-
fore us today and going on to work along
the lines I have sketched—those of either
a direct money grant or voucher system—
the Congress of the United States will
affirm its belief in the family as the
fundamental building block of any so-
ciety. It would, at the same time reject
the view that each child, viewed atom-
istically as only one component of the
mass, should become the ward of the
State.

By leaving the ultimate responsibility
for decisions relating to a child's welfare
in the hands of parents rather than gov-
ernment bureaucrats, we by no means
ensure that these decisions will always be
wise ones, but we will afirm our belief
that decisions as to the welfare of a
;?ild are best made by those closest to

m,

The tie of “flesh and blood” is still
basic. We should seek to strengthen it,
rather than replace it with that desic-
cated link which we usually find be-
tween social worker and client. We should
make it clear by our actions here today
that we have faith in the ability of the
individual to make decisions about his
own future, in the ability of the family
to resolve its own problems. We should
limit our assistance only to those in-
stances in which the individual or the
family has so clearly failed that they
recognize their plight themselves and
feel they have nowhere else to turn.

In sum, the Federal Government
should be the court of last resort rather
than that of first resort. The proponents
of this child development legislation
would now encourage us, and later per-
haps compel us, to look first to the State
for the resolution of purely personal
problems. This is an approach which I
reject, Mr. President, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in rejecting it.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield the Senator
from Tennessee an additional 3 minutes.

Mr. BROCK. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I know that
the Senator is a fiscal conservative and
that he would seek a solution to these
problems which would be consistent with
the overall economic well-being of the
Nation. I am interested in his apparent
espousal, or almost espousal, of the con-
cept of a direct payment to the mothers
involved. I think the figures in connec-
tion with the proposal merit some atten-
tion.

The figure we have as to the number
of families in which there is family in-
come of $7,000 or less is 6,806,000. If we
take a family allowance and start throw-
ing around the kind of allowance it seems
to me the Senator is talking about, and
if we are asking a working mother—there
are approximately 1 million of them with
family incomes at those levels—to leave
the job market, I think we are talking
about an amount that might be estimated
at $2,000 per family.

Is the Senator suggesting that we ought
to be talking about a direct grant pro-
gram running in the neighborhocd of $14
billion, just on the arithmetic of 7 million
such families and children involved? It
seems to me that the cost involved about
which the Senator is talking is enormous.

It does point out what I have attempted
to point out and what I think the Sena-
tor from Minnesota has attempted to
point out—that this program goes hand
in hand, really, with H.R. 1 and a family
allowance type of approach to the prob-
lem. It is not anything more than a mere
extension of the Headstart program,
which I do not believe the Senator op-
poses, into a slightly broader realm,
broader scope, in an attempt to handle
problems that apparently are not being
handled.

I hope the day will come when all
children can be taken care of in their
own homes, and adequately so, and we
will not have the problem of working
mothers that we have today.

I should like to get the Senator’'s fig-
ures pinned down as to how he feels the
problem could be handled from a fiscal
point of view, if we take the view sug-
gested by the New York Times editorial.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I yield 3 additional
minutes to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BROCK. That was an extensive
question. I will try to answer it briefly.

I really think that the fundamental
premise we have here is what the cost is
for the child who is, by incentive or
otherwise, taken from its family. This
bill would motivate the dicsolution of
family care, family sharing, family con-
cern. To me, there is no possible way to
calculate the cost of that to the child.

The studies I have seen are from really
good child care centers—some in Chicago
and Israel. They still reflect an enormous
psychological impact upon the child.

For the life of me, I cannot see how
the Government could create an incen-
tive program to encourage a woman to
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choose the work market over her respon-
sibility of trying to provide her child with
every ounce of love available to it, so
that it can grow up with dignity and
love for other people. I do not think that
can be found in a child development
center.

The pressure is going to come on Con-
gress and the Government to provide the
centers in every community. No one can
stand before this body and say there are
enough people with Ph. D.'s in psychol-
ogy and all the rest to staff those cen-
ters. The result is that you are going to
have wards, you are going to have ware-
houses, in which you take the responsi-
bility of these babies from their mothers.

So that the question is nct employ-
ment. I think there is a better way to
do it. I think the mother, when she has
that child, accepts the responsibility. T
see no reason not to recognize that. We
do it in the family assistance program.
We do take cognizance of that. We are
not requiring them to work until the
child has reached the age of six. Why
create an additional system of motiva-
tion which puts economic pressure on
that family to dissolve itself and to abdi-
cate the most fundamental principles a
family has, which is the rearing and
loving of their children?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMINICEK. I yield myself 15
minutes.

Mr. President, I congratulate the Sen-
ator from Ohio, who is the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Minnesota, ar.d the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin for the work they
did on the bill when it was considered
in subcommittee and in committee. It
is an enormously complex problem, and
the further one gets into the bill the
more complicated it becomes.

We had some executive hearings on
the bill in the markup. A considerable
number of changes were made to it. I be-
lieve there was some study and some
consideration of the philosophical points
involved. But I am not a bit certain that,
under the pressure of work within which
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare operates, sufficient attention was
given to the mechanics of this bill in
order to avoid the pitfalls that the pre-
vious bill contained or in order to avoid
what I think is the fundamental pit-
fall; namely, promising more than we
can produce. Over and over again in the
past few years Congress has, through
legislation, with high ideals, promised to
the American public great, flaming new
programs which will solve all the social
evils of the country. This is one more
of that kind of idealistic approach. I
have nothing against ideals. I am for
them myself, but I wish Congress would
not go on spending the taxpayers’ money
thinking it will be a panacea for all our
country’s social ills and then not be able
to solve most of the ills to which the
legislation addresses itself.

I made some individual comments on
the bill in the report, some of which I
think are worthwhile repeating here. I
voted to report the bill so that we could
get it out on the floor and consider more
fully many of the problems which I
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felt were inadequately dealt with in
committee. I hope, in the process of con-
sideration of this bill, in the limited
time we have, through consideration of
the amendments which I will propose
and other amendments which other Sen-
ators will propose, that we can correct
some of the defects in the delivery sys-
tem.

But, frankly, even if we do correct
them, even if we are able to make this
one of the more efficient bureaucratic
systems, I doubt that we will get to solve
the basic problem the Senator from Min-
nesota is trying to address himself to.

First, I would say that last year’s veto
talked about fiscal irresponsibility, point-
ing out that there was $2.1 billion au-
thorized for the program over 2 years.
bN?]w that is not $2.1 million, that is $2.1

141,

What we have done in this bill?

We have authorized $2.9 billion over a
3-year period, the first year’'s authoriza-
tion to be devoted to planning and me-
chanies and then the major proportion
of the authorized amount will be spent in
following 2 years.

In fiscal years 1974 and 1975, 2 years,
we will authorize for appropriation $2.8
billion, when a lesser amount in the pre-
vious bill was categorized as being fiscal-
1y irresponsible.

So it seems apparent that this has not
been cured. As a matter of fact, we have
put a little additional custard on top of
the pie.

One other point that came up was a
series of extended discussions, arguments,
and votes, in connection with the size
of the prime sponsorship. Last year’s
vetoed bill contained a prime sponsor-
ship population requirement of 5,000.

In the process of the veto measure, it
was pointed out that this would create
so many operating units that it would be
totally impossible to find personnel to
staff the centers.

This year, the bill contains a prime
sponsorship population requirement of
25,000 people or more.

Now, every person who has a knowl-
edge of the presently available number
of trained personnel, everyone I have
heard of, including HEW, and Jules
Sugarman and a significant number of
others, have said that we should have a
population requirement of 100,000—not
25,000, but 100,000.

If we had 100,000, we would reduce the
eligible sponsors to 484 which would bring
this program within the realm of admin-
istrative workability.

With 25,000, there would be 2,100 eligi-
ble applicants which is about 900 more
than the present Headstart program with
which they have had grave difficulty get-
ing the program into operation.

So I would say to you, Mr. President,
that, mechanically speaking, 25,000 sim-
ply does not make any sense.

Furthermore, the 25,000 is put in with-
out any doubt whatsoever—as can be de-
termined from the members of the com-
mittee who took part in the debate—to
try to get the prime sponsorships to be
within a State instead of being “a” State,
in order to have the local areas within
the State competing against each other
for funds, instead of letting the State be
the sponsor and thereby working out
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within the State what the necessary areas
are for the centers, and how they can be
best coordinated with existing programs.

I argued this point before the commit-
tee. I got nowhere with it there. But I
bring it up again because I prophesy that
if this bill gets through and does not get
vetoed—and I think that is somewhat
unlikely if it is still in its present form—
then when we get into the actual op-
eration and get into the number of appli-
cants called for under the 25,000, we will
be in serious administrative trouble.

We then have an absolute bureaucrat-
ic monstrosity, if I may say so with all
due deference to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MoNDALE), of
committees, councils, and subcommit-
tees—not advisory committees, but ac-
tual operating committees. I drew a dia-
gram of this, which appears on page 58
of the report. Reference to that diagram
clearly demonstrates that we have so
many overlapping local councils, State
councils, program committees, that the
prime sponsor, in fact, does nothing. The
Secretary has very little discretion left
to try to decide which will work and
which will not. In fact, there is no re-
quirement that any councils or commit-
tees ever reach a decision. Nevertheless,
that decision has to be reached and
made before any program can go for-
ward, so that any one of the councils
could sit on its hands as long as it wants
to. No matter how many other people
want a program to start, it could not
even operate. I would say that that is an-
other very vexing problem.

It is interesting to me that on the cal-
endar the bill is listed as the Headstart
bill, The bill itself is said to strengthen
and expand the Headstart program. The
fact is, there is about as little relation-
ship between this program and Head-
start as it is now operating as there is
between a monkey and an elephant.
There is no relationship,

Let me indicate some of the things
which are supposed to be carried out un-
der the program.

Child development and family services
program. That means programs—this is
found on page 5 of the bill—as follows:

“Child development and family service
p " means programs on a full-day or
part-day basis which provide the educa-
tional, nutritional, health, and other serv-
ices needed to provide the opportunity for
children to attain their full potential, in-
cluding services to other family members
related to the full educational and other
development of children;

Now, Mr. Presidenf, I submit that
there is a built-in determination already
made that someone knows what the edu-
cational, nutritional, health, and other
services are which are needed in order
to raise a child to his full potential. Well,
with all due deference, I do not even
:-imow that with respect to my own chil-

ren.

But I do not know how we are going
to find experts who can do this with re-
gard to children who will go into the day
centers so that the mothers can go to
work. I do not understand where we will
find the expertise in order to provide an
answer as to what services are needed in
order to allow children to obtain their
full potential.
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Mr. President, I have seen many chil-
dren, and I am sure the Presiding Officer
has, that have been well cared for, who
have been well educated and who have
come to the determination that they did
not want to do anything, and they have
not. They have either dropped out or
have not realized their full potential.
They have been taken to psychiatrists
and psychologists, and they have not
proven very much to themselves or to
anyone else. However, they have had the
benefit of all the services that are sup-
posed to be the very best from the very
beginning.

I would say once again and try to em-
phasize as I have ever since I have been
in Congress that there are differences be-
tween people, and we cannot get some
kind of predetermined standard set up
by an expert in Washington and deter-
mine that this is the mechanism by
which a child will reach his potential. It
takes far more than that.

There are other items dealing with
the same thing, whether this is Head-
start or not. Home services and con-
sultation must be provided for the fam-
ilies of preschool age in providing for
the healthy growth and development of
each child’s full potential. Once again
we will send people in and say, “Your
kid isn’t reaching his potential, friend.”
And you will have to do something to
correct this.

This is what this bill is about. Already
some programs provide for day services
and activities for children when there are
no parents to provide any. There is a list
on pages 8 and 9, and we can go back to
the definition on page 5.

I referred to the size of the sponsor-
ship once before, saying that it was
25,000. And it is true that on page 13 it
says that a prime sponsor may be any
State or any unit of local government or
any combination of such units having
a total population of 25,000 or more per-

Then it goes on to another one. Then
it goes on to No. 3. That says “any unit
of local government or any combina-
tion of such units, without regard to
population, subject to a demonstration
by the applicant that it has the capabil-
ity to carry out adequately a comprehen-
sive child development and family serv-
ice programs, and that is a particular de-
mand for services and availability of re-
sources within the area to be served.”

Presumably, 10 people could be eligible
under this bill. Certainly we could have
any local educational institution or any
local governmental institution which
thought it had the eligibility, make the
application, and it would be eligible,
whether it had 25,000 or not.

So when I said in my original views
2,100, I am only talking about 2,100 eligi-
ble applicants. If we talk about 25,000 or
more, if we include paragraph 3 on page
13, we could have as many prime spon-
sors as there are organizations in the
country.

Any Indian tribal organization, re-
gardless of size could be a prime sponsor.
Then it goes on in (5) to any other pub-
lic or private nonprofit agency meeting
the requirements of subsection (h) of
this section.

All I can say with respect to this is
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that it is wide open, that 25,000 really
does not limit the applications at all. We
will have far more applicants than the
2,100 that I referred to in my individual
views, or at least there is an opportunity
for them to apply.

I would say that we have not met the
veto objection on this point.

Then we go on to the question of bu-
reaucracy. And this is a honey. I am not
sure I can explain it. I am not sure I can
stand here, having been all the way
through the hearings and all the way
through the markup by the committee
and having read the bhill and having
looked at the wording of the language,
and try to explain it to the Senate.

I certainly cannot, at least not with-
out the chart on page 58, showing what
the various areas of responsibility of the
committees and councils are. In any
event, we have to set up a child and
family service council. And usually when
we sef up committees and councils in
addition to a prime sponsor, we set them
up in an advisory capacity. However, we
do not do that here.

This is what we do with the child and
family service council in this case. They
will be entitled to approve annual pro-
gram statements, basic goals, policies
and procedures, and the selection, estab-
lishment, or other renewal of any agency
or agencies under paragraph 3 of this
section, and will be responsible for an-
nual and ongoing child development and
family service programs contained in the
prime sponsor area.

This is what the child and family serv-
ice council does. It is an operating group.
Then we come to local program councils
and project policy committees. The proj-
ect policy committee is found on page 37.
It has responsibility for approving basic
goals, policies, actions and procedures
for the project applicant and for plan-
ning, overall conduct, personnel, budget-
ing, location of centers and facilities, and
direction and evaluation of projects.

So, we have one child and family serv-
ice council doing one thing. We have the
local program council, not the project
policy committee, doing more than that.
And on page 30 of the bill we have the
provision that all project applications
shall be approved by the prime sponsor
only if previously approved by the local
program council for the appropriate
local family service area.

So, we have three separate groups de-
pending upon who the prime sponsor is;
and either one or any one of them, as far
as I can determine, has a veto power over
whether or not the prime sponsor is mak-
ing any sense in its application or in fact
can operate this as a prime sponsor; and
in fact in each case reviewing, what the
other has done.

It is so complicated that I doubt very
much whether any area is really going to
be able to get off the ground insofar as
this maze of bureaucracy is concerned.

Now we have something else that is
interesting—the formula as to how this
money, $2.8 billion in 2 years, is going to
be spent.

1 did not bring this up in my individual
views at all.

Page 46 of the bill says that 50 percent
will be apportioned among the States and
then within each State among the local
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areas in proportion to the relative num-
ber of economically disadvantaged chil-
dren in each State.

That means that for a change, at least,
we are giving one-half of the money in
the area where needed. In other words,
it would be where the economically dis-
advantaged kids are. I think that is good.

Then, it states:

(B) 25 per centum thereof shall be appor-
tioned among the States, and within each
State among local areas, in proportion to the
relative number of children through age five
in each State and local area, respectively;
and

That means that any child, even if his
father is a multimillionaire, is included
in the formula.

The next section reads:

(C) 25 per centum thereof shall be appor-
tioned among the States, and within each
State among local areas, in proportion to the
relative number of children of working
mothers and single parents in each State'and
local area, respectively.

This is an incentive to go to work and
an incentive to be a single parent, then
you get more money in the State for the
purpose of developing these programs.

But there is something very interest-
ing about this. I have not gotten to the
bottom of it yet. I may make further
comment on it tomorrow. I turn now to
page 78 in connection with the formula
and I find there are charges in the form-
ula grants for other programs which have
been developed very carefully within the
bill, so that the method by which peo-
ple have determined what allocation of
funds they will get under OEO or under
other pieces of legislation which bear on
child development or economic develop-
ment have been changed by this bill. I
have not yvet been able to make an analy-
sis to find out what the changes are and
to what extent they will bear on the
formula allocation given on page 46 of
the bill.

Then, we have Federal control of in-
dividual citizens. It is not actually as
strenuous as it was in the previous bill
which was vetoed. Some of the saving
provisions may take it out of a condition
which would let people say, as they did
before, that this was some kind of youth
camp, similar to the ones Germany had,
but we have some interesting provisions
here.

On page 57 of the bill we have the
Secretary with power to conduct demon-
stration and experimental model pro-
grams “subject to the fullest extent prac-
ticable to each of the requirements with
respect to project applications under sec-
tion 105.” In other words, the Secretary
can run his own program with respect to
nutrition, health, and developing the full
potentials of a child.

There is nothing wrong with trying to
do research in these programs but I have
some doubt as to whether or not we
should have the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare running one of the
centers, and still saying that we can do
this, because you have to get consent of
the parent.

This is clear on page 74 under section
310(a) (2),

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
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Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Then, you have to go a long way to
find it and you have to go through the
bill item by item before you can find a
number of things.

I shall not take any more time of the
Senate tonight. I send to the desk several
amendments and ask that they be
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I do
not plan to use much further time this
evening. I tried to make the points
which I think needed to be made in my
opening remarks.

This is a measure with which the Sen-
ate is quite familiar. We had a long
debate and several votes on essentially
the same amendments which I think will
come before us in the next day or so. I
think the Senate is quite familiar with
the issues with which we are here con-
cerned.

One of the key arguments used by
some opponents of this measure and one
which is frequently seen in right-wing
journals is that this measure is designed
to undermine and weaken the family.
This is a charge which I dismiss categori-
cally as being unfounded. In fact, the re-
verse is true. This measure recognizes
that the best place for a child is at home
with a healthy, stable, united family.
The trouble is, however, that we have
millions of families which are either trag-
ically impoverished, deeply divided, or in
which, for economic reasons, both par-
ents find it necessary to seek employ-
ment. This is not an opinion; it is a fact
which I think cannot be denied.

One-third of all mothers with pre-
school children are working today. One-
half of all mothers with school-age chil-
dren are working today. This trend was
not caused by this measure. This trend
was caused by the economic predicament
in which families now find themselves.

There is an alternative we could take
which has been suggested by some, and
that is a massive, multibillion dollar
subsidy program for families of limited
income to make it possible for one of
the parents to remain home and not to
work. I have not heard any of the op-
ponents of this measure remotely sug-
gest they would support anything near
that kind of proposal. So the children of
poor families are left with advice but no
help. And particularly the tragically
cheated children from many broken
homes and tragically impoverished homes
are left with insufficient food, no health
care, no emotional support, no educa-
tional stimulation, and no hope. The
question is whether they are going to be

caught in the crossfire of political de-
bate or whether Congress is going to act

upon the almost unanimous advice of
people in this field, and practically all
organizations that represent experience
and understanding in this field. The
question is whether we will respond to
the top recommendation of the Presi-
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dent's White House Conference on Chil-
dren, and begin a program along that
line embodied in the measure before
the Senate today.

I have seen, as have many of my col-
leagues, the predicament which many of
these children face and confront in those
highly vulnerable first years of life.

This proposal seeks to strengthen the
family, assist the family where it needs
help in fulfilling those fundamental ob-
ligations and responsibilities of a family
to its young. It seeks to help families
where, because of enormous poverty or
because of the need to work, it becomes
necessary for both parents to be work-
ing during the day. In those cases it seeks
to provide an alternative which is help-
ful, supportive, and developmental dur-
ing the hours when that becomes neces-
sary.

We tried to establish a system of help
which assures that these programs will
be under the control of the parents whose
children are involved. We have a pro-
gram which is totally voluntary. There
is no compulsion whatsoever in this pro-
posal.

One of the key disputes in the develop-
ment of this measure has been between
those of us who favor heavy parental
control on the one hand and those, on
the other, who want it run by remote
State welfare bureaucracy far distant
from the home and usually operated un-
der a system of incentives which I think
would be destructive of family life and
destructive of the best interests of these
children.

So I am hopeful that some of the scare
rhetoric that we hear from time to time
and exaggerated talk about warehousing
of children, and expressions of that kind,
would be rejected and that we could have
a responsible, balanced discussion of
what this measure involves.

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

Mr. MONDALE, I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I want to commend the
Senator particularly because of certain
remarks that were made earlier by some
of our colleagues who used the word
“warehousing.” This implied something
that is directly contrary to my under-
standing of the purposes of this legisla-
tion. In fact, if there is a major purpose
of the legislation, I think it is to prevent
the warehousing of children that is
growing with the growth of day-care
centers without adequate controls and
without adequate leadership and with-
out adequate research or study of ex-
actly what is being done.

In the committee hearings, as I
listened to what is the problem, it is that
we have an increase really in what
amounts to warehousing of children to-
day with the growth of working
mothers. We are trying, as I felt, to go
in the opposite direction, to provide
meaningful hope for those who want to

remain in their homes rather than
mere custodial function performed by

the day-care center.

Mr. MONDALE. I think the Senator
from Ohio is inarguably correct. A re-
cent survey of the National Council of
Jewish Women reported on their survey
of day-care centers around the country,
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and they concluded regrettably that most
are in the custodial rather than in the
developmental category; and that many
of them provide such few services to the
children as to pose a very serious danger
of psychological damage. The child
should be at home with his parents, if it is
possible. If, for the reasons we have cited,
an alternative becomes necessary, we
ought to be sure that that child gets the
emotional support, educational help,
health care, and stimulation that are
needed. Regrettably, some people are try-
ing to find a way out through these cus-
todial kinds of warehousing which, in or-
der to save a few dollars more, lose a gen-
eration of children who have just been
denied what is needed. So the whole
thrust of this measure is, No. 1, to help
parents and families in the home.

People call this a day care bill. It is not
a day care bill. Its first purpose is not
that of day care. Its first purpose is to
help the family and it is to furnish the
child developmental help, which is dis-
tinct from the custodial warehousing of
children. That is a distinct element of
this proposal.

If I might impose on the Senator from
Ohio for a moment, I would like to re-
port what kind of organizations support
the measure which the Senator from
Ohio helped to write.

I have a letter here from the Board of
Christian Social Concerns of the United
Methodist Church, signed by its general
secretary, strongly supporting the pend-
ing legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter appear in the Recorp at this point.

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

BOARD OF CHRISTIAN

SocIiAL CONCERNS OF THE

UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
Washington, D.C., June 1972,

Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Chil-
dren and Youth, U.S. Senaie, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MoNDALE: On behalf of our
Board staff I would like to indicate our sup-
port for 8. 3617, the Comprehensive Head-
start, Child Development and Family Serv-
ices Act of 1972.

Our 1968 General Conference of The United
Methodist Church favored the objective of
“supplemental educational and cultural ex-
periences for pre-school children.” In addi-
tion, the Soclial Principles of The United
Methodist Church, adopted In Atlanta in
April, 1972, declared: “We urge social, eco-
nomic and religious efforts to maintain and
strengthen families in order that every mem-
ber may be assisted toward complete per-
sonhood.” This document also stated: “We
support the development of school systems
and innovative methods of education de-
slgned to assist each child toward full hu-
manity.”

We belleve that these objectives will be at
least partially achieved through the enact-
ment of S. 3617. This measure should help
to strengthen family life by providing the as-
surance of meanlngﬁu day care for those
children whose parents, of necessity, must
work outside the home. The developmental
services for children in terms of education
and health should be most advantageous.
Also, the after-schoel and part-day care will
help to relieve anxious parents of the bur-
den of otherwise inadequate supervision and
training of their children, thus substantially
strengthening family life. In addition, the
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child development classes for parents should
greatly enhance the quality of family living
for all who are its beneficiaries.

We strongly urge Members of the United
States Senate to back this bi-partisan effort
to provide adequate child development and
family services for the natlon’s families.

Yours sincerely,
Dr. A. DupLEY WARD,
General Secretary.

Mr. MONDALE. I have a letter from
the American Baptist Convention, signed
by John W. Thomas, director of the
Department of Governmental Relations,
supporting the measure now before the
Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that it ap-
pear at this point in the REcorb.

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

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Chil-
dren and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MONDALE: Please find en-
closed a letter from our Department of Min-
istry with Children in support of S. 3617,
the Comprehensive Headstart, Child Devel-
opment and Family Services Act of 1972,

Please utilize this letter in whatever way
that you think best suited to help bring pas-
sage of this legislation.

Thank you for your concern and leader-
ship in this important area of family life
and responsibility. If our office can be of any
further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call upon us.

Sincerely,
JoHN W. THOMAS,
Director, Department of Governmen-
tal Relations.
AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Valley Forge, Pa., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children
cmg Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of the
American Baptist Convention, Department of
Ministry with Children, I would like to indi-
cate our support for 8. 3617, the Comprehen-
sive Headstart, Child Development and Fam-
ily Services Act of 1072.

We realize the crucial importance of the
early years in a child's life, not only for
physical and intellectual growth but for so-
clal and emotional as well. These are the
formative years in which permanent founda-
tions are laid for a child’s feeling of self
worth and confidence in his ability to achieve,

We believe that the Senate, through S.
3617, has the opportunity to improve the
quality of health, nutrition and education
services to young children, This measure
should help to strengthen family life by
providing meaningful day care for children
whose parents, of necessity, must work out-
slde the home. In addition, the child devel-
opment classes for parents, provided for by
this bill, would greatly enhance and augment
the gquality of family living for all; conse-
quently, a whole generation of children and
parents would be the beneficlaries of the kind
of learning experiences which would enrich
both the children’s personalities and the par-
ent’s understanding.

For these reasons, we strongly urge mem-
bers of the U.S. Senate to support this bi-par-
tisan effort to provide adequate child devel-
opment and family services for the nation's
familles.

: Sincerely,

LinpA IsEan,
Director, Department of Ministry with
Children.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a letter from Ralph E. Smeltzer, repre-
senting the Washington office of the
Church of the Brethren, strongly sup-
porting the measure as embodied in
S. 3617. They say:

Since we feel it would not only aid the
individual child, but would strengthen the
family unit, by helping each member of the
family unit feel a sense of personal worth.

I ask unanimous consent that that
letter be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be prinfed in the Recorb,
as follows:

CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972,
Hon. WaLTErR F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Children
and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MONDALE: The members of
the Church of the Brethren have always been
concerned about the soclal welfare of all per-
sons and have consistently supported legisla-
tion which furthers social welfare for all
persons. As a body, the Church of the Breth-
ren has said that “as some of the deepest
concerns of our church, we favor continued
and more effective provision for needy Amer-
icans, such as the aged, the poverty-stricken,
the unemployed, delinquent or predelinquent
youth, and underprivileged children.”

We, therefore, wish to lend our support in
favor of the Child Development Bill, 8. 38617,
since we feel it would not only aid the indi-
vidual child, but would strengthen the family
unit, by helping each member of the family
unit feel a sense of personal worth.

Sincerely,
RaLPH E. SMELTZER,
Washingtion Representative and Social
Justice Consultant.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a letter from the United Presbyterian
Church of the United States, signed by
Mary Jane Patterson, its associate direc-
tor for national affairs, strongly support-
ing this proposal, which I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

THE UNITED PRESBYTERIAN
CHURCH IN THE USA.,
Washington, DC. June 19, 1872.
Hon. WarTer F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR Monpare: The Washington
Office of the United Presbyterian Church
US.A. supports the comprehensive Head
Start, Child Development and Family Services
Act of 1972, Senate B1i11-3617.

A careful reading of this bill leads us to
the conclusion that its provisions will help
to straighten family life.

The United Presbyterlan Church U.S.A.
has a long history of concern for the total
development of children. We believe this bill
is a step in the right direction.

Sincerely,
MARY JANE PATTERSON,

Associate Director for National Affairs.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
the following letters, which I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp:

A letter from the Religious Action
Cenfer, Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, signed by Marvin Brait-
erman, strongly supporting this bill; a
letter from the National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the United States,
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signed by David M. Ackerman, strongly
supporting this proposal; a letter from
the National Committee Against Mental
Illness, signed by Mike Gorman, strongly
supporting this proposal; a letter from
the American Parents Committee, Inc.,
signed by George J. Hecht, strongly sup-
porting this legislation; a telegram signed
by Stanley J. McFarland, director of
government relations, National Educa-
tion Association, strongly supporting this
proposal; a resolution adopted by the
resolutions committee of U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors; a letter signed by the
Joint Washington Office for Sccinl Con-
cern, representing the American Ethical
Union, American Humanist Association,
and a Unitarian Universalist Associa-
tion; a letter signed by the American
Psychological Association; a letter signed
by the Maryland Psychological Associa-
tion; a letter signed by the AFL-CIO.

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

RELIGIOUS ACTION CENTER,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hown. WALTER F, MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnaTOR MonpaArLeE: The Union of
American Hebrew Congregations and the
Central Conference of American Rabbis,
which we represent in Washington, strongly
support the pending Comprehensive Head
Start, Child Development and Family Serv-
ices Act of 1972 (8. 8617).

For many years our organizations, which
comprise respectively the congregations and
rabbis of American Reform Judaism, have
advocated legislation that would enhance
the lives of and opportunities for children
who are reached by your bill. We believe
that the pending legislation enhances the
quality of family life in America, and would
represent a significant legislative ald both
with reference to the current deficits of dis-
advantaged children in education and in
terms of social and economic opportunity.
We are particularly attracted to the fact
that the legislation seeks to deliver services
to children, of a comprehensive character,
which goes far beyond prior federal pro-
grams, and which we belleve can have, if
adopted, a significant multiplier effect that
may dramatically improve the quality of
life for poor people generally and poor chil-
dren in particular.

Last year, we were heartened by Con-
gressional passage of similar legislation and
disappointed when the President vetoed it.
We hope that this year both Congress and
the President will see it through to fruition.
To you, we express our admiration and appre-
ciation for the leadership that you have fur-
nished in continuing to press for this pro-
gram.

Kindest regards.

Sincerely,
MARVIN BRATTERMAN,

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE
CHURCHES oF CHRIST,
Washington, D.C. June 16, 1972,
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEaR SENATOR MonpaLE: I understand that
the Senate will soon consider the “Compre-
hensive Headstart Child Development and
Famlly Services Act,” which would provide for
a network of developmental day care pro-
grams for children from families with low
income and children whose parents are
working. I write to express our support for
this piece of legislation. The bill is, we think,
a realistic and workable compromise.
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The need for a national network of day
care centers is clear. Mothers who are al-
ready working, mothers who want to work but
cannot because there is no one to care for
their small children, children who need the
kinds of services that a developmental day
care center can provide—all indicate that this
is a public need to which the Congress ought
to respond.

Yet fully as important as the need for day
care itself is that the day care provided be of
high quality, custodial day care such as that
provided in Title IV of HR. 1 is not enough
and ill serves both the child and his fam-
ily. The day care center must first of all be
child centered. It must provide a range and
quality of services that serve to develop the
capacities of the child both cognitively and
noncognitively. So that the day care center
is & supplement to and not a substitute for
the role of the family, there should be op-
portunity for significant input from the
parents of the children served, S. 3617, we
believe, amply provides both this focus on
the child as a person in his own right and a
significant role for parents.

For these reasons we hope that the Senate
will act favorably upon your bill and express
to you our great appreciation for your leader-
ship on this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. ACKERMAN,

NATIONAL COMMITTEE
AGAINST MENTAL ILLNESS,
Washington, D.C., May 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar SEnaTOR Mownpare: I have had a
chance to study S. 8617, the Comprehensive
Child Development bill.

Our organization has been strongly in sup-
port of child care legislation during the past
two years of hearings. I have made at least
twenty-five speeches during that period of
time in various parts of the country and have
received an enthusiastic response to the con-
cept of Child Cave Development Centers from
& number of organizations in the human re-
sources field.

We have a liaison group of mental health
organizations which meets monthly in Wash-
ington. I append to this letter a list of these
organizations. At our last meeting, on May
24th of this year, we again discussed the
status of the child care development legisla-
tion and agreed informally to give it the
highest priority. While I cannot speak for-
mally for the entire liaison group, I do wish to
convey to you the feeling of the group that
the passage of this legislation would probably
be one of the most important—if not the
most important—developments in the hu-
man resources and mental health field in the
current year.

I congratulate you for your efforts on be-
half of the legislation.

Sincerely,
MIKE GORMAN.

THE AMERICAN PARENTS
COMMITTEE, INC.,
New York, N.Y., May 8, 1972.

Att: Mr. Sidney Johnson.,

Re: Child development legislation.

CHAIEMAN,

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, New Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DeEAR MRr. CHAIRMAN: As national chairman
of the American Parents Committee, and as
publisher of Parents’ Magazine, I would like
to record our strong support for the ‘“Com-
prehensive Headstart, Child Development,
and Family Services Act of 1972", to be re-
ported to the Senate by May 12.

The American Parents Committee, at our
annual Board of Directors meeting on Jan-
uary 27, 1972, unanimously recommended
support of such a comprehensive bill, and
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our Washington Report of April 1872 spe-
cifically advocated provisions of both 8.
3193 and S. 3228. In addition, the May 1972
issue of Parents' Magazine, an lssue devoted
entirely to the unmet needs of American
children, carries a special article on the goals
of developmental Day Care, entitled “What
Does Our Country Owe Its Children?” Be-
cause of the timeliness of this article, I hope
it may be placed in the Congressional Rec-
ord's proceedings of the Senate.
Sincerely,
GEORGE J. HECHT,
Chairman.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

The National Education Assoclation Sup-
ports S. 3617, the comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and Family Services Act
of 1972 as major step toward strengthening
family involvement in early childhood pro-
grams, providing local control, and establish-
ing proper relationship of education agencies
to total program.

STANLEY J. MCFARLAND,
Director of Government Relations, NEA.
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE RESOLUTIONS

COMMITTEE OF THE U,S. CONFERENCE OF

Mayors REGARDING CHILD DEVELOPMENT!

Now therefore be it resolved that the U.S.
Conference of Mayors urges the enactment of
legislation which will provide for a compre-
hensive range of quality family centered
child care services in order to assist parents
if they so choose to provide their children
with an opportuity for healthy and stimulat-
ing development. Be it further resolved that
cities be given the opportunity to plan and
coordinate such comprehensive programs at
the local level. Be it further resolved that
such programs be made available to families
and children with economic or other special
needs in direct proportion to that need.

JOINT WASHINGTON OFFICE
FOR SociAL CONCERN,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MoNpaLE: The Joint Wash-
ington Office for Soclial Concern, representing
the American Ethical Union, the American
Humanist Association and the Unitarian Uni-
versalist Assoclation, wishes to record its
long-standing support for 8. 3617, the child
development bill.

We are convinced that the adult society is
morally responsible for the prevention of
child deprivation and the providing of de-
velopmental services for its children. We have
been appalled by the high infant mortality
rate in this afiuent land and by the many
recorded (to say nothing of the unreported)
instances of child neglect and abuse. All
three of our organizations have called for
the funding of child care facilities and the
creation of child development and familiy
service centers throughout the country (see
attached resolutions) because we are con-
vinced that services of this nature will
strengthen family life, reduce tenstons which
lead to family break-up and insure that all
children be free of the medical, nutritional,
and psychological handicaps which need not
mar their lives in a soclety such as ours.

We further applaud the provision in S. 8617
that these services be provided free to fami-
lies of four earning less than §4320 and for
only modest fees for those earning up to
$6960. This guarantees that the poor can raise
their children without anxlety for the child's
basic welfare, an anxiety which has plagued
poor people for too long.

Who doubts anymore that early child dep~
rivation and abuse 1s linked to later asocial
and criminal behaviors? The adoption of a
comprehensive child development bill is in
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the interests not only of children and par-
ents but of all the nation’s citizens as well.
We urge its early and uncompromised pas-
sage.
Sincerely,
RoBERT E. JONES,
Ezecutive Director.

AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION

Resolution on Child Development and Day
Care Centers (May 14, 1872)

Speclalists in child care agree that the pe-
riod from two to five years in a child's life is
strategic in the development of physical and
mental health and good social adjustment.
Working mothers, therefore, must have as-
surance that the day care of their children
will be more than a bahysitting process.
There 1s urgent need for quality day care and
family service centers open to all familles.

We urge the prompt enactment of federal
legislation to create such centers throughout
the country, available free to low-income
families and on a sliding scale to all others.

AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION
1972—64th Annual AEU Assembly

Approved Resolution on: Child Develop-
ment Centers—Family and Day Care Centers.

Recognizing, that the nation’'s children are
its& most precious asset; and

That, specialists in child care lay great
stress on the importance of the period be-
tween birth and five years, when children
respond most favorably to health and educa-
tion programs; and

That, parents must have assurance that
the day care of their children will be more
than a baby-sitting process; and

That, there is need for quality day care
and family services centers open to all fam-
ilies.

Therefore, be it resolved, that we urge Con=-
gress to pass, and the President to sign, the
necessary legislation for the creation of child
development and family services centers
throughout the country, available to the poor
free of charge and on a sliding scale for all
others, to be administered locally and with
community involvement; and

Be it further resolved, that the Congress
appropriate funds immediately so that legis-
lation can take effect as soon as possible dur-
ing this perlod of serious economic stress.

CHILD CARE CENTERS

Recognizing that there is widespread need
for child care centers, that millions of chil-
dren in North America are receiving either
substandard supervision or no supervision;

Aware that growing numbers of mothers
take jobs because of economic necessity, de-
sire for job training, and continuing educa-
tion; that child care centers are needed for
other reasons, such as illness in the family,
special problems of handicapped children, or
for other compelling causes;

Acknowledging that the needs of children,
our best resources for the future, must re-
celve immediate and special attention;

Be 1t therefore resolved: The 1871 General
Assembly of the Unitarian Universalist Asso-
clation

1. Urges that highest priority be given in
the United States and Canada at all levels of
government to funding and activating qual-
ity, professional child care centers with effec-
tive standards, licensing, inspection and en-
forcement.

2. Urges that funding be accomplished ad-
ditionally through private grants and fees
from parents where feasible.

3. Asks that member UU socletles initiate
study programs so that they can intelligently
participate in the structuring of quality
centers.

T4, Asks that societies of this denomination
consider use of their facilities for weekday
child care centers.

Adopted by the Tenth General Assembly
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of the Unitarian Universalist Association,

held in Washington, D.C., June 11, 1971.

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1972.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR MONDALE: This is written to
indicate the wholehearted support of the
American Psychological Association for the
principles embodled in the Comprehensive
Head Start Child Development and Family
Bervices Act, recently reported out of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee. You are to be congratulated on the re-
vision of the original bill; we believe it re-
tains the provisions essential for the welfare
of the nation’s children while meeting the
objections of the President.

For your information I am enclosing a
copy of the resolution passed by this Asso-
ciation in September 1971.

Sincerely yours,
KENNETH B. LITTLE,
Ezxecutive Officer.

Be it resolved that the American Psycho-
logical Assoclation call upon President Nixon
to reaffirm the national commitment to early
child development, as stated by him in April
1969, and to implement the resolution of
the White House Conference on Children
calling for the permanent establishment of
the Office of Child Development; and

Be it further resolved that the American
Psychological Association call upon the Pres-
ident and members of Congress to support
programs of comprehensive child develop-
ment.

10. At the invitation of President Clark,
Council heard a statement from Edward J.
Casavantes, representing the Association for
La Raza, urging concern and support from
APA for Spanish-speaking Americans. Mr.
Casavantes was encouraged to submit his
proposals to the Ad Hoe Committee on Soclal
and Ethical Responsibility.

THE MARYLAND PSYCHOLOGICAL
AssocIiation, InNc.,
April 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEwaToR MownparLe: The Maryland
Psychological Assoclation would again like
to extend its support to you for your rein-
troduction of the Comprehensive Child De-
velopment Act of 1971 (S. 3193—Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1972). En-
closed is a copy of our newsletter which ad-
dresses itself to the issues raised by the veto
of President Nixon. Hopefully, you might find
this of interest and we would be pleased to
be of any additional assistance to you in your
continuing efforts on behalf of the nation’s
families and children. Please keep us in-
formed of your bill's progress.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
James W. PrescorT, Ph. D,,
President.
AFL-CIO

AFL-CIO strongly supports S. 3617, the
comprehensive headstart child development
and family services act, This legislation is
badly needed to provide decent day care
services for the children of working parents
and of the poor. The President’s unfortunate
veto of prior legislation needlessly has de-
layed start of this important program. S. 3617
meets many of the objections raised in the
veto message while maintaining key princi-
ples of the comprehensive program.

ANDREW J. BIEMILLER.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is
hard to believe that these organizations,
representing almost the full spectrum of
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religious leadership in this country,
would support this measure if they
thought it was designed to undermine
family life. Practically every letter that
we have read states they are supporting
it because it strengthens family life and
deals with the profound issue of social
justice that has been ignored for so long
when it comes to the area of the forma-
tive and development years.

I yield further to the Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would like
to comment further that the criticism
we heard just a few minutes ago of the
participation of the various councils and
policy committees seems to me to be a
safeguard and assurance that we will
have participation of the parents, of the
family units, and of the institutions of
the various communities involved in the
program, and assure us that this will not
be Government-dominated, Govern-
ment-run program. This will come from
a prime sponsor which will give the polit-
ical responsibility and financial backing
for it, but in addition to that, carrying
this program we will have the deep in-
volvement of the community to prevent
the warehousing of children from be-
coming the sole result.

Mr. MONDALE, The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

There has been some discussion about
the system of delivery we have designed
here. It is patterned closely after the
existing regulations which govern Head-
start.

It does two things, basically. First of
all, it requires the approval of local gov-
ernments, local mayors, local town

boards, before there can be a program

in one of the local communities. Second,
it requires that the programs that are
proposed be approved by boards, the
child and family services council, the
local program council, and the project
policy committee, which have strong rep-
resentation of the parents whose chil-
dren are in the program. We do not want
outside bureaucrats deciding what is best
for somebody else’s children. We want
the community, right there, their own
parents and those in the local communi-
ties where the children live.

We want it so there will be flexibility
What might make sense in Harlem may
not make sense in a smaller community
in Ohio. There may be some communities
which do not want day care at all, which
want simply to provide services in the
home or provide parental care. There
may be other areas where day-care cen-
ters make eminent good sense. It is our
desire to leave those decisions, not in the
hands of a national bureaucrat or a
State welfare bureaucrat, but in the lo-
cal communities, and above all, in the
hands of the parents of the children in
the program; once again, because we do
not think we should be tampering with
family life through the divine guidance
of outsiders.

I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor is prepared to yield the floor, I have
an amendment which I might offer at
this time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 53, beginning with line 8, strike
out through line 18 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND FAMILY SERVICES

PEESONNEL TRAINING PROGRAMS

SEc. 201. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to provide financial assistance to enable in-
dividuals employed or preparing for employ=-
ment in child development and family serv-
ices programs assisted under this Act, in-
cluding volunteers, to participate in pro-
grams of preservice or inservice training for
professional and nonprofessional personnel,
to be conducted by institutions of higher
education, State and local child development
and family service agencies, State and local
educational agencies, agencies carrying out
child development and family service pro-
grams, private companies and organizations
engaged in teacher training, teacher training
institutions, national child development and
family service organizations, and producers
of television programing. The Secretary is
authorized to make grants or enter into con-
tracts under this section for the purpose of
establishing, developing, or upgrading child
development and family services personnel
training programs which shall include, but
shall not be limited to, the development of
programs to—

(1) provide postgraduate level training for
teachers of professional and paraprofession-
al child development and family services
personnel and for teachers of teachers of
such personnel;

(2) attract and recruit personnel, both
male and female, including parents, stu-
dents, and older persons, to training for and
subsequent emplcyment in child develop-
ment and family services programs;

(3) retrain personnel prepared for or ex-
perienced in education at levels other than
childhood so as to enable them to function
effectively in child development and family
services programs;

(4) provide preservice and inservice train-
ing of professional and paraprofessional per-
sonnel for teaching, management and su-
pervisory, and administrative positions in
child development and family services pro-
grams, including the training and certifica-
tion of Child Development Associates;

(5) help parents and high school students
understand and practice sound child devel-
opment and family techniques; and

(6) develop educational television pro-
grams and accompanying materials for train-
ing child development and family services
personnel, parents, and high school students
in the principles of child development and
family services.

(b) The Secretary shall take whatever
steps he deems appropriate to achieve the
coordination of all federally sponsored child
development and family services personnel
training programs already in operation with
the programs to be established under this
Act and to assure the coordination of train-
ing programs with employment opportuni-
ties for such personnel.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this amend-
ment is offered on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL),
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. Star-
ForD), and the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAvVITS).

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. MONDALE. I would like, if pos-
sible, to be added as a cosponsor.
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Mr. TAFT. And the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MONDALE) .

Mr. President, I have introduced today
an amendment to the Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development, and
Family Services Act of 1972, which would
provide for the training of high caliber
professional and nonprofessional person-
nel. I believe that the success of these
programs depends in large part upon the
quality of the trained staff who will be
working with these participating chil-
dren.

The shortage of trained personnel was
well documented during the subcommit-
tee hearings by Dr. Jule Sugarman,
former director of Headstart and John
Niemeyer, president of Bank Street Col-
lege of Education in New York. In his
testimony, Dr. Sugarman estimated that
a total of 7,500,000 children are currently
in need of some type of child-care serv-
ices on a paid or nonpaid basis. One
million of these would be children of
working mothers in families with in-
comes between $4,000 and $7,000. Several
hundred thousand additional profession-
als and nonprofessionals would be re-
quired if the program grew to meet this
current need, according to Dr. Sugarman.

This amendment authorizes the Secre-
tary to provide financial assistance to
make it possible for individuals to par-
ticipate in training programs conducted
by colleges, universities, teacher training
institutions, State and local child de-
velopment agencies, States and local edu-
cational agencies, national child develop-
ment organizations, private training
organizations, and producers of educa-
tional television programing.

These programs will be geared to the
recruitment and training of nonprofes-
sional as well as professional staff. To
require each staff member to have a col-
lege or masters degree would be too
costly both in terms of financial resources
and human resources. With professional
supervision, nonprofessional personnel,
including parents, volunteers, students,
and the elderly, can be very effective in
working with children.

The Office of Child Development in
HEW has developed a midlevel profession
of child development associates. These
qualified personnel are nonprofessionals
who will be certified in all States. These
CDA training programs are included in
this amendment.

The amendment also provides for the
retraining of already certified elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers. This
will provide additional employment op-
portunities for these people and will
effectively utilize their talents and prior
training.

This amendment makes a change in
the more limiting provisions of section
201 of the bill as it is presently before
the Senate, and I believe it provides an
additional opportunity for the training
of the trained people who are needed that
is absolutely vital to the success of this

program and, therefore, ought to be in-
cluded in the bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I think this is an
important amendment, which improves
the bill. It makes it much clearer in terms
of its personnel training aspects, and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on behalf of the majority, I would be very
glad to accept it if the Senator will move
its acceptance.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on my
own behalf, I would say that I think this
is going to be very helpful, and I am
happy that the Senator from Ohio has
introduced it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
on the amendment yielded back?

Mr. TAFT. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I must
begin by expressing my agreement with
those of my distinguished colleagues op-
posed to the legislation before us, the
“Comprehensive Headstart, Child Devel-
opment and Family Services Act of
1972." I supported the President in his
veto, and heartily agree with that por-
tion of his veto message in which he ar-
gued that the weight of Federal author-
ity ought not to be lent to communal
approaches to child rearing without
broad public debate on the subject and
general acceptance of its principles.
Some of my colleagues who support the
bill dwell upon the necessity for correc-
tive action to help the severely disad-
vantaged children of our Nation; the
good which these new programs may do,
and so forth. Some of my colleagues
opposed to this legislation have treated
the question of possible burgeoning costs,
potential damage to the children in these
programs, and so forth. All these are
legitimate concerns. At the same time,
with the unceasing press of business in
the Congress, we too often concern our-
selves with very immediate problems and
consequences, without pausing to take
a longer view of the direction in which
we are headed. With the Senate’s indul-
gence, I should like to occupy a few min-
utes in doing just that: considering
some general propositions relevant to
this legislation.

As a rough generalization it may be
said that in modern political life there
exists two great competing theories of
the state. One of these begins with the
individual and views the state as made
up of individuals possessing independ-
ently sovereign rights and deriving its
legitimacy from the consent of the gov-
erned. The other begins with the social
collective and sees the individual as a
component of the mass who derives what
rights and privileges he has from the
state. The United States of America was
founded upon the assumptions of the
first of these theories; the second theory
leads to the establishment of the social
systems now existing in the Soviet Union
and the People’s Republic of China.

The first theory, that starting from
the primacy of the individual and indi-
vidual responsibility, views the state as
simply one of several social entities. It
may be a very important one—in our
day it has become increasingly so—but
still it is only one. Many other groupings
exist independently of the state, since
our citizens enjoy freedom of associa-
tion: such organizations as churches, pri-
vate schools and universities, businesses,
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fraternal organizations, labor unions,
and so forth, have an independent right
to existence and, as a matter of principle,
should operate in areas where the gov-
ernment does not and should not func-
tion. It is certainly the better part of
wisdom that we should be exceedingly
careful about permitting the state to en-
croach upon and limit the powers, and
consequently the responsibilities, of such
social organisms as these. When the
power of the state becomes all pervasive,
a society is no longer free in our sense
of the word.

The second theory of political organi-
zation, that which derives from the pri-
macy of the state, holds that there can
be no social organisms independent of
the state. In countries adhering to this
approach many of the same sorts of or-
ganizations as those just mentioned do
exist, but they have their being in order
to advance the political objectives of the
state, and to serve it. Such organizations
may take no initiatives on their own;
all initiative must flow from the state.
The sole employer of labor is the state,
and that means that all citizens are di-
rectly dependent upon it and, therefore,
upon the government. What right the
individual possesses are grants from the
state, subject to revocation by the same
state. This conception of the state is
one which obviously the overwhelming
majority of Americans would reject.

It is astonishing, Mr. President, given
the relatively simplicity of these two op-
posing political theories, how few people
understand what they lead to in their
logical development. Let me cite a recent
example from the Soviet Union. Not long
ago there was published in the United
States a book entitled, “A Question of
Madness,” by Zhorés and Roy Medvédev,
two heroic dissenters who have fought
against the abuses of the Soviet system,
and especially the misuse of psychiatry
to repress political disagreement there.
Their personal courage is worthy of the
greatest admiration. Now Zhorés Med-
védev is an educated man and a scientist,
one who has thought deeply about politi-
cal and social matters. Nevertheless, he
still considers himself a supporter of the
premises upon which the Soviet system
is based, and fails to graps its funda-
mental essence. When in 1970 three secret
police agents and two psychiatrists burst
into his apartment to seize evidence
against him, the following exchange took
place:

“Stop,” (Zhorés Medvédev) shouted, “this
is a private apartment."

“It belongs to the state,” a hulking ser-
geant at once answered back, “And the police
have the right to enter any apartment.”

The “hulking sergeant” spoken of here
was not intended to be a sympathetic
figure, but the truth is that in his dull
way he knew his political theory much
better than Medvédev: in a State based
upon the abolition of private property
and derivation of rights from the con-
sent of the state, the individual has no
right to privacy. The rights, privileges,
and powers of the state are paramount,
as are its responsibilities.

Mr. President, I hope you will forgive
my digression, but it does have a point,
The drafters of the child development bill
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now before us were actuated, I am sure,
by the best of motives. They were partic-
ularly moved by the plight of extremely
disadvantaged children. But in seeking to
alleviate it they have proceeded fo ex-
pand the responsibility—and also the
powers and privileges—of the State into
very large areas which have always been
rightly closed to Government in this
country. If this bill is enacted, the State
will take over greater and greater re-
sponsibilities for the entire process of
the rearing of young children which has
always been the family’s private preserve.
In doing so, it will drastically reduce the
area of activity left to private organiza-
tions and institutions—and of all our
private institutions the family is cer-
tainly one of the most important. The re-
sponsibility of the state would be ex-
tended not just to the child from 3 to 6,
not just to the infant, but even to pre-
natal care for expectant mothers, and
beyond that to the counseling of adoles-
cents before they have thought of mar-
riage as a serious proposition. If the
family has not done so well as it might
have in some of these areas, this is no
excuse for undermining it even more
fundamentally. If we look at child devel-
opment from the perspective which I
have outlined above, we see that its in-
troduction would be equivalent to a dras-
tic circumsecription of the areas left in
the care oi private organizations, and a
large step toward a system which can
fairly be called “totalitarian,” a system
in which every important function with-
in a country is directed and controlled by
the central authority. We need not argue
over whether that control is exercised
well or badly: In a fundamental sense
that is beside the point. Some child de-
velopment centers already existing do a
good job, others a poor one; some
familles are excellent at raising children,
others are not. On balance, however, it
seems to me that the family still does a
very creditable job of raising children,
at least when its authority is not under-
mined by the schools. It is in our interest
to reaffirm our faith in the institution of
the family by rejecting this legislation
and seeking to deal with the real prob-
lem of disadvantaged children in a way
which will strengthen our free institu-
tions. And it is in our interest to affirm
that there are many areas—and the
family is certainly one of them—where
the State on principle should not tread.
For if we forget this principle, we shall
move steadily closer to the structure of
the totalitarian state. We shall have
done so with the best of motives, un-
doubtedly, but we shall have done so,
nonetheless.

Mr. President, I can only agree with
the editorial writer of the Wall Street
Journal, who said on March 23 of this
year:

All in all, though, the day care proposal
strikes us as being flawed from just about
every perspective: Financially, philosophical-
ly and practically. It is a splendid example
of the mentality that whenever a problem
arises Washington must do something, even
If it means taking over responsibilities the
bulk of the individuals concerned are already
handling pretty well themselves.

I urge my colleagues to join with me in
opposing this legislation because it will
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place the Federal Government in the
form of a vast new bureaucracy in an-
other large area where it should not be,
to the further detriment of our firee
institutions.

AMENDMENT NO. 1251

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with my understanding with
the Senator from Minnesota and the
Senator from West Virginia, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be made the pending business, but that
we do not go forward with any debate on
it until tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 16, lines 5 and 6, beginning with
the word “which" strike all through the word
“sponsor” in line 6.

On page 18, line 8, beginning with the
word “except” strike out through line 10.

On page 20, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following new paragraph:

“(2) In the event that a state has sub-
mitted a prime sponsorship plan under sub-
section (a) of this section to serve a geo-
graphical area covered by the plan of an
applicant under paragraphs (2), (3), or (4)
of subsection (a), the Secretary shall desig-
nate to serve such area the applicant which
he determines has the capability of more
effectively carrying out the purposes of this
title with respect to such area.”

On page 20, line 4, strike out “(2)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(3)".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Colorado request that these
amendments be considered en bloc?

Mr. DOMINICEK. Yes, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendments be con-
sidered en bloc. They all relate to the
same subject.

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

Who yields time?

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that during the
remainder of the day, no time be charged
against either side.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR ROTH ON TOMORROW VA-
CATED; REINSTITUTED FOR WED-
NESDAY NEXT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) on
tomorrow be vacated and that the order
be reinstituted for Wednesday next, im-
mediately following the recognition of
the two leaders under the standing order.

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

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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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.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS RELATING TO PROCURE-
MENT OF VESSELS AND AIRCRAFT
FOR THE COAST GUARD

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 13188.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Seonc) laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13188) to authorize appropriations for
the procurement of vessels and aireraft
and construction of shore and offshore
establishments, and to authorize the
average annual active duty personnel
strength for the Coast Guard, and re-
questing a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendments
and agree to the request of the House for
a conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Messrs. LoNg,
HarTt, HoLLINGS, GRIFFIN, and STEVENS
conferees on the part of the Senate.

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 14108.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate H.R. 14106, a bill to
amend the Water Resources Planning
Act to authorize increased appropria-
tions, which was read twice by its title.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this measure (H.R. 14106) was passed by
the House of Representatives on June 5,
and later on the same date the Senate
passed S. 3384, a companion bill having
the same purpose, Both of these measures
are based upon an administration rec-
ommendation of the Water Resources
Council. They would provide authority
for additional appropriations to the
Council amounting to $3,500,000 annual-
ly to carry out functions which were as-
signed to the Council by the Water Re-
sources Planning Act of 1965 but which
have been financed thus far through ap-
propriations to the agencies which are
Council members rather than through
the Council’s own appropriations.

The Senate, in passing S. 3384, amend-
ed the bill to limit this additional au-
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thority to fiscal year 1973 only, pending
a review of the Council's activities which
the Interior Committee expects to make
in the near future. The House version
does not include that limitation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate amend H.R. 14106
by striking all after the enacting clause
and inserting in lieu thereof the language
of S. 3384 as it was reported by the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
and passed by the Senate.

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

The question is on the engrossment of
the amendment and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
was passed.

U.S. MEMBERSHIP IN THE INTERNA-
TIONAL CRIMINAL POLICE ORGA-
NIZATION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 11350.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
disagreement to the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 11350) to in-
crease the limit on dues for U.S. mem-
bership in the International Criminal
Police Organization, and requesting a
conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendments
and agree to the request of the House
for a conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Messrs. Mc-
CLELLAN, ErvIN, and HrUskA conferees on
the part of the Senate.

THE COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM-
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3617) to
strengthen and expand the Headstart
program, with priority to the econom-
ically disadvantaged, to amend the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes.

DEPRIVED CHILDREN: THE SHAME OF AMERICA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as a
joint sponsor of original legislation, I
rise in strong support of the Compre-
hensive Headstart, Child Development,
and Family Services Act of 1972, S. 3617.

I found it incredible that the President
could veto legislation last December to
authorize the establishment of child
care and development programs critical-
1y needed in communities across the Na-
tion. That veto was a cruel, heartless
blow to hundreds of thousands of
American families. In his veto message,
the President saw no need for these pro-
grams. But the harsh fact is that well
over 5 million preschool children need
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full- or part-time day care services while
their mothers are away from home, and
there are less than 700,000 spaces in li-
censed day care programs to serve them.

Moreover, I have been deeply con-
cerned, as an author and legislative
leader in the fight to establish the
Headstart program, that this program
now serves only 263,000 children on a
full-year basis and 208,000 children dur-
ing the summer, Even under the pro-
posed welfare reform legislation, Head-
start programs and day care centers
would be able to serve less than one-fifth
of the children who desperately need
adequate care and services to overcome
profound educational and social handi-
caps.

Meanwhile, there are practically no
day care opportunities at all for some 1
million children with working mothers
in families with incomes between $4,000
and $7,000—too high to qualify for serv-
ices under Federal antipoverty programs,
but too low to afford the fees for private
day care programs. This unmet need for
quality day care has been almost totally
ignored.

I find it unconscionable that it is the
children who must pay a heavy price
for the inequities that exist in our so-
ciety. It is they who must enter the first-
grade classroom severely handicapped by
their environment and the lack of early
childhood learning experiences, because
of administration complaints about ad-
ministrative and cost provisions in vi-
tally needed legislation to correct these
abuses. It is time for the President to
live up to his early commitment to pro-
viding all American children an oppor-
tunity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment during the first 5 years of
life.

I believe the present legislation as re-
ported by the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee represents a genuine
bipartisan effort to meet the President’s
initial objections and to fulfill our na-
tional commitment to families and their
children. This bill carries through the
first priority voted by the President’s
1970 White House Conference on Chil-
dren to provide “comprehensive family-
oriented child development programs in-
cluding health services, day care, and
early childhood education.”

The programs provided for in this leg-
islation are to be on an entirely volun-
tary basis for parents, recognizing, at the
same time, that parental participation is
essential in the planning and operation
of these programs,

Cost problems raised by the President
are met in this legislation both through
delaying the first operational year un-
til 1974, to enable effective planning and
staff training, and through reducing the
authorization for the first operational
year to $1.2 billion, which would include
$500 million already authorized for
Headstart under separate pending legis-
lation.

Building on the strengths of the Head-
start program, the present legislation
calls for a variety of family-supporting
services—including part-day programs,
after school or full day developmental
care for children of working mothers,
prenatal services, and in-the-home tu-
toring and child development classes for

June 19, 1972

parents and prospective parents. It prop-
erly stresses medical services and ade-
quate daily child nutrition—key elements
of the legislative program I have pre-
sented on behalf of America’s children.
The present bill also places a higher pri-
ority on authorizations for preservice
and inservice fraining of both profes-
sional and paraprofessional staff mem-
bers in these programs.

In response to objections voiced by
the President on the administrative
workability of the child development
program enacted by Congress last year,
the present bill makes several substan-
tial changes. Governmental entities are
designated as prime sponsors, and with
day-to-day administrative oversight,
with direct grantees limited to commu-
nities with a population of at least 25,000.
And a sponsor must determine that a
program applicant has the capability of
carrying out comprehensive programs
under this act. States will play a vital
role under this legislation, administer-
ing programs serving small localities, be-
ing responsible for comprehensive State
coordination and planning—with 10 per-
cent of authorized funds set aside for
States for technical assistance, and the
dissemination of research and evalua-
tion—and being eligible for a special
demonstration program on State prime
sponsorship.

I applaud the approach taken in this
legislation to extend participation eli-
gibility to children from all income levels.
Priority is placed on the provision of free
services to children from families with
incomes below the Department of La-
bor's—BLS—lower living standard, ad-
justed for regional, and metropolitan,
urban, and rural differences—an impor-
tant recognition of varying cost-of-living
requirements. Up to one-third of the au-
thorized funds are made available to
serve children from families with in-
comes above the BLS lower living stand-
ard on a sliding scale fee basis estab-
lished by the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

I also welcome the recognition taken
in this legislation of the critical need of
mentally and physically handicapped
children for quality day care opportuni-
ties and special educational services, for
which 10 percent of authorized funds
will be reserved. This specific emphasis
is in line with the intent of legislation I
have introduced to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of a mental or physical
handicap in programs receiving Federal
assistance. American society dare no
longer isolate and ignore these children.

The 3-year authorization of $3.95 bil-
lion, a significant portion of which con-
stitutes continued funding for the Head-
start program, is a modest step toward
meeting the critical need of millions of
children for developmental opportuni-
ties. I strongly urge the adoption of the
Comprehensive Headstart, Child Devel-
opment, and Family Services Act.

THE AMERICAN ECONOMY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I call
to the attention of the Senate a critical
situation which continues to exist in the
American economy.
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The economy of the United States is in
serious trouble, and every American
knows it. But it did not used to be that
way. At one time, inflation was under
control. At one time, plant utilization was
booming at more that 90-percent capac-
ity. At one time unemployment was min-
imal. At one time interest charges were
low,

Mr. President, the current administa-
tion has a record which can be summar-
ized in these words: the highest unem-
ployment in a decade; the highest infla-
tion in two decades; the highest balance
of trade deficit in eight decades; the
highest interest rates in 100 years; and
the highest budget deficits in four
decades.

That is a record that will require a
considerable amount of explanation of
any explanation can be made at all.

Yes, the Nixon administration stands
guilty of forcing millions from the work
force onto the unemployment rolls.

The Nixon administration stands
guilty of allowing family paychecks to
be devoured by skyrocketing living costs.

The Nixon administration stands
guilty of mismanaging the economy—
resulting in abnormal budget deficits,
the first trade deficit in 80 years, a de-
valued dollar, and billions upon billions
of lost production.

The Nixon administration stands
guilty of a Government-corporate cozi-
ness typified by the ITT affair and char-
acterized by big business tax breaks that
have shifted more of the taxpaying bur-
den from the giant companies to the
individual taxpayer.

The Nixon administration stands

guilty of inflation controls that are un-

fair, inequitable, and not evenhanded—

controls that mean profits for big busi-

ness and peanuts for the workingman.
THE END OF PROSFERITY

What ever happened to prosperity—
jobs and prosperity? The answer is—
Republicans were elected. Richard Nixon
took over the White House. And, big
business took over the economy.

When Richard Nixon ran for President
4 years ago, he said:

If I am elected, I pledge that I will adopt
this approach of redressing the present im-
balance without increasing unemployment or
controls.

But what has happened?

Unemployment in January 1969 stood
at 2.7 million, or 3.4 percent of the labor
force. By May 1972 unemployment was
5.1 million persons, or 5.9 percent of the
labor force. In fact, during the Nixon
administration, the unemployment rate
was as high as 6.2 percent. Over 700,000
more persons are classified as the “hid-
den” unemployed. And more than 17 mil-
lion people each year have felt the pains
of unemployment.

In January of 1969, only six areas in
the United States were classified as areas
of substantial unemployment. By March
1972 there were 55 such areas. In Janu-
ary of 1969, less than 335,000 persons
were unemployed 15 weeks or more. By
March of 1972, that figure stood at 1.22
million. In January of 1969, the number
of part-time employees stood at 1.6 mil-
lion. By March of 1972, that figure had
increased to 2.4 million persons.
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Youth unemployment continues at
catastrophic high levels. Black teenagers
living in the city have an unemployment
rate of more than 30 percent. Black
females have an unemployment rate of
better than 45 percent. Teenagers totally
have unemployment rates ranging any-
where from 17 to 19 percent.

There simply were no jobs for the
youth, And, the American young would
be forced to spend the summer of 1972
on a street corner.

For blacks, for Vietnam veterans, for
construction workers, for women—the
results were the same. The Nixon ad-
ministration by its policy of inflation
control through forced unemployment
has put this Nation in the employment
doldrums. People want to work. But
there are not enough jobs. People want
to be productive. People are looking for
work, but there are no jobs.

NIXON VETOES JOBS

And, when Democrats in Congress
attempted to meet the problem through
legislation designed to create jobs, Rich-
ard Nixon exercised his veto—he vetoed
employment and possibilities for job-
searching Americans.

Richard Nixon vetoed construction
funds for our hospitals. He vetoed pub-
lic service employment for our jobless.
He vetoed accelerated public works—to
build the badly needed public facilities
for our communities. He minimally ex-
panded youth jobs.

He proposed a policy of tight money
and high interest that made consumer
savings zoom and caused American in-
dustrial capacity—once the greatest in
the world—to operate at less than 75
percent of its potential.

This is not how the economic might
of our Nation should be used. We should
not be trying to increase the welfare
rolls as they have been in the last 3
years—Iirom 9.9 million to 14.7T million—
or to reverse the uninterrupted trend
since 1960 of reducing the number of
Americans living in poverty.

The Nixon economic performance is
a bleak record. This is a shameful record.
This is a record that should bring forth
sobering thoughts—not rosy predictions,
or pledges of “good years” or “very good
years.”

On jobs—the Nixon administration
has failed.

HUMPHREY—POLICIES FOR NEW JOBS

First. I have sponsored legislation to
create 1 million jobs. I disagree with
those who say public jobs are meaning-
less or dead end. My Employment Op-
portunities Act of 1972 makes Govern-
ment the employer of first opportunity
as well as last resort.

There are things to be done in this
country. Our Nation has massive unmet
public needs. And jobs that put people
to work, that place consumer spending
power in their hands, that take men and
women off the unemployment rolls and
put them on payrolls—these jobs are well
worth the expenditure of funds required.
The return in tax dollars, the stimula-
tion of consumer demand, the expansion
that will come about in industrial pro-
duction—all of these would be a direct
result of the Employment Opportunity
Act of 1972,
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Second. I have proposed a program of
250,000 additional jobs for youth. This
job program—in addition to job slots al-
ready slated in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps, will make a frontal attack on high
teenage unemployment in our cities and
suburbs.

The young of America do not want to
waste away their summers. They want
to work, to be doing, to be contributing.

A program of youth jobs will meet this
need.

Third. For the working poor and those
in job training, we need expanded train-
ing opportunities that lead to actual job
slots, not more and extended training.
And this means job slot training in the
service sector as well as in the manufac-
turing sector of the economy.

Fourth. We must have an expanded job
program and adequate day care centers
in welfare reform legislation.

Fifth. I have proposed a top-to-bottom
reform in unemployment compensation—
to extend benefits, increase minimum and
weekly benefits, provide Federal stand-
ards, and secure coverage to first time
workers, agricultural workers, domestics,
and other workers presently not eligible
for unemployment compensation.

Sixth. Increased funding and other
governmental assistance into technologi-
cal development programs—programs
that will provide benefits in expanded
iob opportunities.

Seventh. Special emphasis job pro-
grams for Vietnam veterans, defense-
related skilled personnel presently unem-
ployed through community conversion
corporations and special programs for
elderly forced out of jobs through early
retirement programs.

Eighth. Expansionary Federal mone-
tary and fiscal practices continued sup-
port for the Investment Tax Credit, to
improve the overall economic climate, in~
crease demand for consumer goods, and
assure an available money supply for pri-
vate expansion. An expansionary fiscal
and monetary policy must be coupled
with judicious Federal spending on pub-
lic works, and metropolitan affairs pro-
grams such as water and sewer facilities,
housing, and neighborhood renewal.

Ninth. A tax reform program that will
close the door shut on loopholes, place
spending power in the hands of those
who will utilize it, and provide a fair
incentive for American enterprise to
expand.

INFLATION CONTROL

The history of the Nixon administra-
tion’s efforts to control inflation is little
more than a comiec opera—marked by
many players, all shouting good things,
but in the end throwing up their hands
in failure.

This administration has said of its
program time and time again: “effects
will be felt in 2 or 3 months,” or “the
worst of inflation is behind us.”

But, what the Nixon administration
never learned is that press releases are
no substitute for action. And, news con-
ferences are no substitute for infiation
control programs.

THE NIXON RECORD

While the Nixon administration talked
inflation control, inflation was skyrock-
eting. The year before Mr. Nixon took
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office, the cost of living rose 4.7 percent.
In his first year in office, living cost rose
6.1 percent. During the second year, liv-
ing cost increased 5.5 percent. During
the third year, living cost had increased
more than 4.9 percent. In short, during
the 3 years of the Nixon administration,
inflation had increased more than 143
percent.

Overall inflation figures tell only part
of the story. Medical and health costs
have increased some 6.6 percent. Home-
ownership costs have increased 4.8 per-
cent. Transportation costs increased 6.6
percent, food costs up more than 3.5
percent. Utility rates are up 7.7 percent,
and clothing costs are up 3.1 percent,
and lumber costs are up some 29.3 per-
cent.

What it means is that if a workingman
earns $10,000 a year, then just 1 year
later, he has lost about $600—vanished
into sky-high prices. )

And, all the while, the Nixon admin-
istration refused to examine its own poli-
cies. It chose instead to blame inflation
on the workingman. “It was the working-
man's fault,” claimed the Nixon admin-
istration, “for his wages are too high.”

The Nixon administration claimed that
worzer productivity was low—that Amer-
ican workers were not producing. Yet,
the administration’s own statistical fig-
ures show conclusively that American
productivity has seldom been higher.
American workers are productive, crea-
tive workers. And the blame for inflation
ought not be placed on their shoulders.

The administration refused for almost
3 years to change its game plan. It re-
fused to use the credit and interest con-
trol bill passed by a Democratic Congress
in December 1969. It abandoned the en-
couragement of voluntary wage restraint.
It refused to begin an incomes policy. It
chose instead to issue inflation alerts—
calling public attention to increases in
prices but doing little about those in-
Creases.

THE NIXON RESPONSE TO SKEYROCKETING
INFLATION

The Nixon administration announced
a freeze—on wages and prices. And the
“beginning of a new economic policy."”

But, it was not a new economic pol-
jcy, just window dressing for the same
trickle-down theory held dear by Re-
publicans—put the money in the top, in
large amounts of corporate largess, ex-
ecutive compensation, and profits, and
sooner or later, some effect will get to
the people at the bottom of the economic
ladder.

The new economic policy was accom-
panied by one of the largest big business
tax giveaways ever proposed.

Under the Nixon plans the giant cor-
porations through an increase in the
asset depreciation range, the investment
tax credit, and the Domestic Interna-
tional Sales Corporation would get a
first-year total benefit of about $6.3 bil-
lion. Individuals would get first-year
tax cuts of about $1 billion. Over
the years, from 1971 to 1980, the
total tax cuts for big business would be
$69.1 billion. The total tax cuts for indi-
viduals would be $2.3 billion.

The Nixon administration opposed
putting money where it would be spent.
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The administration opposed legislation
to increase the personal deduction, to
eliminate the asset depreciation range,
to give poor people a break on their taxes,
and to give families with children in col-
lege a tax credit for tuition costs.

The “trickle-down” theory is bankrupt.

And the freeze was bankrupt also.
There were attempts to abrogate legiti-
mately negotiated contracts. There was
mass confusion. There was inflexibility
in the interpretation of the rules which
led to suspicion and chaos over retroac-
tive pay. The freeze placed an inequita-
ble burden on the workingman while
there was little policing of prices.

In short, there was a freeze for some
and a frolic in profits for others. During
the freeze period, profits for automobile
industry increased over 999 percent.
Profits for savings and loan industry
went up 131 percent in the fourth quar-
ter. Conglomerates such as AVCO, Gulf &
Western, Litton, and others had a 266-
percent increase in profits.

But the wages of the average American
working family were held down.

FPHASE II—MORE UNFAIRNESS

In November, the administration
launched the next part of its inflation
control program—called phase II. A Pay
Board, a Price Commission, and a Cost-
of-Living Council were established.
These agencies have the responsibility
to formulate prices and wage control
regulations.

NIXON'S "NEW NEW" PROGRAM

These agencies began a program that
can only be termed unfair.

Control regulations are weakest where
control needs are the greatest.

The Nixon administration has system-
atically decontrolled large segments of
the economy: 75 percent of all retail
stores; 28 percent of total national sales
form business firms; 45 percent of all
rental units; no controls on interest
rates, credit, utilities, used goods or home
buying;

And prices in clothing stores and in
food chains soared.

The Price Commission, with its leni-
ent policy of automatic price approval
and the administration, with its refusal
to prosecute quickly and firmly have
made price and pay controls nothing
more than a rubber stamp for big busi-
ness desires.

The system is unfair. It has a built-in
business bias. It robs the workers while
providing huge profits for the giant
corporations.

Few Americans have confidence in it.
All Americans know it will not control
prices buf it will control wages.

HHH ALTERNATIVES—INFLATION CONTROL

PROGRAM

First. The administration of price and
wage controls must be fair and even-
handed. Public officials responsible for
price and wage decisions must never
forget that they are exercising power
for the public interest. Fairness, equity,
and justice are values that simply must
be guiding all price and wage decisions.

A Humphrey administration will as-
sure fairness. A Humphrey administra-
tion will guarantee equity. Both labor
and business have stated that they will
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participate and cooperate completely if
the system is evenhanded.

Under a Humphrey administration, it
will be so.

Second. Tough, strict enforcement is a
prerequisite to a fair and efficient control
system. Violators must be prosecuted.
Fines must be levied. The American con-
sumer must be protected.

Enforcement cannot simply be a re-
action phenomenon. There must be an
active program of price monitoring—in
the neighborhoods, in the shopping cen-
ters, and in large super markets. Agents
must search out infractions.

The American working family must
feel that the price stabilization program
is working for them rather than against
them.

Third. Price controls must be as ef-
fective and as stringent in the service
area as in the manufacturing area.
Services are much more difficult to con-
trol than manufacturing; but because of
the nature of family spending, it is criti-
cal that service costs be effectively
stabilized.

Special attention needs to be focused
on medical, transportation, and housing
services. Limits must be set. Enforcement
activities must be likewise concentrated.

Forth. Price control décisions must be
made in the open—with open hearings
and open decisionmaking. All support-
ing documents for or against price in-
creases for individual companies must
be made publicly available, except in
these few cases where such information
would reveal trade secrets.

Fifth. The present test of company
profit margins as the main guide for
price increase decisions must be supple~
mented by a second test—the additional
cost impact of individual product line
increases on consumers. Requests from
subsidiaries of large holding companies
must be examined for the individual in-
creases in revenue and profit that the in-
crease would mean to that company and
not calculated into the profit margin of
the parent conglomerate.

Companies simply must absorb more
of the cost increases rather than auto-
matically passing through such increases
to consumers.

Sixth. The Price Commission and Jus-
tice Department working together must
initiate activities for immediate price
rollbacks in those areas where prices
have shown marked increases. Food
costs, for example, must be rolled back,
with the processors, the large grocery
chains, and handlers limiting their cost
increases. Rollbacks in other areas such
as automobile industry and other high-
profit manufacturing enterprises are im-
perative—if the system is to be even-
handed and fair.

Seventh. Profits that are in excess
must be taxes—either through a higher
corporate rate or an excess profits tax.

Eighth. The Price Commission must
become the people’s advocate.

MISMANAGED ECONOMY ! BUDGET DEFICITS,
TRADE DEFICITS, A DEVALUED DOLLAR, AND

BILLIONS IN LOST PRODUCTION

In fiscal year 1971, Mr. Nixon pro-
jected a budget surplus of some $1.5 bil-
lion. The year ended with a $23-billion
deficit. A year later, he projected an $11
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billion deficit and ended with a $38.8 bil-
lion deficit. And, in 1973 budget pro-
jected a $25.5 billion deficit. In short, in
the 3 years of the Nixon administration,
the deficits mounted to almost $90
billion.

What did the American people get for
this huge deficit? Little or nothing. They
did not get more jobs. They did not get
decreased prices. They did not get better
public facilities of a streamlined govern-
ment.

Almost all the deficit was incurred to
make up for a tax collection shortfall
because the economy was not producing.

On top of huge deficits, under the
Nixon administration, this Nation suf-
fered its first trade deficit in over 80
Years.

Our traditional trading posture of con-
sultation with our partners has become
one of surprises and confusion that can
only lead us down the path to an action-
reaction trade war. And, because of our
weak trade position, the dollar was
devalued.

The costs of the Nixon recession in
terms of lost production is great.

In the middle of 1969, within 6 months
after Nixon took office, the gross national
product fell below potential production.
We were producing less than we had the
capacity to produce. From mid-1969
through the first quarter of 1972, the
loss in production in present dollars has
been over $150 billion. This waste can
never be recovered. It is totally inex-
cusable in the face of the tremendous
needs for housing, slum clearance, mass
transit, improved schools, fresh water
supplies, pollution control and endless
other needs for public facilities and pub-
lic services.

This year things are not different.
Economists are now projecting a gap of
at least $60 billion between actual and
potential production.

The Nixon management of our econ-
omy is totally inept.

SPECIAL INTEREST COZINESS

Hardly anywhere in this Republican
administration’s public policy is the bla-
tant special interest bias so obvious as in
the relationship between the Nixon ad-
ministration and giant companies.

There is a kind of coziness that trans-
lates itself into tax breaks and profits for
giant business, peanuts for the working
man, and allegations about the propriety
of Government antitrust relations with
large conglomerates such as ITT.

The administration’s fiscal policy is
ample evidence of its onesided, big busi-
ness orientation. When the Nixon admin-
istration has a chance to propose tax
changes, it gives the companies a 6-to-1
advantage over the individual—asset de-
preciation range, domestic international
sales corporation, investment tax credit—
while the administration fights against
an $800 deduction for the working
family.

The Nixon administration has embark-
ed on a calculated policy of decreasing
the corporate tax burden and increasing
the burden on individuals. In 1969, cor-
porations paid 20 percent of the taxes.
Now, in 1972, corporation tax load has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

decreased to 16 percent. At the same
time, payroll taxes on workers increased
from 21 percent to 29 percent.

On top of this, the administration
floated a trial balloon on the value-
added tax, nothing more than a giant-
sized national sales tax—a tax on in-
dividuals, a regressive tax that will force
up the cost of goods and eat further
into the workers’ paychecks.

NEW ECONOMIC AGENDA

The fundamental problem with the
economic analysis of the Nixon admin-
istration is that they have forgotten that
the economy of a Nation should serve its
people.

The people of this country are de-
manding a new kind of economy. They
want an economy with purpose—an
economy that has as its focus the fulfill-
ment of mankind’s aspirations for a life
of quality as well as quantity.

They want an economy that is grow-
ing, that allows the Nation to attack
some of its massive problems in the cities,
in rural America, in our air, and in our
waterways.

And, they expect Government to act
differently toward the economy than it
did 10, 20, or 30 years ago. The Ameri-
can people expect their Government to
protect them against economic catas-
trophy. They expect Government to pur-
sue policies that will eliminate gross dis-
locations in their economic condition.
They expect Government to be the break-
water against economic disaster. They
want a government that will see to it
that forced unemployment does not be-
come a possibility or a reality. They want
a government that will utilize all the
tools at its command to make the peo-
ple part of the economy—rather than
isolated from it.

It is not enough anymore for business
to be concerned completely about prof-
its. It is not enough anymore for Gov-
ernment merely to act as an observer of
the market place. It is not enough any-
more for citizens to be left to the mercy
of unseen forces.

A Humphrey administration pledges
the kind of programs, policies, and lead-
ership committed to this new economic
agenda.

QUORUM CALL

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

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

COMPLETION OF WORK IN MIS-
SOURI RIVER BASIN

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Represent-
atives on S. 3284.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY) laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representa-
tives to the bill (S. 3284) to increase the
authorization for appropriation for com-
pleting work in the Missouri River Basin
by the Secretary of the Interior which
was to strike out all after the enacting
clause, and insert:

That there is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal years 1873 through 1877
the sum of $94,000,000 for continuation of
work in the Missourl River Basin to be un-
dertaken by the Secretary of the Interior
pursuant to the comprehensive plan adopted
by section 9(a) of the Act approved Decem-
ber 22, 1944 (Public Law 534, Seventy-eighth
Congress), as amended and supplemented
by subsequent Acts of Congress, plus or mi-
nus such amounts, if any, as may be re-
quired by reason of changes in construction
costs, as Indicated by engineering cost indices
applicable to the type of construction in-
volved. No part of the funds hereby author-
ized to be appropriated shall be available to
initiate construction of any unit of the Pick-
Sloan Missourl Basin program, whether or
not included in sald comprehensive plans;
nor for prosecution of the Garrison diversion
unit, reauthorized by the Act of August 5,
1965 (79 Stat. 433).

And amend the title so as to read:
“An Act to increase the authorization for
appropriation for continuing work in the
Missouri River Basin by the Secretary of
the Interior.”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate disagree
to the amendments of the House and re-
quest a conference with the House of
Representatives on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. HUMPHREY) ap-
pointed Mr, JAcksoN, Mr, ANDERSON, Mr.
Moss, Mr. BURrRDICK, Mr. METCALF, MTr.
ArrorT, Mr. JornaN of Idaho, and Mr.
Hansen conferees on the part of the
Senate.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972—
LIMITATION OF TIME ON McGEE
AMENDMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at such
time as the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee) should call up
his amendment to S. 3390, there be a time
limitation on that amendment of 3 hours,
to be equally divided between the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGee) and the distinguished manager
of the bill, the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SparkmanN) or his designee; with
time on any amendment to the amend-
ment, debatable motion, or appeal in re-
lation thereto to be limited to 30 min-
utes, to be equally divided between the
mover of such and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGEeE), unless the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. McGee) should
favor such, in which case the time in
opposition thereto to be under the con-
trol of the distinguished Republican
leader or his designee.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the program for tomorrow is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 9 a.m., fol-
lowing a recess. After the two leaders
have been recognized, the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs) will
be recognized for 15 minutes, the order
for the recognition of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTte) hav-
ing been vacated at his own request.

The Senate will then resume its con-
sideration of S. 3617, the Headstart bill.
The pending question at that time will
be on adoption of the amendment by the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK),
No. 1251.

Consideration of the bill will be under
a time limitation of 6 hours—part of
which has already been consumed, of
course—with 1 hour on any amendment,
and one-half hour on any amendment to
an amendment, debatable motion or ap-
peal.

There will be several rollcall votes dur-
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ing the day on amendments to the Head-
start bill, S. 3617.

It is anticipated that the first rollcall
vote will not—will not—occur before
10:30 a.m.

After the Headstart bill is disposed of—
hopefully, on tomorrow—the Senate will
return to the consideration of the unfin-
ished business, S. 3390. The first amend-
ment to the Foreign Assistance Act which
would be considered tomorrow afternoon
would be the amendment by the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), which
deals with Cambodia.

It is my understanding that a sizable
number of amendments are in the offing
and are proposed to be called up and
offered to S. 3617, the Headstart bill.

It is the intention of the leadership to
complete action on the Headstart bill,
S. 3617, on tomorrow, which then, hope-
fully, will permit the Senate to resume
consideration of the unfinished business
tomorrow early enough for progress to
be made thereon.

June 19, 1972

RECESS TO 9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in recess until 9 a.m. tomorrow
morning.

The motion was agreed to; and, at
6:09 p.m., the Senate recessed until to-
morrow, Tuesday, June 20, 1972, at 9
a.m.,

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate June 19, 1972:
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Chester M. Wiggin, Jr., of New Hampshire,
to be an Interstate Commerce Commissioner
for the remainder of the term expiring De-
cember 31, 1973, vice Donald L. Jackson,
resigned.

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD

George S. Ives, of Maryland, to be & mem-
ber of the National Mediation Board for the
term expiring July 1, 1975. Reappointment.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, June 19, 1972

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Charles D. Beatty, Lovely Lane
United Methodist Church, Baltimore,
Md., offered the following prayer:

Almighty and Eternal God, we invoke
Thy blessing upon this company of our
Nation’s legislators, that Thou wilt in-
spire and strengthen them to lead us in
the way of truth and justice, in the
achievement of sound manners and pure
laws.

Bless our people, that we may never
forget where we have come from, nor
lose sight of what has brought us along.

Let not the hard beginnings be forgot-
ten, nor the struggles farther along.

Restore the unity and common under-
standing that has been our strength.

Help us to gainsay the mockers and
deniers: And let vision and hope never
fade.

May we, whose forefathers would go
anywhere, holding nothing impossible
in the genius of man, follow in their
train: To be a nation of people, free and
brave. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 12143. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in

which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 3808. An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, as enacted by the Postal Reor-
ganization Act, to provide additional free
letter mail and air transportation mailing
privileges for certain members of the U.S.
Armed Forces, and for other purposes;

H.R. 9092. An act to provide an equitable
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of
pay for prevalling rate employees of the Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes;

H.R. 13089. An act to provide for accelera-
tion of programs for the planting of trees on
natlonal forest lands in need of reforestation,
and for other purposes;

HR. 14980. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice, and
Commerce, the judiciary, and related agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes; and

H.R. 156097. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 14989) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of State, Justice, and Commerce,
the judiciary, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for other purposes,” reguests a confer-
ence with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. ELLENDER,
Mr. PasTorg, Mr. HoLrings, Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT, Mrs. SmitH, Mr. HrRUSKA, Mr,
Fowneg, and Mr. Youne to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (HR. 15097) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. RoBErRT C.
Byrp, Mr, STENNIS, Mr. MaGNUSON, Mr,

PASTORE, Mr. BiBLE, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr.
ELLENDER, Mr, Casg, Mrs. SMITH, Mr, AL-
LorT, Mr. CorTroN, Mr. STEVENS, and
Mr. YouNG to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the follow-
ing titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8. 916. An act to include firefighters within
the provisions of section 8336(c) of title 5,
United States Code, relating to the retire-

ment of Government employees engaged in
certain hazardous occupations;

8. 2699, An act to authorize the acquisition
of lands within the Vermejo Ranch, New
Mexico and Colorado, for addition to the na-
tional forest system, and for other purposes;

8. 3105. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to develop and carry out a
forestry incentives program to encourage a
higher level of forest resource protection, de-
velopment, and management by small non-
industrial private and non-Federal public
forest landowners, and for other purposes;

5. 3414. An act for the relief of Alexandria
Nicholson; and

S. 3645. An act to further amend the Unit-
ed States Information and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1948,

THE REVEREND CHARLES DAVID
BEATTY

(Mr. SARBANES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr, SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to welcome today to the House
of Representatives the Reverend Charles
David Beatty.

Reverend Beatty has been since June
of 1965 the pastor of the Lovely Lane
United Methodist Church in Baltimore.
This echurch is the lineal successor to the
Lovely Lane Meeting House in which the
Methodist Episcopal Church was orga-
nized at the famous Christmas Confer-
ence in 1784 and it is widely known as
“the Mother Church of American Meth-
odism.” This pulpit has over the years
been occupied by outstanding leaders of




		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-05-25T13:55:04-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




