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in lieu thereof “was not satisfled with respect
to each county in such State’.

SEc, 2. (a) The amendments made by the
first section of this Act shall apply only with
respect to unemployment compenstaion for
weeks beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(b) For purposes of subsection (a), the
benefit period under the Federal-State Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of
1870 and the benefit period under the Emer-
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gency Unemployment Compensation Act of
1871 In any State for vhich such a period
existed at any time before the date of the
enactment of this Act shall be deemed to
have been in existence for the most recent
week beginning on or before such date of
enactment and shall not be deemed to have
terminated by reason of a State “off” in-
dicator or “emergency off” indicator unless it
would have terminated for a week beginning
after such date of enactment pursuant to a
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State “off” indicator or “emergency off” in-
dicator determined by taking into account
the applicable amendment made by the first
section of this Act.

(¢) For purposes of the amendments made
by the first section of this Act, in any State
where, for part or all of its geographic area,
the next unit of local government below the
State is a city or other unit, such unit shall
be treated as a county with respect to that
portion of the State's geographic area.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, August 10, 1972

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Harold Burlingame, Bliss Baptist
Church, Bliss, N.Y., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, with whom all things
are possible, look down with favor upon
us as we seek to keep alive the spirit of
loyalty that has made our free Nation
a bulwark of democracy.

O Lord, may the persistence of our
leadership help others to know that
“The weapons of our warfare are not
carnal, but mighty before God.”

Our Father, as we continue to main-
tain our freedom, help us not to be dis-
couraged by difficult tasks. Encourage us,
as we experience anew the therapy of
“the Master Physician.”

Grant that our President, our Speaker,
and all our dedicated leaders will never
surrender their talents or seek deliver-
ance from their God-given responsibili-
ties.

In Christ’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined 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 PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On August 7, 1972:

H.R. 786. An act to designate certain lands
in the Cedar Eeys National Wildlife Refuge
in Florida as wilderness; and

H.R. 8708. An act to extend the authority
of agency heads to draw checks in favor of
financial organizations to other classes of
recurring payments, and for other purposes.

On August 8, 1972:

H.R. 15851. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to undertake a natlonal
program of Inspection of dams.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
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that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

HR. 631. An act for the relief of the vil-
lage of River Forest, Ill.;

HR. 2127. An act for the relief of the
estate of Charles Zonars, deceased; and

HR. 11632. An act for the relief of Vin-
cent J. Sindone.

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. 10676. An act for the rellef of Lester
L. Stiteler; and

HRER. 156474. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance for
programs for the diagnosis, prevention, and
treatment of, and research In, Cooley's
anemia.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 15580) entitled “An act to
amend the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to in-
crease salaries, and for other purposes,”
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. EacLETON, MT.
InouyE, and Mr. MatHIAs to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

S. 2854. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, relating to annuities of widows
of Supreme Court Justices.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
15690) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for agriculture-environmental
and consumer protection programs for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to the amendments of the Sen-
ate numbered 1, 30, 35, 36, 48 to the fore-
going bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5065) entitled “An act to amend the Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968.”

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

B. 82. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Wanda
Martens;

5. 633. An act for the relief of James E.
Fry, Jr., and Margaret E. Fry;

B. 656. An act for the relief of certain postal
employees at the Elmhurst, Il1l.,, Post Office;

5. 884. An act for the rellef of Comdr.
Howard A. Weltner, U.S. Naval Reserve;

8. 2507, An act to apply the same standards
to prohibit the sale of domestically produced
Saturday night special handguns as have
been applied to foreign-made Saturday night
special handguns since adoption of the Gun
Control Act of 1968; and

8. 2516. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to reimburse owners of equines
and accredited veterinarians for certain ex-
penses of vaccinations incurred for protec-
tlon against Venezuelan equine encephalo-
myelitis.

The message also announced that Mr.
TaFT was appointed to replace Senator
Packwoobp as a conferee on H.R. 15692,
to liberalize SBA loan programs in order
to assist victims of disasters which oc-
curred between January 1, 1971, and
June 30, 1972.

AN IMPORTANT STEP FORWARD IN
THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY

(Mr. LEGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is most
gratifying to hear that the Democratic
National Committee yesterday took an-
other major step along the road of re-
form politics by adopting a wise and
well-thought-out resolution that had
been submitted by former Massachusetts
Gov. Endicott Peabody.

The resolution calls for establishing a
special commission on the method of
selection of the Democratic nominee for
Vice President. The commission will hold
hearings and make studies and submit its
report by January 1, 1974. That report,
with any revisions made by the DNC, will
become part of the temporary procedural
rules of the 1976 Democratic National
Convention.

It is particularly appropriate that the
DNC action resulted from a recommen-
dation by Governor Peabody, who truly
made a pioneering effort this year. As
you know, he was himself a candidate for
the Democratic nomination for Vice
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President—the first ever to actively cam-
paign for the office—and he conducted a
vigorous 7-month campaign in 37 States.
He entered the only vice-presidential
primary available to him—New Hamp-
shire’s, in March—and he got 85 percent
of the vote.

In his campaign, Governor Peabody set
forth these principles on the Vice-Presi-
dency:

That the Vice President belongs to the
people and should be elected in a free
and open convention;

That selection ol the vice-presidential
nominee by the party leader demeans
the office and the man;

That, considering that the Vice Presi-
dent historically has one chance in three
of becoming President, he should have a
“mandate from the people”; and

That vice-presidential aspirants should
campaign for the office, and the conven-
tion delegates “should have a choice, not
an edict.”

Mr. Speaker, there is no one else in
our Nation as well qualified in this area
as Chub Peabody. I am sure that he will
be named a member of the commission
that his resolution inspired, and nothing
could be more fitting than that he should
be the chairman of the commission.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15586,
PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS,
1973

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the order of the House of
vesterday, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 15586) making appro-
priations for public works for water and
power development, including the Corps
of Engineers—Civil, the Bureau of
Reclamation, the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration and other power agencies
of the Department of the Interior, the
Appalachian regional development pro-
grams, the Federal Power Commission,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and related
independent agencies and commissions
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the hill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of August 7,
1972.)

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the state-
ment be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
we bring to the House today the confer-
ence report on the Public Works-AEC
Appropriation bill for fiscal year 1973.

Let me briefly summarize—when this
appropriation bill passed the House on
June 26, 1972, it was passed by a vote of
345 to 17. The bill passed the Senate on
June 30, 1972, by a vote of 73 to 3.

The original House bill provided total
appropriations of $5,437,727,000. This was
a total of $51,331,000 below the budget
estimate. I repeat—that is $51,331,000
less than the amount recommended by
the President.

The Senate bill provided a total of
$5,571,696,000. This was $82,638,000 above
the budget estimate and $133,969,000
above the House bill. We have brought
this amount down and have been able to
make some reductions.

We are recommending today an appro-
priation of $5,504,914,000. This final
amount is $15,856,000 over the budget
estimate and $67,187,000 over the House
bill. But it is $66,782,000 below the re-
cently passed Senate bill.

The conference action is $710.8 million
above the appropriation for 1972, includ-
ing the budgeted increase of $695.0 mil-
lion. Concerning the increases carried
in the bill over 1972, I would point out
that $339,030,000 is for the AEC; $230,-
631,000 is for the Corps of Engineers; and
$98,278,000 is for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

The increase over 1972 for AEC in-
cludes $188.7 million for operating ex-
penses and $150.4 million for additional
plant and capital equipment.

The major programs involved in the
increases are for the weapons program,
including nuclear materials, and for reac-
tor development, including initiating the
protoype for a new submarine reactor.

For the Corps of Engineers and Bu-
reau of Reclamation we are providing
some increases to provide optimum
funding levels for projects already under
construction,

The committee strongly endorses this
policy—increases provided in the budg-
et to expedite work on going projects.

The committee has deplored the slow-
down, stretchout, and delays of projects
in recent years, including the impound-
ment and freezing of funds appropriat-
ed by the Congress.

The reversal of this policy will result
in significant savings in project con-
struction costs and speed up the date on
which essential flood control, water sup-
ply, power, and other water resource ben-
efits will be available.

Considering the

relatively small
amounts of appropriations involved in
water resources construction in relation-
ship to other public works and the over-
all Federal budget, we urge the adminis-
tration to continue its current policy of
optimum funding levels in future budg-

27611

ets in order that projects underway can
be completed as soon as possible at the
least cost to the Government. -

With respect to new starts, the bill
reflects a continuation of the practice in
recent years of approving new planning
and construction starts on only a lim-
ited basis, and generally for projects
involving a small total cost. Only $22.8
million is included in the bill for this
purpose.

Because of the large unfunded backlog
of projects, I feel that at an early date
we must make more adequate provision
for new starts. However, because of the
need to give highest funding priorities
at the present time to projects under
construction, the bill makes provision for
only 46 planning starts for the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, including 10 proposed in the budget,
and only 32 construction starts, includ-
ing 15 in the budget request. The number
of new planning and construction starts
is less than the average number funded
annually over the last 10 years.

Concerning the conference action on
the Appalachian Regional Development
Commission portion of the bill, the bill
includes a total of $327 million for the
Appalachian regional development pro-
gram. This is $25 million above the
budget request and this increase is for
the highway development program to ex-
pedite high priority projects and to assist
those States which are fully utilizing
their current allocations and are pre-
financing with State funds, the Federal
share of urgent projects.

In summary, this is a good bill serving
the needs of our Nation. However, when
we consider the large backlog of author-
ized projects which are urgently needed
to provide water quality and supply, ad-
ditional power generation, flood control,
and other water resource requirements,
this bill might well be considered an aus-
tere bill.

I strongly urge that we must proceed
with our planning and construction
schedule at a deliberate pace, or we will
face a greater water and power crisis in
the future. The demand for these vital
resources are growing by leaps and
bounds annually.

Mr. Speaker, this is a well considered
and prudent report. The amounts recom-
mended are minimal to carry forward
valuable programs essential to the Na-
tion. I repeat, we have cut and reduced
the Senate appropriation by $66,782,000.

We have made adjustments in the
President’s request, and have rearranged
the priorities in many instances. How-
ever, I repeat that the bill is only $15.8
million over the budget.

So, we urge approval of the conference
report.

I will insert at this point a table out-
lining the conference action by appro-
priation item compared with the 1972
appropriation, the 1973 budget estimate
and the actions of the House and Senate.

The table follows:
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PUBLIC WORKS-AEC APPROPRIATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1973—SUMMARY TABLE

Conference action compared with—
Budget

New budget estimates _New budget New budget Budget
(obllu,nhonal)  of new New budget New budget 1) (oblig j New budget New budget
? (obligational) (obligational) (obligational) authority authority of new (obligational) (obligational)
fiscal year 1972 authori a?.llhl‘li’ll}‘ aulhnm}r rammmendad fiscal ma‘ 19'.-‘2 (ohl;xatmnal) authermf autharity
(enacted fiscal year 197, r d T d in g r ded
to date) (as amended) ¢ in House bill in Senate bill action m date) fiscal mr 19? in House bill in Senate bill

1 0] @) ®) (10)

TITLE |I—ATOMIC ENERGY COM-
MISSION

rating expenses 151,952, 974, 000 * 52, 126, 182, 000 ; +§12, 618, 000 —$11, 835,000
I’Ent and capital equipment. 1341,406,000 7530, 910, 000 ~—36, 300, 000 * —5, 500, 000

Total, title 1, new budget
&ablm_alionai) authority,
tomic Energy Commission. 2, 294,380,000 2, 657, 092, 000 , 650, 745, 2,633,410,000  -+339, 030,000 417,550,000  —17, 335, 000

TITLE |I—DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Corps of Engineers—Civil

General investigations............ 50, 714, 000 7 54, 445, 54, 200, 000 57, 750, 000 55, 975, 000 +-5, 261, 000 +1, 530, 000 41,775, 000 =1, 775, 000

Eli:‘ﬁmct:tl:l o i 11, 025, Did 000 1,193,704, 000 1,181,098,000 1,222,722,000 1,201,493,000 --176, 409, 000 +7,789,000  +-20,395,000  —21,229, 000
con Ssippl hiver

~ and Il’lh:lt!({'l&; = 4 86, 000, 000 95, 000, 000 105, 000, 000 119, 115, 000 110,620,000 24,620,000  --15, 620, 00O -5, 620, 000 —8, 495, 000

1388, 519, 000 427,109, 000 400, 000, 000 417, 479, 000 409,100,000 20, 581, 000 , 008, -9, 100, 000 -8, 379, 000

ral
Flg:d control and coastal

nei 5, 000, 000 7, 000, 000 7,000, 000 7, 000, 000 7, 000, 000 -2, 000, 000
General expenses.__._.__._...... 129,723,000 31, 483, 000 31, 483, 000 31, 483, 000 31, 483, 000 -1, 760, 000

Toiéal fl‘.‘.o;ps of Engineers—

1,585,040,000 1,808,741,000 1,778,781,000 1,855,549,000 1,815,671,000 <-230,631, 000 +6,930,000 36,890,000  —39, 878, 000

Cemeterial Expenses
and exp A=k 22, 588, 000 29, 170, 000 28, 920, 000 28, 920, 000
Total, title 11, new budget

S)hllgatmnnl) authority,
epartment of Defense—

1,607, 628,000 1,837,811,000 1,807,701,000 1,884, 468, , 844, 531, , 963, A , 890, -39, 878, 000

TITLE |I1—DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

General investigations.. - 22, 400, 000 21, 400, 000 3 24, 627, 000 k +2, 427, l.‘l:ll)
Construction and rehabilitation____ % 217, 200, 000 271, 546, 000 275, 014, 000 —121, 000

Uppsr Colorado River storage
27, 889, 000 45, 550, 000 X 47, 300, 000 1, 170, 000
Cn?urado River Basin project...... 1, 775, 000 11, 000, 000 11, 500, 000 200,
Colorado River Basin project

(appropriation to liquidate

contract authorization). (31 51]0 000) (53 000, 000) 53, (53, 000, 000)
Operation and mai sos.nw 78, 000, 000
Loan program. ll 395 000 19 170, 000 22, 380, 000 19, 680,
Emergency fund 1, 000, 000 , 000 -1, 000, 000
General administrative expenses... ¥ 15, 890, 000 16, 765, 000 16, 765, 000 -+875, 000

Total, Bureau of Reclamation. 369, 539, 000 464, 936, 000 , 520, 472, 886, 000 467,817,000  --98, 278, 000

ALASKA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

General investigations___.__.._.... 500, 000 - e i 597, 000 --97, 000
Operation and maintenance........ 457, 000 ' , 000 X 631, 000 174, 000

Tolal, Alaska Power
Administration. _._.._..... 957, 000 . 228, . 228, , 228, 1,228,000 2T s e E T

BONNEVILLE POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Construction...._.. 91, 000, 000 90, 563, 000 50, 000, 000 99, 000, D00 , 000 +3, 500, 000
Operation and maintenance.. 27, 825, 000 31, 020, 000 31,020, 000 31, 020, 000 31,020, 000 +3, 195, 000

Total, Bonneville Power
Administration. __.__...... 118, 825, 000 121, 583, 000 121, 020, 000 130, 020, 000 125, 520, 000 -6, 695, 000

SOUTHEASTERN POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Operation and

SOUTHWESTERN POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Construction 820, D00 A 700, 000 700, 000
Operation and maintenance 15,180, IJOD 5, 098, 000 , 098, 5, 098, 000 5, 098, 000

Total, Soull‘lwestern Powsr
Administration _ . ik §, 050, 000 5,918, 000 3 e 5, 798, 000 5, 798, 000

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Underground electric power
transmission research

See footnotes at end of table.
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Budget
estimates
of new
(obligational)
aulhoritg authority

fiscal year 197. |
(as amended) ¢

New budget
(obligational)
authority,
fiscal year 1972
(enacted

to date)

) @

Conference action compared with—

New budget
(obligational)
authority
recommended
in conference
action

(&)

New budget
(obligational)
authority

New budget
(obligational)

Iin Senate bill
(&)

: in House bill

&) )

New budget
(obligational)

fiscal mﬂﬂ%

Budget
estimates _ New budget
s i'mlwﬂitg
“in Senate bill

(10)

New budget
(obligational

(nbilsnhnnal)
(enacted authorit ;
to date) fiscal year 197

®)

authority

‘in House bill

(O] )

TITLE 111—DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR—Continued
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY-—Continued
Total, title 111, new budget
(obligational) authority,

Department of the Interior... 3497, 116, 000

$611,832,000  $602, 263, 000

--$105, 147, 000

+$6,638,000  -+-38,797, 000

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT
OFFICES (EXCLUDING AEC)

Appalachian Regional Commis-

sion: Salaries and expenses. 1, 113, 000

1,217, 000

1,217, 000

104000 . .. e

“ment pmw'an':s (funds apﬁm-
priated to the President)

297, 000, 000

302, 000, 000

327, 000, 000

30, 000, 000

-25, 000, 000 ....

Del e River Basin C
Salaries and expenses._...__.._.
Contribution to the Delaware
River Basin Commission.

+$65, 000

$69, 000
216, 000

69, 000
216, 000

+4,000 __.....

Toal Delawm River Basin

285, 000

285, 000

Fe deral Power Commission:
Salaries and expenses..........

23, 890, 000

23, 500, 000

Interstate Commission on the
Potomac River Basin:
Contribution to Interstate
Commission on the Potomac

River Basin 20,000

34, 000 34, 000 34, 000

National Water Commission:

Salaries and expenses 1, 200, 000

760, 000 760, 000 ?60 000

Susquehanna River Basin
Commission:
Salaries and expenses______.___
Cantributions to Susquehanna
River Basin Commission......

%51, 000
75, 000

68, 000
150, 000

68, 000
150, 000

68, 000
150, 000

68, 000
150, 000

Total, Susquehanna River

Basin Commission.._.. 126, 000

218, 000

218, 000 218, 000 218, 000

Tennessee Valley Authority: Pay-
ment to Tennessee Valley

Authority fund 67, 150, 000

63, 700, 000

60, 800, 000 64, 550, 000 64, 550, 000

Water Resources Council: Water

resources planning. 5, 960, 000

6, 386, 000

6, 886, 000 7, 086, 000 7, 086, 000

+1, 126, 000

<700, 000

Total, title IV, new budget
(obligational) authority,

independent offices 395, 013, 000

398, 490, 000

420, 700, 000 424,650,000 424, 650, 000

+29,637,000 26, 160, 000

Total, new budget (obliga-
llonal) authority, titles 11

111, and 1V (excluding ﬁEﬁ) .- 2,499, 757, 000

2,831, 966, 000

2,821,867,000 2,920,951,000 2, 871,504, 000

+371,747,000 -39, 538, 000

+48,637,000  —49, 447, 000

Total, new budget (obliga-
tional) authority, titles 1, 11,
111, and IV
Memoranda:
Apprapriations to liquidate
tract authorizat

4,794, 137, 000

(31,500, 000)

5, 489, 058, 000

(53, 000, 000)

5,437,727,000 5,571,696,000 5,504, 914, 000

(53, 000,000) (53, 000, 000)

710,777,000 -+15, 856, 000

+-67,187,000  —86, 782, 000

(53, 000, 000) (21, 500, 000)

Total appropriations,
including appropriations
to liquidate contract
authorizations.

(4, 825, 637, 000) (5, 542, 058, 000) (5, 490, 727, 000) (5, 624, 696, 000) (5, 557, 914, 000) (732, 277,000) (415,856, 000) (--67,187,000) (—66, 782, 000)

t Reflects transfer of SZABM,QGO from "‘Plant azud Capital Equipment”’ to “‘Operating Expenses"’

in Second Suppiemental mpriahnn .ﬁ A |

Supplemental Appropriation A
General’’ and $723,000 to .9 ,E&l .

”éel}‘aﬂafwnsl'ar of $4
era
1972,

3 Reflects transfer of $490,000 to "0
Administrative Expenses’’ from *‘Co
Appropriation Act, 1972,

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I concur
completely in what the gentleman from
Tennessee has said and associate myself
with his remarks.

This is, I think, a well-considered con-
ference report and as he has said, it is
practically on the budget figure. I do not
think you can come much closer to the
budget on a bill which is over $5 billion.

Mr. Speaker, most of the increases

and M
nses” from “Conﬂrul;tlen , General” in Somnd Supplemnntal Appropriation Act, ! Includes budsat
transfer in the estimates of
'Operation and Maintenance" and Investigations™ for restudies of previously authorized projects.

ruction and Rehabilitation’ in Second Supplemental

7 Refiects
$365,000 to “'General

which were added by the other body were
modest increases. They were for small
projects, mainly for flood control and
along the lines of policy which had previ-
ously been adopted by the House com-
mittee.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the conference re-
port will be adopted.

Mr. WHIITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I shall be
glad to yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, we bring

4 Reflects transfer of $180, 000 l'mm “‘Construction™ to ‘‘Operation and Maintenance' in Second

ro| naled' in Soeond Supplemental A riation Au 1972
mg!es contained in H Dn Pﬂmﬁ

$296,000 from “con:huchnn, Benoru" “"General

to the House of Representatives and to
the Congress an excellent conference re-
port which I know will be approved
promptly.

It is a pleasure to serve on this Ap-
propriations Subcommittee under the
chairmanship of the able gentleman
from Tennessee, Hon. Joe Evins, and
&th other members of the subcommit-

1\1{1-. Speaker, when the public works
bill was first before the House on June
26, 1972, pages 22428 and 22429, I dis-

cussed in some detail provisions of the
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bill. Today, I wish to point up two mat-
ters especially.

THE APPALACHIAN PROGEAM

First when the Appalachian program
was enlarged to include my State of
Mississippi, our State and several others
were not included in the existing high-
way corridor program for funding.
Though we have not participated in this
phase, we have greatly benefited from
many other phases which I shall not
mention here, including access roads.

HIGHWAY CORRIDORS

When our committee first held our
hearings on this bill, I pointed out the
need for highway corridors in my State
and others. The inclusion of the States
not now included would have to be ac-
cepted by members of the Appalachian
Commission and the particular highway
corridor and under the law would be
selected and initiated by the State. How-
ever, whichever highway or highways
are selected, the selection of these high-
ways would leave that much more
for other highways in the regular road
program—pages 1375, 1377, part 3 of
hearings.

HOUSE REPORT

In our House bill, we provided an ad-
ditional $25,000,000 to enable Mississippi
and other States not presently included
in funding to be included—page 66 of the
report. This action was concurred in by
the Senate under the chairmanship of my
friend and colleague, Hon. JOHN STENNIS.

Thus we have included this extra $25,~
000,000 for the corridor highway pro-
gram, in part for this purpose in this
conference report and we hope the Com-

mission will act expeditiously.
YAZOO BASIN

Mr. Speaker, in the House bill, we also
provided for special attention to the
Yazoo Basin. This is set out on page 47
of the House report as follows:

Yazoo Basin: Within the funds provided
the Committee directs that initial planning
be undertaken on a pilot program to meet
the soll erosion and bank caving problems
of the streams in the Yazoo Basin, including
the foothill area, in cooperation with the
Boil Conservation Bervice, as authorized by
Public Law 46, B4th Congress, as amended
by Public Law 91-566, 91st Congress.

The allocation for the Yazoo Basin In-
cludes $845,000 for continued planning on the
Upper Auxillary Channel or other alternate
means of main drainage facilities to meet
the flood control needs of the Upper (Delta)
Yazoo Basin, the Ascalmore-Tippo, and the
Opossum Bayou dralnage projects. The Com-
mittee reiterates its directive that planning
shall proceed from South to North so as not
to aggravate prevailing conditions.

In this connection, yesterday in pre-
senting the Conference Report on the
bill making appropriations for Agricul-
ture, Environmental and Consumer Pro-
tection, page 27523 of the CoNGREs-
s1oNAL REcorp of August 9, 1972, as chair-
man and floor manager, I quoted this
language and pointed out that, quote:
“The Soil Conservation Service is expect-
ed to use its appropriated funds to install
measures determined necessary to the
pilot program contemplated.”

The language is repeated here for it is
part and parcel an essential part of the
program authorized and directed in the
preceding language.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the
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opportunity to serve on this subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. YATES).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if there were
any need for further proof of the Nixon
administration’s almost total lack of con-
cern for the American consumer, that
proof was given last week. With admin-
istration support, an order was entered
by the Federal Power Commission, which
will inevitably result in the additional
payment by American gas consumers
of hundreds of millions of dollars to the
Nation’s largest oil and gas corporations.

The order is bound to stimulate in-
flationary pressures at a time when such
pressures should be restrained.

The wholesale price index will rise
again, as it does every month. The price
of gas for heating and cooking will go
up in the same way as the prices of food
continue to go up. And afterward, some
administration spokesman, like Dr. Her-
bert Stein, the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, will hold a
press conference to rationalize the rise
in prices by saying, “Oh, it’s not as bad
as it might have been.”

Mr. Speaker, I would like Dr. Stein or
some other administration spokesman to
try to rationalize the administration’s
support for the order entered by the Fed-
eral Power Commission last week—an or-
der, which in effect destroyed the pro-
tection assured American gas consumers
by Congress in the Natural Gas Act of
1938. The purpose of that bill was to pre-
vent the consumers of this country from
being exploited by greedy producers. And
almost immediately following its passage,
the big oil and gas companies began their
fight to nullify its provisions.

In 1949 the companies tried, through
the Kerr-Harris bill, to remove the Fed-
eral Power Commission jurisdiction over
well-head gas prices. That bill was passed
by a narrow margin, President Truman
vetoed the bill.

In 1954 the oil and gas companies
made another effort to escape from Fed-
eral Power Commission rate regulation
and again they won in Congress by a few
Eﬁtl.es President Eisenhower vetoed that

The Nixon administration has aban-
doned the Presidential tradition of pro-
tecting the consumer from being gouged.
Instead of acting as President Truman
and President Eisenhower had done, this
administration has taken its stand with
the big corporations which control the
production of natural gas. As the Federal
Power Commission said itself of its order,
“the well-head price of new natural gas
will be allowed to rise.” Wrapped in that
simple phrase, Mr. Speaker, is the pros-
pect that hundreds of millions of dollars
will be allowed to be taken from the
pockets of gas consumers to swell the
profits of the companies producing natu-
ral gas, companies which pay little or no
ixt]icome tax for their gas producing activ-

es.

Mr. Speaker, this outrageous order is
almost a complete triumph for the pro-
ducers in their long fight to escape the
rate regulation provided for in the Nat-
ural Gas Act of 1938.

This order adds insult to injury, for it
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was only little more than a year ago
that the FPC granted a substantial in-
crease to natural gas producers. The cost
of that increase to consumers amounted
to over $4.75 billion, yet there is no evi-
dence suggesting that the increase was
necessary to foster or that it will foster
increased exploration in a region that
contains about one-third of the natural
gas consumed by the public.

We have been told that without the
proposed increase our gas reserves will
go unexplored and unexploited. Yet the
Commission has specifically refused to
require the natural gas producers to plow
back all or at least part of the increased
rates into exploration for new gas in the
country. For all we know this increase
will result in increased profits for pro-
ducers or lead to increased exploration
of gas and oil abroad—all financed by the
consumers who the FPC has failed to
protect.

Mr. Speaker, the Commission action
shows a gross disregard for American
people who are already facing ever-in-
creasing price rises in their living costs.
To grant a price increase for natural gas
at this time is patently irresponsible. I
strongly urge the Commissioners to re-
consider their order and to meet their
regulatory obligation to protect the con-
sumers.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield the
gentleman 30 additional seconds.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman

from Arizona.
. Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Illinois is making a very im-
portant statement, but it is not necessar-
ily a factual statement when he states
that the administration was involved in
a ruling of the Federal Power Commis-
sion. The gentleman knows full well that
the Federal Power Commission is an ad-
ministrative tribunal and decides cases
on its own without reference to the ad-
ministration in power.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has again expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield 30
additional seconds to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gentleman
that I used the phrase “with administra-
tion support.” The Secretaries of Com-
merce and Interior have indicated they
favored the order issued by the Federal
Power Commission. They made known
their position to the Commission. I did
not say the administration controlled
the Commission. I said the Commission
had the administration’s support in en-
tering that order; and I say this, too, that
in my opinion had administration offi-
cials opposed the order rather than fa-
voring it, I feel certain the FPC would
not have approved it.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, Irise in sup-
port of this conference report on fiscal
year 1937 appropriations for public works
for water and power development, in-
cluding the Corps of Engineers—Civil,
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonne-
ville Power Administration, and other
power agencies of the Department of the
Interior, and the Appalachian regional
development programs, the Federal
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Power Commission, the Tennessee Valley
Authority, and the Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

Last year Congress appropriated about
$2.3 billion for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. This year we are going for $2.6
billion.

Many people question the spending of
so many tax dollars on atomic energy,
and I think it proper to emphasize at
this point the tremendous returns our
investment in atomic research and de-
velopment is yielding.

These funds expended on atomic en-
ergy research have produced a number of
what can be called peaceful civilian bene-
fits—innovations in industry, improve-
ments in consumer products, and envi-
ronmental improvement benefits.

On the nonmilitary side, significant
amounts are allocated this year for the
reactor development program, and about
13 percent of the operating expenses
budget is devoted to basic physical re-
search. However, there are many pro-
grams of the AEC which are still perhaps
not as well known, such as the develop-
ment of long-life lightweight power
sources for use in space missions and our
communications satellite; the cardiac
pacemaker, and recently, the develop-
ment of a drain tile manufactured from
discarded glass which holds out the hope
of utilization of one source of nondegrad-
able solid waste.

I have spoken previously on the im-
portance I attach to the continuation of
the research and development work on
breeder technology—liquid metal fast
breeder reactor, light water breeder re-
actor, molten salt breeder reactor—
which is being done exclusively at Oak
Ridge—and the gas-cooled fast breeder
reactor. And, I am pleased with the in-
creased funding for the reactor develop-
ment program.

I am particularly pleased that the con-
ferees have seen fit to retain the $1,000,-
000 increase added by the Senate for the
civilian power reactor program. These
funds are to be used for thorium utiliza-
tion to accelerate the development of
technology for commercial recycling of
uranium-233 produced in high tempera-
ture gas reactors and light water breeder
reactors.

Naturally enough, I am glad to note
that about $358 million of these reactor
development appropriations will go to
Tennessee—and, for the most part, these
funds will be used to continue the vital
research being done at Oak Ridge, vital
research which will continue to produce
benefits for all of us.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.
= t?l motion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report on H.R. 15586.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?
There was no objection.

THE 15TH AND 16TH ANNUAL RE-
PORTS OF THE HEALTH RE-
SEARCH FACILITIES CONSTRUC-
TION PROGRAM FOR ACTIVITIES
DURING FISCAL YEARS 1970 AND
1971 —MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 92-339)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce and or-
dered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Annual Reports of the Health
Research Facilities Construction Pro-
gram for activities during fiscal years
1970 and 1971.

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE House, August 10, 1972.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 313]

Nichols
Passman
Pelly
Powell
Price, Tex.
Rallsback

Alexander
Arends
Ashley
Blackburn
Boland
Broomfleld
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Colmer
Crane
Davis, Ga.
Devine
Dowdy
Dwyer

Satterfield
Scheuer
Schwengel
Bhipley
Springer

3 Teague, Tex.
Minshall Thompson, N.J.
Nedzi Tiernan

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 378
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceietgjngs under the call were dispensed
with.

Mich.
Macdonald,
Mass

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 16029) to
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 16029, with
Mr. Price of Illinois in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday the Clerk had read
section 7, ending on page 5, line 18.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DeLrums: On
page 5, Insert the following language after
line 18:

“(z) No assistance shall be furnished un-
der this or any other Act, and no sales shall
be made under the Forelgn Military Sales
Act, to Brazil until such time as the Presi-
dent reports to the Congress that the Inter-
American Commission on Human Rights has
determined that the Government of Brazil
is not engaging in the torture of political
prisoners."”

Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment duplicates an amendment I
offered last year at this time. It cuts off
military aid to Brazil until we are sure
we are not thereby subsidizing torture,
as time does not permit a detailed ref-
utation of all the arguments raised
against this amendment last year and
proper information to the Congress.
When I offered the amendment last year,
we were assured that the brutal repres-
sive policies in Brazil were merely local
overreactions to difficult problems. While
I have no reason to doubt the sincerity
of these assurances, a year's experience
has proved them wrong. To name just one
example, last year we were told that a
prosecutor in Sao Paulo was bringing
charges against police excesses. This was
true, and I admire this man’s courage.
But since he has since been foreibly dis-
missed from his post, I doubt whether we
can take his action as representative of
the regime.

It would be difficult to deny that re-
course to torture is systematic policy on
the part of the Brazilian Government. I
have newspaper articles here dated June
1972 which tell of torture, censorship, and
repression. We simply can no longer fool
ourselves that the regime is merely go-
ing through growing pains.

If we are giving Brazil a substantial
amount of money, then we are directly
implicated in a repressive and barbaric
policy. If the amount is not substantial,
as we are assured by my distinguished
colleague from Florida, then we are sell-
ing our souls for nothing at all. If the
removal of our aid would not damage
Brazilian interests, valid or otherwise,
then we have no reason to continue the
ald.

We may not feel this aid is important,
and the Brazilian generals may realize
that it is not important, but no one else
in Latin America feels it is unimportant.
The use of our good name is covering up
repressive policies. Just like the Greek
generals, the Brazilians are letting every-
one know of our friendly support.

Taking away our aid may infuriate the
Brazilian generals, but a lot of other peo-
ple will be greatly encouraged.
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It is simply not the case that the
regime is loosening up in general—if any-
thing, it is even tightening up. It is even
hostile to criticism from within the mili-
tary elite, as the documentation I in-
serted in the REcorp yesterday shows.
It would be difficult for anyone to claim
that the promising signs come close to
the gloomy signs for Brazil's future.

South Africa is a good analogy: for
years people have been telling us that
for some reason economic growth brings
liberalization. But in South Africa they
have had a very good growth rate for
years, and are just as viciously repressive
as they always were.

Besides, the economic growth rate
should not be an excuse for barbarities.
It was not in Stalin’s Russia or Hitler's
Germany, it should not be here. Further-
more, Brazil’s growth rate so far is so
unevenly distributed that it cannot be
said to be doing the majority of Brazil-
ians any good at all.

Can we really teach them so very much
about internal security and counterin-
surgency efforts? Our track record in
Vietnam does not make us look like the
experts in the field. One would have
thought that Vietnam would have taught
us not to be advisers in other people’s
counterinsurgency efforts.

There is another reason we should not
be subsidizing the Brazilian military.
Brazil is expanding diplomatically and
threatens to expand militarily. Part of
its diplomatic expansion consists in giv-
ing aid to other Latin American coun-
tries. Why should a country embarked
on its own aid program expect aid from
us? They are just endorsing our checks
and passing them on, buying influence
with our money.

But, I do not think it is really neces-
sary to make a long argument about this
issue. It should be sufficient to point to
the facts—torture, repression, and cyni-
cal elitism—it should be sufficient to
point to these and say, “We have no busi-
ness being mixed up in all this. Our par-
ticipation must end—it must end now.”

Again, I ask you to join with me in
this vote to withhold aid from Bragzil un-
til there are concrete signs that the
Brazilian Government is not engaging
in torture of prisoners.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we all understand and
share the gentleman from California’s
deep concern over the abhorrent reports
of the torture of political prisoners and
others in Brazil. There is no doubt that
there has been physical abuse. The Gov-
ernment of Brazil has admitted it. Our
own country has taken up the issue with
them.

The trouble I find with this amend-
ment which would terminate all aid is on
three scores: One is moral; another is it
will not work, and the final one is it may
damage irreparably the friendly relations
we have with the Government of Brazil
besides doing damage to some Brazilian
programs which provide important bene-
fits to the citizens of that country.

Torture and violence are part of hu-
man life all over the world. As abhorrent
as the terms “torture,” “violence,” and
“cruelty’” are, I wonder whether we in
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the United States should point our finger
at anybody else.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I have to
remind Members of this House, brutality
in the ghettoes of our own country, and
our own high level of violence as dem-
onstrated in shootings and assassina-
tions.

Brazil, too, has had to struggle with
similar problems and with many others
as well. They had a foreign ambassador
who was kidnaped and diplomats who
were otherwise harassed. They had a real
problem not only with law and order in
their own country, especially with those
who sought power through terrorism.

It is a difficult problem. There is no
question about that. I think we can all
state what we feel should be done and
our opinion about what our Government
has done so far with respect to repre-
sentations to the Brazilian Government.

I think we all can and should express
our opinion in the Recorp today about
how we feel on this important subject,
but I think it would be wrong to attempt
to write our own moral judgments into
punitive law.

Mr. DELLUMS. Will the gentleman
vield to me?

Mr. FASCELL. As far as the amend-
ment itself is concerned, it will not work,
because, as the gentleman from Califor-
nia has already pointed out, Brazil is
thriving economically with a growth rate
which is the highest in the world, more
than 11 percent last year. In view of such
a thriving economy, the programs that we
have there are of relatively marginal
importance. One of them, however, which
would be stricken out, in addition to the
small item for military training, is $21.9
million for the feeding and care of chil-
dren. It seems to me that you have to
balance off these moral issues.

While I take a very strong stand againt
violence and torture wherever it exists,
whether in Africa, Brazil, or the United
States, it seems to me that striking out
our aid program seems to me to be dol-
lar diplomacy at its worst. What this
amendment says is that we should ex-
press our displeasure by eliminating all
assistance to the people of Brazil and not
just assistance to the government. That
does not seem to make much sense to me.
If we are really trying to do something
to help the people of Brazil, certainly
if we want a more liberal and more dem-
ocratic government—and we are all
striving to see that that is accomplished—
we should not take this kind of action.

In a world where torture, violence,
abuse, and brutality, and man’s inhu-
manity to man exist, there can be no
question that this amendment, directed
at one specific government, would be in-
terpreted as a direct slap at that partic-
ular government.

If we want to accomplish what it is
we are all after, it would also be wise for
us to take into consideration the possi-
bility that it might be politically unwise
to express our displeasure in this way
since it might actually rally a great many
Brazilians, with a sense of nationalism to
the defense of the present government
and then have a result opposite to that
which the gentleman from California is
seeking.

Let us continue to urge our Govern-
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ment to take this matter up with the
Brazilian Government, but let us not leg-
islate here on the floor something which
could seriously impair and damage our
relationship with a government which
has been working closely with the United
States to resolve all of the matters in dis-
pute between us.

So I would join in hoping that we will
continue to voice our displeasure with
each country which engages in torture
and oppression, and that we continue to
condemn, deny its use. I do not think that
this amendment is the proper way to
proceed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Florida has expired.

(On request of Mr, DerLLoms, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. FASCELL was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentleman
for ylelding to me, and I appreciate the
comments made by the gentleman in the
well, but I would only point out that every
one of the arguments presented by the
gentleman from Florida parallel almost
exactly the arguments raised against the
amendment to strike Greece from the
Foreign Assistance Act, and when we
struck it from the Foreign Assistance Act,
as the gentleman from Florida will re-
call, in that debate, and it was very
heated, and even at some points very
angry, but yet we won that and we struck
Greece from the Foreign Assistance Act
on the grounds that this country, a de-
mocracy, a nation trying to bring de-
mocracy to the world, should not in fact
be subsidizing a military dictatorship in
Greece.

So what I am suggesting is that we
voted against Greece being included in
the Foreign Assistance Act, and there-
fore I see no rhyme or reason for not
voting against Brazil on foreign assist-
ance, and it at least raises the same
moral question as with respect to Greece,
and it raises the same parallels as with
Greece, and it raises the same questions
with respect to the amendments relating
to Greece. I am saying that here on this
continent that in Brazil we have a very
similar issue, and if we took the moral
position that it is antithetical to the
democratic process to subsidize a mili-
tary dictatorship, in Greece, then what I
am suggesting to you is that we should
take the same moral position that we
took with Greece and its dictatorship,
to Brazil and its political prisoners.

Would the gentleman in the well
respond to that? Because I think the
gentleman in the well joined with me
and took a stand against the inclusion of
Greece in the Military Assistance Act.

Mr. FASCELL. There were a lot of
other similar issues. That was one of
them, but if we are going fo apply that
kind of criteria across the board we
would not be doing business with any-
body; we could just stop all our diplo-
macy, regardless of assistance programs,
because we just would not have relations
with many countries.

The question of morality that the gen-
tleman from California raises is one of
the facts that we must live with every
day, but we also must face the pragmatic
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necessity of doing business every day
and the combination makes you judge
each individual case on its merits.

The fact is that in South America for
a long time——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has again
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FASCELL
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. FASCELL. As I started to say, the
fact was that in South America we were
all concerned for a long time because
almost all international relations in
South America came to a halt due to
violence, torture and oppression against
diplomats, our own diplomats and those
from other countries as well. All of us
joined in expressing our concern that
something be done. The matter was even
raised in the OAS and, as the gentleman
knows, the matter has been raised here.
But if we are going to continue our day-
to-day international relationships some-
thing has to be done in terms of trying
to bring about some internal security,
when your ambassadors are getting
killed, and when they are being kid-
naped or tortured.

I do not advocate torture, nobody does,
but brutality is a fact that we have to
face. Every government does. Therefore
I do not believe in or see any purpose in
taking issue with this government on
that score. If you want to talk about it
in a total moral sense, that is fine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has again
expired.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take much
time of the House, but I would like to
say that of course I agree with both the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tleman from Florida that brutality, tor-
ture and repression are abhorrent to ev-
ery decent human being, and we ought to
do whatever we can to stop such things
from happening in the world.

I would certainly concur with the gen-
tleman from Florida that these things
are widespread generally and not con-
fined to the nation of Brazil.

I would support the thrust of the ar-
gument of the gentleman from Florida,
therefore, that we should proceed with
this assistance and this program, but,
Mr. Chairman, I cannot but take excep-
tion to the remarks of my colleague, the
gentleman from Florida concerning tor-
ture, repression, and brutality as applied
to the United States.

If there is anything we need to do in
our time, it is to distinguish the things
which differ and to use words with more
care by precise definition and not throw
smear words around.

I must say that I know of no instance
of Government-sponsored torture in the
United States, and I am unaware of such
things as Government-sponsored brutal-
ity and repression here.

I can readily understand, however,
how this general feeling might exist on
the part of my friend because the gen-
tleman is a Democrat from Florida and
given what happened in Miami a few
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weeks back, I can certainly understand
how he might feel that there is such a
thing as torture in the United States.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California.

The gentleman from California offered
this amendment last year. I opposed it
then and I oppose it now.

We are dealing here with about a third
of the population of Latin America.
Brazil has a population of 100 million
people. That is a third of the entire pop-
ulation of the continent.

Both the gentleman from California
and the gentleman from Florida said that
Brazil is now a going concern—its eco-
nomic condition is improving steadily—
possibly more rapidly than any other
country in the world.

Our program for the fiscal year 1973
is a small program—it includes a small
amount of technical assistance.

Our military grant program is very
small. It is only a training program of
less than $1 million.

We do have a development lending
program and we have a military credit
sales program, both of which programs
are modest ones.

I would hate to think that we are
going to take unilateral action against
this friend of the United States. Brazil
stood fast with us both during World
War I and World War II and has sided
with us on other important issues.

To say that we are going to take
unilateral action here to terminate the
program of assistance that we have been
extending over a period of years to this
important and friendly country, would
not be in our best interests—I would hate
to think that we would do that.

This is strictly a problem I feel for the
Human Rights Commission of the Orga-
nization of American States. They are a
going organization for dealing with such
issues. If there are any problems of po-
litical torture in Brazil, it should be re-
ferred to that organization. That is where
it should be dealt with. We cannot deal
with this matter on the floor of this
Congress, where we would be barging in
and saying to one-third of the people of
Latin America that we want to tell them
what to do.

We belong to the Organization of
American States, and I feel that question
should be settled in the Organization of
American States and not here on the
floor of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, therefore, I oppose the
amendment.

Mr. MATLLTARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Chairman, I
simply want to join the chairman of our
committee in opposing this amendment
and to add one more significant point
which I think he omitted. That is that
the biggest program going in Brazil is
the Public Law 480 program to feed the
children in Brazil. I would think we
would not want to cut that off just simply
to show our disapproval of something
that is going on.

Mr. MORGAN. That is correct. The
program is a $21 million program—the
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Publit Law 480 program—this is the pro-
gram we have for Brazil.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will try to be brief.
I wish to point out to the House, it is
obvious that the chairman of the com-
mittee and the ranking minority mem-
ber in a very statesmanlike, diplomatic,
and knowledgeable fashion made the
proper argument for the defeat of this
amendment. I am, therefore, going to be
less technical and point out, especially
to the author of the amendment, the
gentleman from California, that I have
been here in this body for 14 years and,
as a result, I have developed a sort of
brotherly attitude toward aggressive,
energetic, and talented new freshmen
Members like the gentleman when they
arrive.

I would merely suggest in the spirit of
this big brother attitude, toward this
well-intended new Member, that the gen-
tleman recognize that one of the virtues
one must maintain in a legislative body
is that of consistency. I listened care-
fully to the gentleman but his rapid-fire
style is such that some of his arguments
were going by too quickly to comprehend.
But one of the points which the gentle-
man did mention was that we should
not support any government that prac-
tices some form of brutality against its
citizens.

In this bill we have a substantial pro-
gram in support of the Government of
Zaire where political suppression is a
known fact.

If the gentleman were consistent, he
would offer an amendment to strike aid
to that country, but I do not think he
should.

The gentleman also stated that we
should not be giving aid to any country
that, in turn, has its own aid program.
One of the most effective aid programs
in the world is conducted by the State of
Israel. Certainly, we should not cut off
support to the State of Israel because
they, in turn, maintain support and ald
programs to a few other countries.

So, I say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that I respect his energy and the
very special interest which he has given
to our foreign affairs, but this type of
amendment is so glaringly inconsistent
that the gentleman would be wise not to
permit it to be soundly defeated; he
would be much wiser if he just withdrew
the amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Will the gentleman
vield to me?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman for a question.

Mr. DELLUMS. I have no question of
the gentleman. I just want to point very
simply——

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the reauisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendment, and I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentle-
man from Michigan. I would only say
to the previous speaker that perhaps I
should slow down in my presentation,
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because frankly, you have not addressed
yourself to one single argument which
I have made, so the next time I make
an argument I will slow down, because
I do not like to have my arguments so
thoroughly distorted. I think the REcorp
will point out very clearly, and I have
a copy of it, which I read and read clear-
ly—if you wish to read it, you may _ﬂnd
that the assumptions and conclusions
which you have reached are totally and
thoroughly distorted.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Will the gentle-
man, as long as he has time from his
colleague, comment on not giving aid
to any country that is conducting its
own aid program?

Mr. CONYERS. I am sorry, Mr. Chair-
man, I have not yielded to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Florida who made the original
argument against the amendment: Is
there not something that the Congress
can do? The gentleman from Alabama
wanted us to feel properly aggrieved. Is
there no remedy for the very able point
that has been made by the amendment
that has been brought to this floor for
2 years consecutively? Is there anything
this body can do? Do we merely put in
protest remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, or do we move deliberately to
cut off aid as a demonstration of our
desire to correct this wrong that every-
one has admitted exists, and even ex-
ists in this country?

I was intrigued by the casual remarks
of the gentleman from Alabama about
the fact that there is brutality and co-
ercion and abuse in this country. He
has never heard of it. I presume that
that follows because perhaps his State
has many instances of violations, gov-
ernmental violations, as my State does.
I can point out to the gentleman in a
further aside that every instance of po-
lice brutality is a Government action.
It is a violation of the law by the Gov-
ernment. I am sure he must have heard
of some in some States, if not his own
or mine, somewhere in these 50 States,
so I emphasize to the House that this
amendment has been very deliberately
brought up in the course of 2 years, and
1&; should be supported. I urge its adop-

on.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman
yield? He used my name.

Mr, CONYERS. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will say to my
friend that I understand his point of
view. However, I would ask him to name
a single instance of government-spon-
sored torture in this country. I am aware
of charges of police brutality; I am aware
of unlawful actions by policemen in in-
stances, but I am aware that the acts
charged greatly exceed the charges
proven. I would like to know if there is
an instance of government-sponsored
torture in this country, in my State or
his own.

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman does
not recognize that the acts that have
been complained of in the prisons across
the country, of which there have been
some evidences of torture, that there has
been evidence of brutality that are
equated with torture in the police prisons
across our land.
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I would be very happy to compile a list
for the public record and insert it in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp. We had a little
incident at Kent State that amounted to
a very brutal police action that has been
construed as an overt governmental ac-
tion. At Jackson State we had students
killed by police action, which is govern-
mental action. I think without going too
far away from the thrust of this amend-
ment this might be a subject that all
Members of the House might join in ex-
amining a little more carefully.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will say if the
gentleman can point to one single in-
stance that can be proven of Govern-
ment-sponsored torture or brutality in
this country, I will join the gentleman
in action to correct it.

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman will
check the court files of all the cases in
which juries found that the Government
or that the law enforcement agency
or the individual officer was guilty, he
will find some instances. Unfortunately
there is no shortage of such instances.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I do so because I think
the arguments on the amendment have
gotten pretty far afield. I, of course, do
not condone Government-sponsored
brutality and I do not think any Member
of this body does. But if we were going
to have an amendment such as this, it
seems to me it ought to apply to a great
many more countries than Brazil. I pick
out just one. What is wrong with includ-
ing Algeria? One might say, what has
happened in Algeria? And I will ask this
question: Does anybody in the room
know where Mr. Ben Bella, the former
Prime Minister of Algeria is? I am not
sure where he is, but I know a very
knowledgeable fellow who knows a great
deal about Algeria and some years ago he
said, “He is 6 feet under the basement
floor of the present dictator in Algeria,
Mr. Boumedienne.” I do not know if that
is exactly true, or how they killed him,
whether they hit him on the head or cut
his throat or strung him up or whatever,
but I imagine at the time he thought, as
long as he could think, that it was pretty
much some kind of governmental bru-
tality.

Algeria receives hijacker after hijacker
after hijacker, and we have not cut off
relations with them or cut out anything.
In the latest episode the hijackers land-
ed in Algeria and they were received, and
the hijackers alleged they were political
refugees and talked about brutality, but
they were not specific about it and I
doubt if any existed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman raised the question of Algeria.
In checking with the chairman of the
committee and other members of the
committee, I find we are not giving aid
to Algeria.

Mr, HAYS. Not at the moment, but we
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did give a great deal in the way of food
and so on right after the Algerian revo-
lution, and nobody at the time raised a
question. I could go on and on.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman,
the latest incident is that Uganda has
just declared stateless and ordered the
expulsion from the country of 55,000
Asians who are citizens of Uganda.

That is done merely because they are
a different race.

Mr. HAYS. Somebody raised the ques-
tion of Zaire. I cannot keep up with all
the changes in names but I believe that
the Congo was the maiden name of that
country which is now Zaire. They change
every few days. But the record is full of
illustrations.

I simply think if we want to insult, as
the chairman has said, a third of the
population of Latin America, if we want
to really add fuel to the fire of anti-
Americanism down there, as stated by
the gentleman from Florida, this is the
way to do it.

I do not want to raise any great point
here that will upset anybody, but I do
not think this amendment got a half
dozen votes last year and I do not think
it ought to get more than a half dozen
votes, if that many, this year.

I believe that is the wrong way to go
at the situation.

As almost everybody who preceded me
pointed out, if there is a substantial case
that can be made, let it be made in the
United Nations; then let the United Na-
tions take whatever sanctions they feel
worthwhile, if the case is made.

When one analyzes the gentleman’s
amendment, he is asking that we cut off
aid until a decision has been made.

We really do not hang the prisoners be-
fore we have the trial, and I do not be-
lieve we ought to in this case. Let us see
if the U.N. comes up with a decision in
the matter.

I do not really have all that great re-
gard for the United Nations, because I
believe about as much political “Jiggery
Pokery” goes on there as any place on
earth; but I would suppose that if they
came up with a decision that there was
government-sponsored and condoned
brutality certain sanctions could be
taken. "

Again I repeat, this is a case of hang-
ing the accused before the trial is held.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Hays
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. On this latter point the
gentleman mentioned, that we should not
victimize a person before a trial, the
gentleman is aware of the indictment
procedure in this country where, if there
is adequate evidence to support an al-
leged crime, a person is indicted and
the trial held.

I am suggesting there is more than
enough information, detail after detail
and article after article, that would at




August 10, 1972

least allow us in this body to bring the
indictment question, and then let the
Commission on Human Rights have the
trial.

Mr. HAYS. I will go along with that,
but the gentleman is also, in his amend-
ment, proposing a punishment during
the indictment time. I am saying that if
the indictment stands and the country
in this instance is found guilty, and we
come back here with the United Nations
decision, I will listen to the gentleman
on an amendment for sanction, but I
am not going to buy an amendment for
sanction before the indictment is held.
That is all I say.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr., FRASER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I did not want to take issue so much
with what the gentleman was saying,
but with what the gentleman from Mary-
land has said. The gentleman from
Maryland said that Asians were asked to
leave Uganda who are citizens of Uganda.
My information is that they are those
with British passports, not citizens of
Uganda.

This is similar to an earlier action in
Kenya. I do deplore the action of the
Uganda Government.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. They are no
longer British subjects, but they were
also citizens of Uganda.

Mr. HAYS. Let me say to the gentle-
man from Minnesota that the dictator
in Uganda first said he was going to
expel all 55,000 who held British pass-
ports, and the next day he had a dream,
he said, and he is expelling all 330,000,
including the 275,000 some odd people
who do not hold British passports but
happen to be of Indian extraction.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, there is a problem of
definition of terms that has bothered
me, even years before I came to the Con-
gress. That is this apparent confusion
between the concept of recognizing a
government and the concept of support-
ing or contributing to a government.
Those two concepts are not synonymous;
far from it.

People where I come from are not ter-
ribly enthusiastic about foreign aid,
about giveaway programs, about sending
money indiscriminately to other coun-
tries. The people where I come from have
all gone through the American school
system. They have studied the question
of democracy. Nearly every one of them
is for that idea. They are also for reality
and practicality.

They know that the Communists con-
trol Soviet Russia. That is a fact that has
been pretty well established. And be-
latedly the people of the United States
have even discovered that effective con-
trol of mainland China has been asserted
by a Communist government.

I do not support legislation to take
money out of the pockets of the people
I represent to support a Communist gov-
ernment in Russia or to support a Com-
munist government in China or any
totalitarian government be it Commu-
nist or Fascist or anything you want to
call it.
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If I ask my people at home to be gen-
erous and charitable to the less fortunate
in the world, I would ask them to sup-
port the kind of government that they
believe in, I would not ask them to sup-
port or to sacrifice their dollars to con-
tribute anything or to give money to, to
give their hard-earned money to, govern-
ments that they do not believe in. If is
as simple as that to me.

Recognize the Government of China?
Why, that is commonsense which rec-
cgnizes the reality of something that
actually exists. Recognize the effective
Government of Brazil? Of course. It
exists. It is in effective control.

As I study international law, recogni-
tion means nothing more than that. But
to support such a government is a far
different thing.

When the gentleman from Florida
suggests that the United States of Amer-
ica, my country, is in no position to point
a finger at an absolute, out-and-out mili-
tary dictatorship someplace in the world,
and that the skirts of my country, the
skirts of my democracy, and the land I
love are so dirty that we cannot point a
finger—not the finger of withdrawing
recognition but simply the finger that
withholds generosity and support and
withholds hard-earned American money
and refuses to contribute or give a gift or
largess to such a government—when he
suggests that my Government is so de-
void of democracy and kindness and hu-
an out-and-out military dictatorship,
then I disagree. I resent it on the part of
everybody who lives in Indianapolis,
Ind.,, and everybody who lives any
place in the United States of America
who has sweated and sacrificed and be-
lieved in and built up the kind of Gov-
ernment which we have in this country.

In the main it is a kindly Govern-
ment.

The argument of the gentleman from
Florida has forced me beyond question
to vote for this amendment, because in
order to vote against this amendment,
I would have to accept the argument
that the United States skirts are not
clean enough to point a finger at a
dictatorship in the world.

Therefore, I support the gentleman'’s
amendment,

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say
to the House that I agree in part with
my colleague from Indiana who just left
the well, but only in part. There are a
couple of other things we ought to keep
clear in our minds.

Recognition and approval of a country
are different. Foreign aid and approval
are different, too, in my book.

I agree with the gentleman from In-
diana that this is our money. We take it
from our taxpayers, and in my judgment
there is only one real excuse for doing it
and that is if it is somehow, directly or
indirectly, to our interest.

We do not give money to Brazil, or we
should not, in order to reward Brazil or to
say that is a nice country. Nor do we
withhold it from them because we think
they have a poor kind of government.
We give it to them, if there is any sensible
reason for doing it, because somehow it is
to our interest to do it.

I do not know too much about whether
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it is to our interest to do it with Brazil
or not, but we had this same thing up
here yesterday in the matter of Portu-
gal. I think it is perfectly obvious that it
is to our interest to have a base in the
Azores.

Therefore it is all right to pay for it.
And whether we like the Portuguese Gov-
ernment or not is utterly irrelevant and
immaterial. We are not approving of the
Portuguese Government, We are not re-
warding it, we are getting something that
we need; and that is the basis on which
this thing ought to be looked at, and the
only basis upon which you can justify it,
in Indianapolis, Ind., or Richmond, Ind.,
or anywhere else.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DELLUMS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. DeLLumMs, FASCELL, BUCHANAN,
and CONYERS.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 65, noes
325, not voting 42, as follows:

[Roll No. 314]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—65

Eckhardt Mikva
Edwards, Calif. Mink
Ford, Mitchell
Willlam D. Moss
Fraser Nix
Green, Pa. Rangel
Gude Reuss
Harrington Riegle
Hathaway Roncalio
Hawkins Rosenthal
Hechler, W. Va. Roush
Heckler, Mass. Roybal
Helstoski Ryan
Hicks, Wash. Scheuer
Jacobs Seiberling
Kastenmelier Stokes
Koch Symington
Leggett Van Deerlin
Link Vanik
Long, Md. Waldie
McCloskey Young, Fla.
McDade
Metcalfe

NOES—325

Boland
Bolling

Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Chio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caflery
Camp

Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell

Abourezk
Abzug
Anderson,
Calif,
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Brademas
Brasco
Burton
Clay
Collins, I11.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Dellums
Diggs
Dow
Drinan

Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Cotter
Culver
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Danlels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnlk
Boggs




Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth

Eazen
Keating
Keith
Eemp
King

Eluczynski
Kuykendall
Kyl

Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
McClure
McCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Mailllard
Mallary
Mann
Martin

Mathias, Calif.

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall
Mizell
Mollochan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, 1L
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie
Poage
Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rees

Reid
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe
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Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
8t Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebell
Beott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Bkubitz
Slack
Bmith, Iowa
Bmith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Btelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whalley
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten

Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—42

Clawson, Del
Crane

Davis, Ga.
Devine

Goldwater
Hagan

Hansen, Wash.

Hébert
Hogan
Hungate
Hunt

Kee

Lennon
Long, La.
McCormack

Nichols

O'Neill
Passman
Pelly

Price, Tex.
Quillen
Rarick
Rooney, N.Y.
Schwengel
Shipley
Smith, Calif.
Springer
Tiernan
Wiggins

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REID

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rem: Page 5,
line 18, after “agreement by resolution.”
strike out the quotation marks,

After line 18 insert: “(z) The President
shall be authorized, at his discretion, to
suspend assistance Iin whole or in part
under this Act to any nation which does not
agree, when requested by the United States,
to prosecute or extradite to the United
States any particular person alleged by the
United States to have committed alrcraft
piracy in viclation of section 1472(1) of Title
49 of the United States Code or of any
similar provision of international law.”

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment provides the President with explicit
authority to be used at his discretion to
suspend foreign aid in whole or in part
under this act to any nation which re-
fuses to prosecute or extradite accused
skyjackers when requested to do so by
the United States.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment rep-
resents an expression of serious concern
by the Congress over the growing rate of
hijacking over the last year and ransom
losses which have increased 650 percent.
In all of 1971 there were 27 hijackings
and $200,000 ransom paid. Already in
1972 there have been 28 hijackings and
$1.3 million paid in ransom.

This amendment is further meant to
demonstrate that public patience is run-
ning thin over the failure of the majority
of the nations of the world to ratify the
Hague Convention. The Hague Conven-
tion requires a contracting state to extra-
dite or prosecute skyjackers without ex-
ception whatsoever.

This Convention, as members of the
committee know, was ratified by the
United States on September 14, 1971, and
entered info force in October 1971, but
to date only 40 states have formally rati-
fied or acceded to it. A parallel conven-
tion, the Montreal Convention on Air
Piracy, has been ratified by only nine
states.

Five countries today have some 114
fugitive skyjackers of U.S. aircraft. It is
time, Mr. Chairman, that these countries
know of the growing U.S. concern and
our determination to take appropriate
action. Piracy in the air should no more
be tolerated now by the international
community than piracy at sea.

While the Hague and Montreal Con-
ventions can serve as a legal basis for
extradition if the contracting states so
agree, it is a fact that we presently have
extradition treaties covering the crime of
skyjacking with only 14 countries.

I, therefore, urge the adoption of my
amendment to help curb the very serious
outbreak of skyjacking.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the distinguished
chairman of the committee.

Mr. MORGAN. Even though as chair-
man of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
I am reluctant to accept the amendment,
I would like to ask the gentleman from
New York some questions about the ter-
mination of assistance. I have examined
the gentleman’s amendment very closely.
Do I understand that it follows the
Hague Convention in reference to the
country prosecuting or returning hijack-
ers, and, that, therefore the gentleman’s
amendment conforms to both provisions
of the Hague Convention?
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Mr. REID. The chairman is entirely
correct. The amendment has been draft-
ed to be entirely consistent with the
Hague Convention on this point, as the
chairman mentioned.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the distinguished
cha.irma.n of the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tlem.an stated there were five nations
that harbor skyjackers, and I presume
they have refused extradition?

Mr. REID. That is correct. With re-
spect to those skyjackers who are U.S.
citizens we have requested extradition,
and such requests have been refused.

Mr. CELLER. Which are those five
countries?

Mr. REID. The chairman has request-
ed the facts on the five states that pres-
ently have fugitive hijackers. Cuba has
100. Algeria has seven. Egypt has three.
Syria has two. And Jordan has two. Al-
though in the case of the Hashemite
Kingdom they are a signatory to the
Convention, but they apparently do not
have custody or control over the sky-
jackers involved, since there were guer-
rillas involved, since they were guerrillas.

Mr. CELLER. What nations receive
our aid, of those five?

Mr. REID. In the past Algeria has had
some, and today, of course, Jordan re-
ceives some aid.

The amendment makes it very clear
that this is discretionary on the part of
the President, and it would only be im-
plemented at his direction, and if there
had been a failure to accede to the Hague
Convention de jure or de facto.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. I fully support what
the gentleman is trying to do, but I have
just one question.

This amendment refers to any particu-
lar person, and I do not know why it
says that, but the expressed basis for its
operation is that the actor is alleged by
the United States to have committed
aircraft piracy. What about the question
of probable cause? If the United States
simply alleges something, does that re-
quire a foreign nation to extradite, even
though there might be no prior pro-
ceeding which would demonstrate prob-
able cause?

Mr. REID. The gentleman has asked
a very good question. What this legisla-
tive history should show is that we in-
terpret this in effect to implement the
Hague Convention, which the gentleman
knows has a clear process fo take juris-
diction under recognized principles of
due process.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. REID was
allowed to proceed for an additional 2
minutes.)

Mr. REID. A nation under this would
have to proceed legally and judicially
under article 4 of the Convention, and
only if they did not proceed along that
line would it be in my judgment a mat-
ter on which the President would wish
to act pursuant to this amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. REID. I yield to the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. MORGAN. After a further exam-
ination of the amendment on this side
of the aisle, and considering the ﬂexibil,—
ity and the aims of the gentleman’s
amendment, we would be glad to accept
the amendment.

Mr. REID. I thank the chairman of
the committee. :

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. I commend the gentle-
man from New York on the quality of
his amendment, and on the basis of the
faects involved, I rise in support of the
amendment.

It seeks to cut off foreign aid to any
nation which refuses to prosecute or ex-
tradite accused skyjackers.

Mr. Chairman, in 1971 there were 27
attempted or successful hijackings from
the United States involving over $200,-
000 in ransom payments. Thus far in
1972, there have been 28 hijackings and
$1.3 million in ransom payments. We
have thus experienced more hijackings
in the first eight months of this year
than in all of 1971. Moreover, the amount
of ransom payments has increased six-
fold. This trend must be reversed.

This amendment could have just that
effect. Coupled with our other efforts to
detect hijackers before they embark on
a plane, this measure could be an effec-
tive tool by removing the promise of
asylum that is currently offered by some
countries.

The proposal gives the President dis-
cretionary authority to cut off the aid.
Thus he is able to weigh the circum=-
stances surrounding a particular incident
and take the action which he feels will
be most effective in dealing with the
problem.

The amendment also puts other na-
tions of the world on notice that the
United States intends to take a tough
stand against aerial piracy. We cannot
and should not tolerate a foreign coun-
try protecting such criminals.

Economic sanctions have worked in
the past to convince a recalcitrant na-
tion to take action. I am convinced they
can work again in this instance.

When we have so many lives at stake
and such a great loss of property in-
volved what seems to be a drastic meas-
ure is put into perspective. Weigh the
loss of a Boeing 747 jet with over 400 pas~
sengers aboard against cutting off aid to
a foreign country and I think you will
agree it is a realistic balance.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this measure.
We must take the steps now to assure
that our skyways will be made safe for
travel once again without the fear of
aerial hijackings.

Mr. l\.éjAILLIARD Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the distinguished
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California.

Mr. MATLLIARD. The gentleman was
kind enough to discuss this amendment
with me yesterday. While I did express
some reservations, I believe those points
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have been pretty well cleared up by the
discussion on the floor, and I have no
objection to the amendment.

Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
commend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. REm) and I am proud to join with
him as a cosponsor of this amendment.
Countries offering haven for these air
pirates are doing far more than merely
thumbing their noses at the United
States; they are encouraging more sky-
jackings.

To sit idly by without taking every
possible means to get these accused sky-
jackers back to the United States for
trial is only encouraging these characters
to attempt even more hideous skyjack-
ings. There have been more skyjacking
attempts so far this year than all of last
year—28 so far in 1972 as against 27
throughout the entire year of 1971.

Let us act now before this number
grows even more. Let us act now before
we have a major disaster such as a T47
airliner exploding and carrying several
hundred passengers to their deaths as a
result of another horrible skyjacking.

I hope that the Reid-Hechler amend-
ment will receive enthusiastic support
and will pass overwhelmingly.

Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman from
West Virginia for his helpful remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. REm),

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

BEc. 8. Section 625 of the Forelgn Assist-
ance Act of 1961, relating to employment of
personnel, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(k) (1) In accordance with such regula-
tions as the President may prescribe, the
following categories of personnel who serve
in the Agency for International Development
shall become participants in the Foreign
Service Retirement and Disability System:

“(A) Persons serving under unlimited ap-
pointments in employment subject to section
625(d) (2) of this Act as (1) Foreign Service
Reserve officers and (1i) Foreign Service staff
officers and employees who have completed at
least ten years of continuous service, exclud-
ing military service, in employment pursuant
to said sectlon 625(d) (2); and

“(B) A person who previously served under
an unlimited appointment pursuant to said
section 625(d) (2) or a comparable provision
of predecessor legislation to this Act and
who is serving in a position to which he was
appointed by the President, whether with or
without the advice and consent of the Senate.

“(2) Upon becoming a participant in the
Foreign Service Retirement and Disability
Bystem, any such officer or employee shall
make a special contribution to the Foreign
Service Retirement and Disability Pund in
accordance with the provisions of section 852
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amend-
ed. Thereafter, compulsory contributions will
be made with respect to each such participat-
ing officer or employee in accordance with
the provisions of section 811 of the Foreign
Bervice Act of 1946, as amended,

“(8) The provisions of section 636 and
title VIII of the Foreign Service Act of 1948,
as amended, shall apply to participation in

Service Retirement and Disabil-
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“(4) If an officer who became a partici-
pant in the Foreign Service Retirement and
Disabllity System under paragraph (1) of
this subsection is appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, or by the President alone, to a
position in any Government agency, any
United States delegation or mission to any
international organization, in any interna-
tional commission, or in any international
body, such officer shall not, by virtue of the
acceptance of such an appointment, lose his
status as a participant in the system.

“(5) Any such officer or employee who
becomes a participant in the Forelgn Service
Retirement and Disability System wunder
paragraph (1) of this subsection, shall be
mandatorily retired at the end of the month
in which he reaches age seventy.

“(6) Whenever the President deems it to
be in the public interest, he may extend
any participant’s service for a period not to
exceed five years after the mandatory re-
tirement date of such officer or employee.

“(7) This subsection shall become effec-
tive on the first day of the first month which
begins more than one year after the date of
its enactment, except that any officer or
employee who, before such effective date,
meets the requirements for participation in
the Foreign Service Retirement and Disabil-
ity System under paragraph (1) of this
subsection may elect to become a partieci-
pant in the system before the effective date
of this subsection. Such officer or employee
shall become a participant on the first day
of the second month following the date of
his application for earlier participation. Any
officer or employee who becomes s partici-
pant in the system under the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, who is
age fiffy-seven or over on the effective date
of this subsection, may retire voluntarily at
any time before mandatory retirement un-
der paragraph (5) of this subsection and
recelve retirement benefits under section 821
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as
amended.

“(8) Any officer or employee who is sep-
arated for cause while a participant in the
Forelgn Service Retirement and Disability
System pursuant to this subsection, shall be
entitled to benefits in accordance with sub=-
sections 637 (b) and (d) of the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946, as amended. The provisions
of section 625(e) of this Act shall apply to
participants in lieu of the provisions of sec-
tions 633 and 634 of the Foreign Service Act
of 1946, as amended.”

Mr. MORGAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that section 8 be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point. The section
goes through line 22 on page 8.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

I rise today in a more optimistic mood
than ever before. This could well be one
of the most historic votes cast in recent
years in this House. Before us is an an-
nual authorization bill which is probably
the subject of more intense interest and
expectation than any foreign aid bill in
recent memory. For included in this
year’s bill, and totally overshadowing it
in import, is the Morgan-Hamilton-
Whalen amendment setting a certain
date to end the war in Vietnam.

Now it has already been pointed out
that this amendment is fairly mild and
really has a number of conditions which
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qualify it too much. However, I find my-
self agreeing with those who see in this
amendment a major policy statement
and historic legislation. If passed, it
would put this House on record for the
first time against the continuation of the
tragedy that is Vietnam and serve notice
to the administration now in its fourth
yvear of war that it can no longer count
on the obsequious complicity of this
body in its bankrupt policies. More parti-
san amendments with an earlier cutoff
date might be more attractive to those
who have been waging the good fight
against this war for so many years. But
in its bipartisan approach, in its very
simplicity, in its very moderateness rests
this amendment’s chief hope for passage
and success.

The work of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee has been cut out for it
these past few months. Yet with its ac-
tion in favorably reporting out the
amendment before us today, the commit-
tee can be justifiably proud of its work
and can rightly be viewed as a model
of the new spirit of a truly responsive
House.

The lobbying against this modest
measure by the administration has been
intense. This is understandable. The
handwriting on the wall is even apparent
to the powers that be. After all, with the
caucus vote requesting the amendment
before us today, the majority party had
taken a historic stand. Today it is up
to the whole House—Republican and
Democratic representatives of the people
alike—to take a stand and end the sorry
spectacle of fruitless debate over a date
certain which has tied up this body on
so many past occasions.

It is my sincere hope that today's date
certain will be the final date certain—
the last in a whole series. The end of the
killing. The return of our loved ones.
The freeing of the prisoners of war and
men missing in action. The last day in
a dark chapter of this Nation’s history.
The start of something new—a world of
genuine peace and prosperity at home
and abroad.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, prior to the considera-
tion of the next section of the bill I rise
to continue a discussion I brought up day
before yesterday on the folly of our for-
eign assistance program. I wish today to
reiterate a position I have taken during
my almost 12-year tenure in Congress;
namely, that economic assistance infor-
mation should be totally available to the
public, the taxpayers who foot the bills.

Twelve years ago when I first ap-
proached the Congress on this subject,
as a then freshman member of this au-
gust body, foreign aid was considered a
popular and progressive policy. I opposed
the program at that time for many of the
same reasons that are surfacing today;
because such assistance involves us need-
lessly in the affairs of other nations who
frequently scoff at our generosity; and
because the massive expenditures of
these tax dollars lead us to neglect pri-
orities here at home for dubious projects
abroad.

Also, 12 years ago, when foreign aid
bills came to the floor of the House, I en-
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deavored to lift the veil of secrecy that
shrouded the way our Nation was fi-
nancing countries all over the world.
‘When I introduced an amendment to the
mutual security bill in 1959 for this pur-
pose, I clearly stated that I was not try-
ing to remove the secrecy lid from mili-
tary aid for foreign nations—since at
that time such assistance seemed related
to our own security and the need for
secrecy on military assistance was at
least arguable—but c¢nly from economic
assistance. I was at that time out of tune
with the times and so unsuccessful in my
attempt. I was a voice crying in the
wilderness.

However, I am happy to report that in
the last few years the Congress has at-
tuned itself to a new strain, emanating
primarily from the voices of the public
who seriously question the need for and
value of billions of dollars for tribute in
the nature of foreign aid. Accordingly, in
the last few years both economic and
military assistance have been in large
part declassified, the military most re-
cently in just the last year—declassifica-
tion is not complete on the military for
which the total figures are now unclassi-
fied, descriptions of the programs and
the congressional presentations are not
public.

I am gratified at this development, but
my enfhusiasm and optimism are tem-
pered by the fact that this was an admin-
istrative decision without the force of
law. So last year when the foreign aid bill
was on the floor of the House, knowing
that economic assistance was no longer
classified, I attempted to impose an
amendment guaranteeing the continu-
ance of that open policy, for 1 was fear-
ful that what had been given by fiat,
could be taken away by fiat, and I felt
that the Congress should make its will
known by law on this matter of secrecy
about foreign economic assistance. I spe-
cifically included only economic assis-
tance in my amendment; I thought this
almost unarguable. I could not see why
there would be any objection to giving
the force of iaw to the practice adopted
of not classifying economic assistance.

My amendment did not prevail and in
discussion on the floor, Mr. MoRGaN,
chairman of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, stated, to my surprise, that
“some of the material presented to us is
always classified” in reference %o se-
curity supporting assistance. Security
supporting assistance is economic assist-
ance to select countries to promote or
maintain their economic or political sta-
bility. Those same countries generally
receive military assistance, but security
supporfing assistance is economie. So it
seemed to my amazement that economie
assistance existed in a limbo of being
both classified and nonclassified.

Once again this year I have tried to
resolve this issue. We are now consider-
ing a foreign aid bill which is essentially
military since we passed a 2-year au-
thorization for economic ald last year.
But security supporting assistance has
come up again, although economic assist-
ance is provided special nations faced
with an immediate security threat to
help them avoid, as the congressional
presentation for flscal 1973 puts it “si-
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multaneous deterioration of the national
economy as much as possible.”

Now I find in researching this security
supporting assistance that it is both clas-
sified and not, as seemed the case last
year. I am assured by the Department of
State under which this program oper-
ates, that anyone who wrote in or asked
for information in the congressional
presentation document could receive that
information. But I am also told that
there are details or aspects to the plan-
ning of the program that are classified,
and these sometimes become the subject
of special closed hearings.

I have in hand a copy of one of these
hearings, this one before the Subcom-
mittee on U.S. Security Agreements and
Comimitments Abroad of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee on Aid Activi-
ties in Laos. In April of this year these
secret hearings were held before that
subcommittee and AID funding under
the supporting assistance title of the
Foreign Assistance Act was discussed. In
July a “sanitized” version of these hear-
ings was printed and the full informa-
tion regarding which funds were spent
for what kinds of programs in Laos was
denied the public. That is a story unto
itself which I will not get into today.

What concerns me is the secrecy ele-
ment. I cannot see that our security is
threatened by a full revelation of our
fiscal commitments, our economic com-
mitments in Laos, or anywhere else. 1
do believe that fiscal responsibility to the
taxpayer is greatly threatened thereby.
Has not the taxpayer a right to know
exactly how we will spend two-thirds
of the security supporting assistance
funds in Vietnam in fiscal 1973, $585 mil-
lion for economic assistance at a time
when the American people are being
taxed to provide billions in war materials
to destroy important economic assets in
that same country?

This raises the profound question: Are
documents secret when their publication
would ecall into question policies that
are either unpopular or indefensible, or
because, as Senator STUART SYMINGTON
suggests in a preface to the report on
Laos, there is evidence that funds are
shifted around by the executive depart-
ment depending upon “ ‘policy considera-
tions’ of the moment” ?

Perhaps gradually the whole fabric of
both economic and military assistance
will be made available to the public. It
seems to me that secrecy is maintained
until pressure is exerted by the Congress
and the public; then secrecy is lifted. If
there is no more justification than this
for secrecy, it is obviously not needed. If
there is a compelling rationale, then we
should all know it. Most of all, we should
know, as Members of Congress and the
public should be informed, specifically
what is and what is not classified infor-
madtion, whatever the degree of classifica-
tion from confidential through top se-
cret and why.

I tend to believe that in each case, if
the reasons for classification of economic
assistance information were rendered,
these reasons would not be compelling or
convincing enough to stand the light of
day or reason. Then in that nappy fu-
ture the public would clearly perceive
where and how and when and why tax
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dollars were being spent for foreign eco-
nomic assistance. Then the Congress
could be truly held responsible for these
expenditures.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to be proposed to section 8?
If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEec. 9. Section 6556 of chapter 3 of part III
of the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961, relating
to limitations on assistance to or for Cam-
bodia, is amended as follows:

(a) In subsection (a), strike out "$341,-
000,000 and “1972" and insert in lieu thereof
‘330,000,000 and "1973", respectively.

(b) In subsection (b), strike out "“8341,-
000,000" and “1972" and insert in lleu thereof
“$330,000,000” and “1973", respectively,

Sec. 10. The Foreign Military Sales Act is
amended as follows:

(a) In section 23 of chapter 2, relating to
credit sales, strike out ‘‘ten” and insert in
lieu thereof “twenty".

(b) In section 31(a) of chapter 3, relating
to authorization, strike out *“$400,000,000 for
the fiscal year 1972" and insert in lieu thereof
*'$527,000,000 for the fiscal year 1973".

(e) In section 31(b) of chapter 3, relating
to aggregate ceiling on foreign military sales
credits, strike out *“$550,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1972,” and insert in lieu thereof "$629,-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1973".

(d) In section 33(a) of chapter 3, relating
to aggregate regional ceilings, strike out
“$100,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“$150,000,000", and strike out “of cash sales
pursuant to sections 21 and 22,”.

(e) In section 33(b), relating to aggregate
regional ceilings, strike out “of cash sales
pursuant to sections 21 and 22,".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Derciums: On
page 9, strike lines 19 through 22.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr, Chairman, I am
offering this amendment to strike out
a section of this bill that raises the ceil-
ing on military arms sales to Latin
America by a huge 50 percent—from $100
to $150 million.

Mr, Chairman, in my opinion congres-
sional policy behind the ceiling provi-
sions is a very good one. We should not
chip away at that policy by making the
imposed limits meaningless by continual-
ly raising the ceiling. The ceilings were
instituted for a very good reason: To
end U.S. participation in the wasteful
diversion of absolutely needed scarce re-
sources, and to avoid strengthening in-
ternal elites whose control of the means
of violence makes them in the best of
circumstances a dangerously unbalanc-
ing element in any emerging country’s
politics.

We must ask ourselves a very basic
question: Can we rely on the military to
solve the real problems of these countries,
or will we only be solving pseudo-prob-
lems that merely consolidate the hold of
unresponsive elites?

Sometimes it seems as if the main rea-
son for raising these ceiling is the con-
sideration that if we do not make these
sales, other countries will. If biblical con-
cepts are not out of place in these delib-
erations, I would remind you that we
are told there that although evil will be
done in the world, woe unto him who is
the agent of evil. And I really think that
our time and effort would be better spent
trying to negotiate a general limit to
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arms sales to the developing countries,
than to make a fast buck on other peo-
ple’s misery.

At a time when we are making arms
limitation agreements with the Russians,
it looks very bad to be encouraging the
arms race in underdeveloped countries.
This contradiction must be considered
racist: The white people in the United
States and the Soviet Union are worth
protecting from the expense and danger
of an arms race, but who cares what
happens to brown and yellow people?
Let them kill each other off, and why
not make a profit while we are at it.

Another irony is that we can almost
be said to afford our arms race, when
compared to the problems that face un-
derdeveloped countries. There, the di-
version of resources is not an annoyance
but a matter of life and death.

We should not fool ourselves that the
arms race in underdeveloped countries
is less dangerous to us. The examples of
the Middle East and Southeast Asia
should show us the dangers to our direct
interests. In Latin America today, Brazil
and Argentina are making threatening
noises at each other while we arm both
sides. Did we learn nothing from the
Bangladesh debacle? Does not that dis-
aster teach us the dangers of arming
countries with traditional hatreds and
with foreign policy ambitions, such as
Brazil is today?

So what if Europe is taking these mar-
kets? We can not wait for the world to
be good. That would make it too easy
for us. I want the United States to have
the honor to be the first to take the first
step down that long road from greed
and war to humanity and peace.

We must take the initiative. We must
start trying to negotiate a general limi-
tation on arms sales to the third world—
stopping misery, not profiting from it.
Surely if we can negotiate with the So-
viet Union, we can negotiate this sort
of thing with our allies.

But we can not take the initiative
until our hands are clean, until we have
shown we can make the puny economic
sacrifice involved, until it is evident that
our motive is not simply to get our fair
share of the market. Let us begin that
initiative today, and strike out this
section.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I find much that is ad-
mirable in the argument that has been
made by the gentleman from California,
but I would say to the gentleman that
the House has been down this road sev-
eral times before. I well recall the times
when the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. ConTE) rode in on his white horse,
brandishing his Ilance, and offered
amendments to appropriation bills of ex-
actly the same tenor of the one that is
proposed here today.

The answer to these suggestions that
legal provisions here can limit Latin
arms purchases is that they do not work.
They have not worked in the past. I sup-
ported the limitations that we put on the
provision of arms for Latin America, and
the Congress agreed on this, and we
tried—the theory being that these coun-
tries would not spend on the acquisition
of arms if we put a limitation on this ac-
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quisition. That has turned out not to be
the case. The fact is that they have spent
hundreds of millions since we imposed a
limitation in 1965.

Listen to these figures on the acquisi-
tion of armaments from third countries
in Latin America:

In 1966, $79 million; in 1967, $89 mil-
lion; in 1968, $290 million; in 1969, $395
million; in 1870, $760 million, for a total
of $1,611 million over this period of 4
years.

Now we are proposing to reduce the
limiting amount by $50 million. I pro-
posed the amendment, in the original bill
that raised this limit to $150 million. It
could be $125 million—it could be $175
million. the question is—What is a rea-
sonable amount? I think this figure of
$150 million is reasonable.

Now let us not forget that with a pro-
vision such as this, we can keep some
control over the escalation of military
equipment in Latin American countries.
We were able to keep the planes of these
countries from the type of sophistica-
tion that they have acquired in the last
few years as with the purchase of the
Mirage planes that have been bought in
the country of Peru.

So it is not that we want to become
merchants of armaments. It is not that
we are going into this for the purpose of
making money. It is to have some influ-
ence in this market. In view of the his-
tory of the last 4 years, it is quite obvi-
ous that a complete ban or limitation of
these amounts beyond what is reason-
able will not achieve the purpose that the
gentleman seeks in his amendment.

Mr. MATLITARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I
want to join my friend, the gentleman
from Connecticut, and to make perhaps
one additional point.

This ceiling was unrealistically low
and had the actual effect of having more
money spent for arms in third countries
than would have been had it been avail-
able here in the United States.

The gentleman from California points
out that we are encouraging money to be
diverted from other needs. We know
from past experience that those Latin
American governments are going to ac-
quire the arms they need and deem nec-
essary in one way or another. We have no
way of preventing that. In fact, it has
cost them more to buy the more sophisti-
cated planes like the Mirage from
France, had we been able to give them
something more suitable to their needs.

Mr. MONAGAN. In any case, it does
involve the acquisition of equipment that
is appropriate and normal in carrying
on the regular activities of policing and
the protection of their coasts and so
forth.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I admire ths
gentleman from Connecticut—in fact, 1
accompanied him on a tour of South
America.

Mr. MONAGAN. It was an unforget-
table experience——
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Mr. DOW. Not because of me, I am
sure. But anyhow I admire the gentle-
man’s understanding of South America.

Nevertheless, I would like to point out
that we have had this program running
for some years now. It is at a level of
$100 million.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DOW. The level now is about $100
million. Yet, the gentleman read figures
which show that the gross purchases
and acquisitions of military armaments
by the South American countiries was
going up at an astronomical rate—nearly
up to $1 billion a year at the present time.

I think this points to the bankruptcy
of our policy. If our policy is not con-
trolling the arms increase there, it seems
to me we had better abandon it and save
the $100 million or the $150 million for
appropriate purposes that are required
here in our own domestic economy.

Mr. MONAGAN. Limitation was the
policy we did follow and did support.
Obviously, it has had no effect and, there-
fore, if these purchases are going to be
made, by these countries, as they are, we
should exercise some influence in these
purchases, We were able to keep them at
a relatively unsophisticated level while
we had some leverage. That is what we
hope to do.

Mr. DOW. It seems to me that it is a
stage of sophistication when they have
nearly a billion dollars a year.

Mr. MONAGAN. I think they are
wrong, but that is not the point.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CELLER. I have listened to the
argument made by the gentleman from
California. Would not that same argu-
ment hold against $100 million as it
would against $150 million?

Mr. MONAGAN. Exactly—yes—I think
in essence that argument is one for com-
plete elimination.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DELLUMS).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 11. Sectlon B(b) of the Act of Jan-
uary 12, 1971, entitled “An Act to amend
the Foreign Military Sales Act, and for oth-
er purposes” (84 Stat. 2053), 1s amended by
striking out “$185,000,000” and inserting in
lleu thereof “$245,000,000".

Sgo. 12. It is the sense of the
that the President, acting through the Unit-
ed States Delegation to the United Nations,
should support in the United Natlons Gen-
eral Assembly the resolution adopted at the
United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment calling for the establishing of
a United Natlons Environment Fund to fi-
nance new international programs which
deal with problems of the international en-
vironment.

Sec. 13. Notwithstanding any provision of
this or any other Act, the Involvement of
United States land, sea, and air forces, for
the purpose of maintalning, supporting, or
engaging in hostilities in or over Indochina
shall terminate and such forces shall be
withdrawn not later than October 1, 1972,
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subject to a cease-fire between the United
States and North Vietnam and those allied
with North Vietnam to the extent necessary
to achieve safe withdrawal of such remain-
ing forces, and subject to the release of all
American prisoners of war held by the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam and forces al-
lied with such Government and an account-
ing for all Americans missing in action who
have been held by or known to such Gov-
ernment or such forces. The accounting for
the American prisoners of war and missing
in action referred to above shall be subject
to verification by the International Red Cross
or by any other international body mutual-
ly agreed to by the President of the United
States and the Government of North Viet-
nam

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHALEN

Mr. WHALEN. Mr., Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WmarLEN: On
page 10, line 18, after the word “than” strike
“October 1" and insert “December 31",

amendment simply changes the effective
date of section 13 from October 1, 1972,
to December 31, 1972,

As I indicated Tuesday afternoon, this
amendment is intended to accomplish
two objectives: First, it recognizes the
legislative realities inasmuch as it is ap-
parent that the foreign assistance bill
probably will not complete its legislative
course until mid-September at the ear-
liest: second, this amendment, if
adopted, will remove any taint of parti-
san politics that might otherwise become
involved.

Mr. MORGAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say that I heartily endorse the gentle-
man's amendment. In order to be real-
istic, we are leaving here on August 18
and will be in adjournment until Septem-
ber 5. The other body has taken the for-
eign aid bill and defeated it. It included
a somewhat similar antiwar amendment.
I expect, from what I hear by the grape-
vine, that the other body will take this
bill, if the House approves it and it gets
over there, and strike out the enacting
clause and start working it over. That
will take so long that the October 1 date
is very unrealistic.

I congratulate the gentleman for set-
ting the date of December 31. I feel it is
a realistic date. It is a date which I have
always supported, and I strongly sup-
port it now, because, as the gentleman
from Ohio said, it takes this antiwar
amendment out of the election and ex-
tends it to December 31. By that time
the President can continue his negotia-
tions, and the secret negotiations can
g0 on.

I have before me an information sheet
from the State Department saying that
there have been 153 sessions of the Paris
peace talks since 1969. The President an-
nounced that from August 1969 through
1971 there have been 12 private meetings
between the North Vietnam representa-
tives in Paris and the Americans, and
they have had several more sessions this
year. This amendment will give them
another 3 or 4 months to continue those
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negotiations. The President himself on
May 8 made a proposal which he said, if
it was accepted, it would require 4 months
after that when there would be with-
drawal. I think the 4 months provided by
ilﬁ:tgentleman's amendment would cover

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge support
of the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. WHALEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment gives
us some idea of the ridiculousness of this
whole situation. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WHALEN) has been very hot
for an amendment to get the war over by
October. Part of his argument was that
we are going to get it out of the election
campaign. Now he wants to draw it on
right through the election campaign.

I suppose there is a certain amount of
publicity value of having this thing up
and down and back and forth and in the
papers and out of the papers and across
the headlines, but I do not know exactly
whether that is going to be the kind of
publicity that is going to do any good
in the coming election.

If we are going to get it out of the elec-
tion, why drag it back to December 31 if
we really want to get out? I do not know.

I am not able to determine what the
motivation is exactly. I think I know
what the motivation is. The motivation is
to make it a little more palatable for
some people to vote to let the Vietcong
insist that we not only get our troops out
but also—and I will tell the Members
what they are going to insist on when we
get the troops out—they are going to in-
sist we turn over all of South Vietnam to
them before they release prisoner No. 1.

I think it is significant that the gentle-
man refused in the committee to enter-
tain or to vote for an amendment, which
I voted for and which the press did not
report, that called for a cease-fire as well
as a troop withdrawal. Oh no, they do not
want a cease-fire. They want the killing
to go on, but they want a political cease-
fire to help the Vietcong achieve their

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chajrman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I deeply appreciate what the gentleman
from Ohio is saying. I think he is en-
tirely right. If we assume the arguments
are sound for the Hamilton-Whalen
amendment and particularly the back-
ground and theory of that proposal, they
assume that Congress by this amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio will
end the war by December 31. It is para-
doxical to me that they are now willing
to concede by an amendment that they
are willing to extend the war for 90
more days. I happen to think there is
more validity—a little, but some—to the
October 1 date, but when they want to
extend the war for 90 more days, all their
credibility in my opinion goes down the
drain.

Mr., HAYS. They want to extend the
war so they can pick up a couple more
votes, but it seems to me the acid test is
whether these people are willing to in-
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clude a cease-fire. I have heard the
moaning and the groaning and the going
on in the committee about let us stop
the killing. Well, let us stop the killing.
I am strong for stopping the killing. Let
us stop all the killing. Let us put a cease-
fire in, and let us say we will get out
October 1 and.there will be a cease fire
and they will repatriate the prisoners.
What is wrong with that?

I am not going to be taken in by any
political mumbo-jumbo or any exten-
sion of the date to pick up a couple more
votes on the floor. I am not going to be
taken in by any of this because I have
told them in the committee and I will
state it here, if we write the amendment
so it stops the war and stops the firing
and stops the killing, I will vote for it
as I voted for it in the committee, but
there is no way on earth that I am going
to vote to extend the killing another 90
days. No, I do not buy that.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is clear the
purpose of the amendment is to afford
the administration reasonable time in
which to negotiate, as the chairman
pointed out, the disposition of the mat-
ters that are embraced in the resolution,
and I think those who are opposing it
at this point are doing so because they
feel that by opposing the amendment
they can advance their position on the
main amendment.

This will make the amendment more
realistic, and I would strongly urge its
adoption.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the genfleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. If the gentleman’s
argument as just stated is logical, why
include any date at ali? Why not give the
President sufficient time to negotiate
without a date? Then, when the condi-
tions are met and when there is a cease
fire and the killing of all the people in
Vietnam, north and south, stops, this
can be done. That is what we really
want, is it not? Why not disrezard the
date entirely?

Mr. FRASER. As the gentleman
knows, I have been opposed to Ameri-
can involvement for over 6 years. I am
willing to provide a reasonable time for
the administration to disengage. That is
all that is involved in this amendment,
and for that reason I believe it should be
supported.

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Chairman, will
the genlteman yield further?

Mr. FRASER. No; I decline to yield.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WaaALEN), during debate on
this bill a couple of days ago, indicated
he was going to change the so-called
deadline in section 13 from October 1 to
December 31. Just previous to that he
announced he was going to change the
deadline to December 1.

I am nof sure why he is suddenly get-
ting so concerned about the change in
CXVIII——1740—Part 21
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the calendar date. My concern is with
respect to any calendar date, and most
particulraly the significance of the lan-
guage of the provision itself.

In my opinion, changing the date to
December 31 will surely not give the
President time to negotiate in a reason-
able way as has been alleged. The fact
is that the provisions itself undercuts
his position as a negotiator, and in my
opinion there is no possibility that we
could conceive of this other than as con-
stituting a serious undercutting of the
President’s position as a negotiator.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman from Min-
nesota said he had been against the war
for 6 years but he is willing to extend it
another 90 days. In other words, the
message I get from that is he is willing
to extend it so he can talk about it right
up through and including election day.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The sad part
is that there is such an election year
flavor about this debate, as there has
been about the discussion of the war.
But legislation, unfortunately, is not
going to end the war, nor is extending the
date of this deadline in this particular
provision going to eliminate, as the gen-
tleman from Ohio naively hopes, any
taint of partisan politics.

I should like to point out what is ob-
vious to members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee. We have approved an appro-
priate vehicle to discuss the kind of leg-
islation we should like to develop with
respect to the role of the United States
at this point, and what we believe should
be done in the immediate future.

On June 13 we reported out House
Resolution 1225. Unfortunately, the re-
port on that resolution was not filed un-
til August 3, 2 days after this foreign
assistance bill was reported. In that reso-
lution we made a proposal which resem-
bles very closely what the President sug-
gested on May 8. It proposes that we
will get out 4 months after certain con-
ditions are met.

I should think that anybody would see
the wisdom of not giving a calendar date
but of saying “Meet certain conditions
and we will do certain things at a cer-
tain period after that time.”

I should add that there was substantial
opposition to what the committee decided
on in June with respect to this so-called
end the war resolution. Similarly there
was substantial opposition in committee
to section 13. Let me read the reasons
for opposing the joint resolution by read-
ing from the minority’s own views. They
begin their statement explaining why
they are opposed to the particular lan-
guage that the committee endorsed by
saying that and I quote, on April 20,
1972, the Democratic caucus of the U.S.
House of Representatives adopted a reso-
lution which read in part as follows:

Resolved further, That the national inter-
est in obtaining a permanent peace with
seeurity would best be served b}' promptly
setting a date to terminate all U.S. military

involvement in and over Indochina, subject
only to obtaining the release of our prison-

ers of war and all available information on
the missing in action...
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This quite obviously was a political
call to action to the majority of our com-
mittee. Their response has been muffled
by their inability to develop a clear ma-
jority in favor of anything. Finally, in
the middle of June when the commit-
tee came up with something which, for
some reason, the at-that-moment mi-
nority, felt was not complying with the
demand of the Democratic caucus.

So, whether we like it or not—and I
regret this very much—politics is mixed
up in this. If was the demand of the
Democratic caucus that led to the com-
pulsion on the part of certain members
of the Foreign Affairs Committee to
come up with language.

What I am saying is our commitiee
has developed a separate resolution. We
have available for immediate attention a
resolution dealing only with this diffi-
cult subject. My suggestion is that we
accept that resolution as a vehicle for
working our will. We should not clutter
up a bill which, as I said on Tuesday,
could be quite possibly jeopardized if
the language as it is now written should
be left in it.

In my opinion, this section does not
belong in this foreign aid bill. It should
receive seperate consideration. Inevi-
tably when we have that separate con-
sideration, even if we consider a Decem-~
ber 1973 deadline, politics will be in-
volved, because at least part of the mem-
bership of this House is under the com-
pulsion of the Democratic eaucus.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr, WHALEN) .

I yield to no person in this House in
terms of my credentials with reference
to opposition to the war in Southeast
Asia. I stood in this well time and again
and predicted some things that look all
too prophetic today. I think that the
time has come for the House of Repre-
sentatives to put on the statute books of
this land a specified date to end this
miserable war.

This is not and should not be con-
sidered a partisan effort. I was every bit
as critical, if not even more so, when
my own party’s President led this Nation
to deeper involvement in Southeast Asia.

The simple, plain, unadulterated fact
of life is that some of our friends and
colleagues who have never voted on any
occasion with that growing number of us
that want to end our country’s involve-
ment have contrived a tortured rationale
trying to convince the Members of this
House to vote against the Whalen
amendment.

Their argument is just sheer nonsense.
Certainly the Whalen amendment is a
realistic effort, including the note of real-
ism about the inevitable time that it may
well take after the passage, hopefully,
of this legislation and its being sent to
the President.

The issue is plain and simple: This will
be a bipartisan effort if the Members on
both sides of the aisle support the
Morgan amendment. You will character-
ize by your own vote whether you do or
do not want to stand up and state, as an
elected Representative of the people of
this country that America, should get
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out of this war. If you think we ought to
stay in, vote against the Whalen amend-
ment, and vote against the basic amend-
ment, and your constituents and my own
will have occasion to pass judgment on
the wisdom of that vote.

I fear that the defeat of the Whalen
amendment will result in the defeat of
the Morgan resolution.

I urge my fellow antiwar colleagues
not to fall into the trap of voting against
the Whalen amendment.

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise not to consume
5 minutes or to make a statement, even
but I would like to ask a question, and I
address my question to either one of the
two authors of what is designated as the
Hamilton-Whalen amendment.

I have received a total of four tele-
grams from my area, two within the dis-
trict and two outside of the district, and
I have received a special delivery letter
this afternoon, and the language is al-
most the same. It says, “We urge you
to be sure to vote for the Hamilton-
Whalen amendment because it will end
the war.”

Now, because I had a similar question
that I asked when we had the Nedzi-
Whalen amendment before us, if the
House approves this amendment, or the
amendment to the amendment, is it the
opinion of the authors that this would
terminate the war?

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, GONZALEZ. I will be delighted
to yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, we
have said in our statement that this
amendment will help end the war. We
know that the Congress of the United
States cannot negotiate an end to the
war, and we are not seeking to do that.
All we are seeking to do is set forth for
the President the acceptable conditions,
the essential conditions, for a withdrawal
of American troops from Southeast Asia.
We think that the President’s proposal
that is now on the negotiating table,
which calls for an internationally super-
vised cease-fire, is unrealizable, and has
no real chance of acceptance in the near
future. The purpose of this amendment,
then, is to set forth the condition for the
President, which would permit him to
negotiate on the basis that we think
might help end the war.

Mr. GONZALEZ. But, in and of itself,
if enacted it would not necessarily end
the war?

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further——

Mr. GONZALEZ. I will be glad to.

Mr. HAMILTON. It would depend on
what the President did after that. The
mere enactment of the provision does
not end the war.

Mr. GONZALEZ. That is the question
I asked, and I will be glad to accept the
answer. And I want to say why I am
asking the question—because it is not
just an idle thing, and it means a lot—is
because apparently reflected in the spe-
cial delivery letter, which of course is
more explicit than the telegrams, it
states that she is under the impression
that whatever statements were made, or
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whatever she read, or whatever she was
being urged to do—and I suspect it might
have been an organized effort, because I
understand Common Cause is lobbying
pretty hard for this amendment—she
makes it plain that she is asking for your
vote in order to bring about approval of
the amendment because it will end the
war. And I just wanted to clarify it be-
cause naturally I think everybody is con-
cerned about what the Congress does or
does not do in this connection.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I will be delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I think the
House understands this but, to make it
crystal clear, the original Hamilton-
Whalen amendment set a cutoff date of
October 1.

Now, regardless of anything my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BurTtoN) has said—and
he is my friend, and a close friend—a
vote for the present Whalen amendment,
the pending amendment, is simple a vote
to extend the war to the 31st day of
December,

There are two separate amendments—
the original Hamilton-Whalen amend-
ment which has a cutoff of October 1 is
in the mill.

This is another Whalen amendment
to extend the war. You can argue all
you want to, and I will come in and I will
come into any of your constituencies and
you can come to any of mine and debate
it. But, if you vote for the Whalen
amendment which is pending now, you
are voting for nothing more nor less than
to extend the war by congressional sanc-
tion until the 31st of December.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I just wanted to ask
a question of the distinguished gentle-
man from Ohio in view of that.

I am afraid that is straying from the
central point of the question. I will ask
you, because you are an eminent member
of the commitfee and have been for some
time—regardless whether the date in the
amendment is October or December, is
it your judgment that the action taken
by the Congress, assuming it approves
either version, would terminate the bill?
Is it inherent in the congressional power
reflected by the passage of this amend-
ment, in case it is, that it would tend to
terminate the war?

Mr. HAYS. It would not—of course, it
would not terminate the war. The only
way you are going to terminate the war—
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
LecGETT) showed me some language of
Madame Binh—and I do not happen to
have it with me—she said that “the only
way we would terminate this war is for
the United States to withdraw and turn
over the Government of South Vietnam
tous.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(Mr. GONZALEZ (at the request of Mr.
GeraLD R. Forp) was granted permis-
sion to proceed for 3 additional minutes.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished minority lead-

er.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
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man, I think the gentleman from Texas
has raised two excellent points.

In my judgment, the enactment of the
Hamilton-Whalen amendment with the
October 1 date would not, if approved
by the Congress, end the war. It is my
opinion, nevertheless, that people who
favor that provision, the various organi-
zations have sold your constituents and
some of mine honestly believed that it
will end the war.

So let us assume that they are right—
which I disagree with—this Whalen
amendment would extend the war 90
days more. I do not understand the ra-
tionale or the logic of that point of view.

If they want to really end the war—
and I do not assume that their argu-
ments are persuasive—I cannot under-
stand why, now at this late date—and I
will not try to analyze their motives—I
do not understand why they now want
to extend it 90 days more. This amend-
ment will add to the tragedies and
casualties in Vietnam.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. JACOBS. It seems to me, in order
to say that the Whalen amendment
would extend the war 90 days, a great
revelation has been brought into this
Chamber today—namely, that the war is
going to end on October 31.

Some of us have always suspected that
all along.

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WHALEN. I think the implication
of the remarks of both the gentleman
from Ohio and the distinguished minor-
ity leader is not that the President is
going to be able through his own nego-
tiating efforts to end the war either.
Thus, they are seeking to put the onus
for extending this through December 31
on the Members of Congress.

If they have that much faith that the
President can end the war at the nego-
tiating table before this time, I would
think that this would not matter inso-
far as what date is contained In sec-
tion 13.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman from Texas
yield so that I may respond to that?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The Presi-
dent is daily seeking to end the war by
negotiations. I do not think an October 1
date and I do not think a December 31
date will help that effort in any way
whatsoever.

Now, if this amendment of yours pre-
vails, it acknowledges that we want to
extend the war for 90 days. I think it
will be even more harmful than helpful.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I think that
the deadline is not only illusory, but
there is no reason to think that any-
thing dramatic is going to happen be-
cause the deadline is written into this
legislation, That is one of my worries
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about any deadline. It does give the
average citizen, and perhaps even some
of us on the floor, the feeling that some-
thing dramatic will happen by a date
certain. One more point, section 13 sets
minimal conditions for negotiating.
These are different than the conditions
the President has set as our own posi-
tion in negotiations.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Whalen amendment and intend to
vote in support of the motion to delete
all of section 13 from the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1972, HR. 16029, when this
amendment is offered later.

While I support a strong national
security program, including military as-
sistance to friends and allies such as
Israel, I cannot support the bill as re-
ported out by the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee.

In my dissenting views, which were
made part of the committee report, I
pointed out that section 13 contains an
“end the war” provision, which calls for
a limited cease-fire, and seeks only to
save our skins as we withdraw. In my
opinion it is more political than honest.

It seems inconsistent to me, for those
that talk about the suffering and the in-
humanity of the Vietnam war, to simul-
taneously attempt to guarantee the
safety of U.S. prisoners of war without
properly negotiating for the release of
the South Vietnamese, and other pris-
oners of war, who were taken prisoner
while fighting as our allies in Vietnam.
To be sure, I strongly endorse bringing
home our American boys who are being
held as prisoners of war as quickly as
possible, but my interest in humanity
compels me to view the prisoner-of-war
situation in its entirety in the name of
mankind, rather than to view it on the
basis of the United States taking care of
its own, and thereby willfully allowing
the prisoners of war of our allied nations,
and, in fact, many civilians to remain in-
terred, and perhaps, even condemn them
to death by our negotiations.

As a member of the world family of
nations, we should not abandon princi-
ple because we wish to leave the field
of battle. Behavior such as is contem-
plated by the present language of sec-
tion 13 is unbecoming to any civilized
nation, and, it would be even more un-
becoming to our Nation which purports
to be humane, and to be the most power-
ful and wealthy country on earth. It
would hardly reassure our friends any-
where, whether it is in the Middle East,
Asia, or other parts of the world, where
we have mutual security interests to up-
hold by way of agreements and treaties.

Mr. Chairman, is it not ironic, also, that
while we coldly turn our back on our
allies’ prisoners of war, are those who
would by H.R. 16029, also censure the be-
havior of two other nations.

In fact, it seems to me that those that
take this view have lost sight of our prin-
ciples of fair play, and of our own future
security interests, in their haste to as-
suage certain loud, vocal, factions who
demand that we get out of Vietnam at
any price.

‘We do not live in the best of all possible
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worlds, and while we may hope for im-
provements in human conditions else-
where around the globe, our experiences
since the end of World War II should
have taught us that we have no right to
insist that other people behave the way
that we feel they should behave.

Why then, should we place in jeopardy
the continued use of our base in the
Azores, with a prohibition against the
obligation or expenditure of funds to car-
ry out our agreement with Portugal with-
out the consent of the Senate? Why, also,
should we stop the importation of chrome
from Rhodesia, as section 14 provides,
when chrome is essential to our manu-
facturing, and must be bought from the
Soviet Union and other sources at higher
prices? Dependency on the Soviet Union
at this time, when world conditions are
as they are today, in my opinion, borders
on lunacy.

The unhappiness of some, with Portu-
gal’s policy toward Africa, should not be
permitted to adversely influence agree-
ments that are important and essential
to our national security. Also, the un-
happiness of some, with Rhodesia’s white
government and its policies, should not
be permitted to further impair our own
international balance of payments par-
ticularly when this imbalance continues
to grow.

To me, the real question should be,
how can the United States serve the best
interests of world peace and bring hu-
man dignity to the world's peoples? Can
we honestly say that this is our aim
when we attempt to save U.S. POW's
at the cost of the lives of our allies’
POW’s? I say no, Mr. Speaker, it is not.
Nor, do I feel it is being done when
we jeopardize a vital base in the Azores
in the hope that we can coerce Portugal
to change its policy toward those living
in its African possessions. Nor, can I
bring myself to believe, Mr. Speaker,
that we are helping our Nation when we
impair our balance of payments by for-
bidding the importation of Rhodesian
chrome in the hope that such sanctions
will corce Rhodesia to hasten black in-
volvement in its governmental policies.

Mr, Chairman, I urge the defeat of sec-
tion 13 of H.R. 16029, the so-called end
the war provision, which, will, I am sure,
cost the lives of thousands of our allies’
prisoners of war, and thousands of civil-
ians who will be left to the capricious-
ness of our enemies. For this reason,
I urge that my colleague reassess their
views, and, if they really care for human
dignity of man to vote against the
Whalen amendment and in favor of the
amendment to delete section 13 in its
entirety when it is offered.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I was rather amused at
the statement that was made by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey that he is some-
what fearful that politics has entered
into this end-the-war amendment. Why,
politics has been in this Southeast Asia
mess for some time. I remember 4 years
ago when a very distinguished states-
man was going over this country, a Re-
publican candidate for President, who
said he had an immediate plan to end
this war. People took him at his word.
He won the election in a photo finish
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over Vice President HuMPHREY. I am go-
ing to talk just about the State of Indi-
ana. I am not going into the details of
the right or wrong of this Vietnam war,
but I would like my colleagues to know
about what the voters in Indiana did in
1970. Richard Nixon as the presidential
candidate carried Indiana in 1968 by
284,000 votes, a landslide. Eighty percent
of his campaign issue there, I would say,
was on his plan of bringing this horrible
war mess in Southeast Asia to a termina-
tion. That is the prime reason why he
carried Indiana by 284,000 votes.

Two years passed and the 1970 Novem-
ber election brought bad news for the
Republican Party in Indiana.

When those 2 years passed, many peo-
ple in Indiana said, “We have been mis-
led.” The “Vietnam war is still raging.”

But we had some help in Indiana.
There was a U.S. Senator from Indiana
running for reelection named Senator
HarTeEE. The opposition spent about $2
million to defeat Senator HARTKE in that
election. They called him a Vietnam
sympathizer and said he was mislead-
ing the people. The gentleman who is
no longer here is my friend, Dick Roude-
bush, HARTKE's opponent. He was on the
side of President Nixon on the Southeast
Asian war. Richard Nixon visited twice
in that campaign. Also, SPIRO AGNEW
came out to Indiana and fought Senator
HarTKE on the Vietnam war issue. He
spoke four times for Congressman
Roudebush.

That was the issue between Roudebush
and HArRTEE. Even some prominent
Democrats in September of 1970 thought
HarTeRE would be defeated by about
200,000 votes. I know most of my Repub-
lican friends said in September that
HarTkE would be defeated by as big a
landslide as HompHREY lost the Hoosier
State 2 years before. But they did not
know that the voters in Indiana remem-
bered what President Nixon told them
in 1968 and on which he evidently for-
got during his first 2 years in office.
Candidate Nixon said “He had a plan.”
You Members remember what happened?
Senator HARTKE did not get defeated by
250,000, as some said he would in August
1970. When the curtain was pulled in
the polling places on election day and
the voters in Indiana, both Republican
and Democrat voted, they did not have
anybody near to call them unpatriotic
if they said they were against Vietnam,
and they voted for HarTke. It was close,
but he had been billed as losing by 250,-
000 and he won a great victory in the
Republican State against a $2 million
Republican campaign fund.

So Mr. Chairman, I am for this amend-
ment to terminate the war on condition
our war prisoners are released.

We must get back to the congressional
work and defeat inflation, high prices,
unemployment, education, antipollution,
public works, education, et cetera, et
cetera.

The people of America are “fed up”
with broken promises by the national Re-
publican administration.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot help but won-
der what the President of the United
States by the name of Lyndon Johnson
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said in Indiana in the Presidential elec-
tion year of 1964 about American boys
not being used to fight Asian wars. I
wonder if he gave the people of Indiana
any indication that he was going to send
500,000 Americans into Vietnam in 1965?
I wonder if Indiana’s people ever heard
of Lyndon Johnson’s Seecretary of De-
fense McNamara, who said in 1964 in
preparation for the Johnson election
that fall, that the war was being won?

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Myr. GROSS. Just a minute.

The war was being won, said McNa-
mara, and they would have American
troops out of Vietnam by the end of 1965.

I yield to the gentleman, if he can give
me a good answer about the operation of
Lyndon Johnson in Indiana in 1964.

Mr. MADDEN. I believe the gentleman
read the newspapers, and some papers
said “that when Lyndon saw how bad
that Vietnam war was going he decided
to get out of the picture.”

Mr., GROSS. That happened to be 4
years later in 1968.

Mr. MADDEN. Now, I see that his man
Friday, former Democratic Governor
Connally, who has jumped over on the
other side, and he is on the television
about every day persuading Democrats
to follow what Lyndon Johnson ran
away from back in 1968.

Mr. GROSS. Let me say to the gentle-
man that I believe there is enough bad
management of the Vietnam war to go
all around.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Whalen amendment.

Mr., Chairman, first it seems to me
worth noting that up to now every speech
made in opposition to the Whalen
amendment has been made by people
who are against the Morgan-Hamilton-
Whalen amendment whatever the date.
Whether it is October 1 or December 1
or December 31 they are against it.

The only reason they are coming here
to urge us to oppose the Whalen amend-
ment is that they are afraid if the date
is moved back to December 31 they
might fail in their effort to kill the end-
the-war amendment altogether.

I challenge any one of the opponents
who have spoken against the Whalen
amendment so far to say that he will
vote for the Hamilton-Morgan amend-
ment if the Whalen amendment is de-
feated and we stick to the October 1
date.

I would love to see the October 1 date.
I would love to see us out of Vietnam yes-
terday. But the December 31 date is a
practical date.

Most of all I want to see the Morgan-
Hamilton-Whalen provision prevail, and
I believe it has a chance to prevail if we
adopt the Whalen amendment.

Another point that has not yet been
made is that a very good reason for
moving the date back by 2 months was
that the original language of section 13
of this bill developed by Mr. HAMILTON
was developed about 2 months ago. We
should not stick blindly to a date that
the opponents of any date for with-
drawal can argue is unrealistic.

I should like to say a word in response
to the question raised by the gentleman
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from Texas (Mr, GoNzALEZ) , and to make
& suggestion to him as to what he might
answer to the lady on the guestion, “Will
this action by the Congress end the war?”
Of course it will not automatically end
the war. What it will do is reveal that
this House no longer wants to continue
to fizht in Vietnam for the purpose of
keeping the Thieu regime in power in
South Vietnam.

That is the fundamental issue. That is
the fundamental difference of opinion.

There are two reasons why the cease-
fire proposed by the President, a general
internationally supervised cease-fire, is
not an acceptable or practical proposi-
tion: first, that it is unacceptable to
Hanoi, second, that the successful work-
ing of such a cease-fire would depend on
the cooperation of the Thieu regime.
That cooperation would not be forthcom-
ing because that regime does not want
an end to the war. General Thieu and
his associates are doing just fine so long
as the war continues.

We can only end this war if the Con-
gress will declare it effectively to be the
policy of the United States that we want
the war ended whether or not we are able
to save in power the present regime in
South Vietnam, a regime which among
other things has just closed down any
semblance of a fiee press.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I appreciate
the gentleman’s yielding.

I am completely amazed by what ap-
pears to be a concession to his advocacy
of the Whalen amendment, that he now
wants to keep, under his argument, the
Thieu regime in power 90 days longer.

Mr. BINGHAM. Will the minority
leader tell us whether he will vote for
the Hamilton amendment if the Whalen
amendment is defeated?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Of course not.
And I have always said it in any argu-
ment that I have made today. I do not
assume that the argument for the Ham-
ilton-Whalen amendment in its original
version is sound. I think it is even made
more obnoxious by the Whalen amend-
ment now where it is proposed to extend
the war 90 days longer. According to the
gentleman’s own words, I believe it would
keep the Thieu regime in power 80 days
longer. I do not understand the rationale.

Mr. BINGHAM. That would not nec-
essarily be the result of the amendment;
and that would be up to the President's
negotiations.

I would like lastly to raise a question in
the minds of those who might be in-
fluenced by the strategy of the minority
leader to vote against the Whalen
amendments so that we will have a better
chance to beat the Hamilton amend-
ment: They are going to have a tough
time explaining to their constituents why
they voted against the Whalen amend-
ment to put the date back 3 months and
then voted against the Morgan-Hamilton
amendment itself.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
maove to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, some of us have been
here for some time and we have been
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through the Cuban crisis and through all
of the period that led up to the problem
we have in Vietnam now.

I cannot help but remember as a
Member of this body during this period
when the now distinguished Speaker,
was the majority leader, and the ma-
Jjority leader now, who was the majority
whip at that time, and the gentleman
from Indiana, Mr. Halleck, the mi-
nority leader, and our present distin-
guished minority leader (Mr. Forp) who
was involved, and we faced these crises
for our Nation and they all stood to-
gether in support of the Chief Executive
whoever he was because we thouzht he
knew the best way to handle these per-
plexing problems.

Well, here we are today. I recognize
we are 2 months before an election, and
we have a great tendency to become
political at a time like this.

I yield to no man and I know of no
one who has a greater desire to wind up
the war in Vietnam and return cur men
home and have peace in that area than I.
I do not attribute any ulterior motives
to anybody on either side of this ques-
tion. I resent having anybody attribute
those motives to me, because I am just
as interested in a conclusion to our prob-
lems in South Vietnam as anybody else
is. I do not think there is a Member of
this House on either side who does not
feel that way.

But we have a problem here, and I
think it is a sad problem. We are divid-
ing ourselves over a date as to whether
it is in October or in December, think-
ing somehow that this is going to bring
about a utopia and conclude all of our
problems in Southeast Asia. It just is not
going to happen that way.

I think one of the tragedies I see
around this country is when people in
high office and out of office go around
this land and divide the country and
give false ideas that somehow a solution
can be found in a very simple, simple
manner; when I see a former Attorney
General of the United States, the son of
a former distinguished member of the
Supreme Court, go to the enemies of this
country, to Hanoi, and talk about our
bombing of the dikes when he knows it
is nonsense.

Let me say this to you, also: What we
need today is a healing of the wounds
on both sides. The fact is that the Presi-
dent of the United States is doing his
dead level best to try to remove us from
that area in an honorable and sensible
way and to prevent further bloodshed.

I do not hear any of these advocates
of an easy solution condemn the enemy
when we see reports of what happened
in Hue during the Tet offensive and the
slaughter of thousands then and the
slaughter of civilians that has taken
place recently in South Vietnam. The
South Vietnamese did not do that. The
North Vietnamese went into South Viet-
nam. It is time that you get a little bal-
ance in your criticism.

We never hear you condemn any of the
actions of the enemy.

This disturbs me a great deal.

Now, if you want to get partisan, I will
put the Republican record against the
Democrat record as wars are concerned.
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But that is not the point, Members of the
House. The point here is to unite. If we
can do that we will get this war over.

Do you think that Hanoi does not read
the newspaper reports on the kind of
debate we have here? Of course they do,
and they take heart each time they see
people in high places dividing us. Let us
not fall into the trap that somehow we
in the Congress by a certain date are
going to solve it. Why did we not have an
amendment from that side or this side in
1964, 1965, 1966, 1967, 19682 Where were
all the amendments then? We did not
see any of them then.

Let us join with the President, all of
us, get together so we can try to bring
about sensible negotiations that we would
all like to see, and so that we can have a
meaningful peace in Vietnam. That is
what we are for.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is with some reluct-
ance that I rise in opposition to the
Whalen amendment, but I do so because
I believe October 1 is a far more mean-
ingful date than December 31.

Furthermore, from a pragmatic point
of view I do not subscribe to the theory
that if we change it from October 1 to
December 31 we will obtain more votes
for the amendment. My own judgment
is we probably will not obtain any more,
except maybe to decide the issue on the
basis of our own convictions.

The kind of speech my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CEDER-
BERG) just made is the kind of thing
we have been hearing for 6 years now,
“Join with the President, unite with the
President, let us solidify our position, let
us do this, let us negotiate an end to
the war.” I would ordinarily agree with
that. I think there is merit in it, but
after 6 years one begins to doubt the
efficacy and the integrity of those kinds
of arguments—not that the Member who
made it does not believe and subscribe to
this, I believe he does. But it would seem
to me that the gentleman should have
learned, as many of us have, that this
war will never end unless Congress takes
a hand itself, and says, “The time has
come to end the war.”

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I will be glad to
vield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Just one thing. The
gentleman said he would not be able
to join me in my suggestion of unity for
peace but there is a saying that is going
around these days, and that is, “Try it,”
because “I think vou will like it.” That is
why I think we should all unite for real
peace.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. That is a very good
television expression. I think we have
been the victims of those sorts of things
for far too long.

It just seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that
October 1 is better. The time has come
for the Congress to declare its independ-
ence from the executive branch. The
American people I believe have made a
judgment that the war ought to be termi-

nated. It is never going to be terminated
until you tell the regime in Saigon that
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the United States will no longer support
that regime. We find much fault with
the regime in North Vietnam, but there
are things around the world and circum-
stances around the world that we do not
have the force or the ability to change,
and I can cite a number of cases.

But the issue today is quite simple. I
am not interested, as my colleague, the
gentleman from New York said in listing
the Members who want to continue the
war. That is not my concern. My concern
is not a partisan political one. I made the
same suggestion when we had a Demo-
cratic President. This Congress itself is
the final alternative to this war dragging
on.

So long as we have Americans serving
in our ground forces there, so long as we
have our Navy and Air Force there, so
long as we are committed to the perpetu-
ation of the present Thieu regime in
office, this war will never end. So long
as we seek the cease-fire that the Presi-
dent wants, which gives Hanoi a veto
power over American operations, the war
will never end.

The Congress must declare once and
for all that we will no longer fund this
war—that we direct the President to
withdraw all American forces from
Southeast Asia.

If it were our will, we would like to
have a nicer regime over there—a finer
climate, a government more to our liking.
But we do not have the opportunity to do
that. It seems to me that the day and
the hour has come here now, and I would
urge my colleagues—do not extend the
date to December 31. That time is of no
value. We have extended it 6 years, T
years now—and 2 or 3 months only
brings more disaster and more trouble
and more pain.

It seems to me, very frankly, if you
want to keep the President alert to un-
derstanding the wishes of the American
people, then the way to do that is by
October—before November—rather than
December, after November,

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think the debate has
made plain that the Whalen amendment
is by no means some hipartisan effort to
achieve a compromise on the basic issues
before us in the Hamilton-Whalen provi-
sion, so-called, of this legislation.

Indeed, it is a strategy by the propo-
nents of the end-the-war amendment,
so-called, the opponents of what the
President is trying to do now in his peace
proposals, composed in the main of peo-
ple on the majority side of the aisle and
of a handful of people on the President’s
own side of the aisle. This is a joint at-
tempt of those who would bring about the
most rapid withdrawal from Vietnam at
any price to gain a few votes by moving
this date back to December 31. If is a
matter of participation of the President’s
own left flanks in an attempt to shoot
him out of the saddle—it is not any bi-
partisan compromise at all.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. HAYS. I tried to get the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. BingHAM) to
yvield, but he did not. He kept talking
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about what President Thieu thinks and
what President Thieu wants.

He seems to have some kind of omnisci-
ent information about what goes on in
President Thieu’s mind.

I was just curious—if he has some of
that kind of information about what goes
on in the Communist General Giap's
mind because, it seems to me, he really
has more control over whether there is
going to be a cease fire than President
Thieu or President Nixon for that matter.

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman’s
point is well taken. We cannot control
what the other side does. We can, how-
ever, here today take a stand in support
of our President’s position, which can
increase the likelihood his adversaries at
the negotiating table will recognize the
necessity of action toward peace on their
part rather than a stand which will en-
courage them to continue their invasions
and aggressions against their neighbors,
and frustrate the President’s efforts to-
ward peace.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BLACKBURN. It seems to me
there is a misnomer being applied quite
often in the subject, before the Congress
and that is the term ‘“end-the-war res-
olution.”

It is not an end-the-war resolution.

We are talking of a date of surrender
resolution. I think the sooner we start
using that term, the more clear will be
the understanding of the subject under
debate.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We have per-
haps not discussed sufficiently the sig-
nificance of the provision itself. The gen-
tleman has expressed some concern
about the so-called deadline. I share that
concern, whatever the date is.

Also I wonder whether we are not, if
we should approve this language, seri-
ously modifying the conditions under
which the President may be able to op-
erate.

As an example, suppose the negotiators
in Paris found that there was a possibil-
ity of getting a cease-fire throughout In-
dochina—but nof within the deadline
that is proposed? Would their hands,
therefore, be tied? They would be at the
negotiating table, but would they be able
to maintain as a negotiating position
any consideration of something that
wotld not take place within a few weeks
or at most a few months?

It seems to me, we should be discussing
whether the result would not be a serious
lack of flexibility on the part of the nego-
tiators which might make it more diffi-
cult to get an honorable settlement in-
stead of making it easier. We keep talk-
ing of the date as having some signifi-
cance, but the important significance is
that we would be reducing the oppor-
tunity for a reasonable settlement by im-
posing overly rigid conditions.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I think the gentle-
man raises a very valid question.

What, in fact, is the issue here is
whether or not for the first time in the
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history of this House or this Congress,
we will dictate to an American President
the specific terms on which that Presi-
dent must terminate ongoing hostilities,
hence dictating to him the terms of ne-
gotiation with an enemy.

The President has made a proposal.
Apparently, the Russians think it was
reasonable. They sent Podgorny to Hanoi
and shortly thereafter the North Viet-
namese officials came back to the confer-
ence table and it was apparent the Rus-
sians felt the President's proposal for
peace was a reasonable proposal.

Yet we here today would telegraph this
message to Hanoi and to Saigon and to
the American people and around the
world——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Bu-
CHANAN was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. We would telegraph
the message to Hanoi, “Hold on, we will
help you. We will force upon our Presi-
dent concessions beyond those which he
has made. We will do your job for you
if you hold on and await our instruec-
tions to our President.”

Now, this is the essence of the issue be-
fore us, and this is the issue. The gentle-
man’s amendment has no substance, it
is merely cosmetic in terms of its deal-
ing with that question. I oppose his
amendment, because there may be those
who would be so misled as to believe that
that is some kind of compromise which
somehow satisfies the basic issues, but
the issue is, what will you telegraph to
Hanoi, to Saigon, and to the American
people? Will it be that we will strengthen
the hand of our President, or that we
will cut the ground out from under him
as he seeks to negotiate with the enemy?

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

And if Hanoi does not release the pris-
oners of war, does not meet all the other
requirements of cease-fire and so forth,
then what would happen?

Mr. WHALEN. The section would not
be effective.

Mr. KEAZEN. What is the meaning of
the section then?

Mr. WHALEN. The meaning of the
section is that we are directing the ad-
ministration to remove our troops by
either October 1, as is presently writ-
ten, or by December 31 as this amend-
ment proposes, subject to three condi-
tions.

As was pointed out previously, if these
three conditions are not met in the ne-
gotiating sessions, then, of course, this
section has no effect.

Mr. KAZEN. Then suppose that after
the date provided for in this section they
do meet those conditions, what is the
provision of the President and who is
going to enforce what? Or, is there any-
thing left to be enforced?

Mr. WHALEN. It would seem to me
that after that date it would be up to
the negotiators on our side to determine
whether or not they agree with those
three conditions at that point.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAZEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my colleague
from Texas for yielding. He is following
the line of questioning that I wish I had
time to follow through, but honestly,
from the answers received from both the
authors of the amendment as well as
those supporting the amendment, as well
as those against the amendment, it is
quite obvious that actually if we were
to approve this amendment, it would not,
in fact, be an end-the-war amendment.
It would be a sense of Congress, an ex-
pression of the sense of the House.

It seems we have already done this as
far as the majority party is concerned.
We did it in the Democratic caucus. We
did it before when the Mansfield amend-
ment was approved. The President said
that he would not follow the Mansfield
amendment when he signed the bill to
which it was attached, but I take advan-
tage of this time now, because the name
of President Johnson was injected here
a while ago, and also President Nixon.

It was said categorically even by a
friend from Indiana, that President
Johnson did not seek the election in 1968
because he was scared of the verdict
of the people because of the decisions
made by the President with respect to
Indochina.

I want to put the charge of a base lie
to that contention, because I happen to
know that President Johnson did not
seek reelection for the very reason that
was poignantly and dramatically and
sadly revealed to us earlier this year
when he suffered another heart attack.
He knew that. He was told that at the
time he made up his mind not to seek
another 4 years, because he did not want
that to happen if he were in power—and
there is no doubt in my mind he would
have been.

The implication is that President
Johnson was a warmonger. Let me say
that is as far from the truth as anything
I know. It has been our privilege to know
President Johnson. A man more com-
passionate or a more sensitive soul I have
never known in or out of politics. His role
as Commander in Chief and as President
of the United States led him to the de-
cisions based on his past judgment. Let
me assure the Members that President
Johnson when the final history is written
will go down as an eminent, in fact a pre-
eminent President with great insight and
masterful judgment. The history has not
been written yet. Yet we have all these
smug and graceless and know-it-all
smarties after the event, these pundits
and panjandrums and experts.

I will tell the Members, no man was
more meanly freated than President
Johnson was. I can still remember: “Hey,
hey, L. B. J., how many babies have you
killed today?” Where are all the smart
alecks now who said that then? Most are
in Canada—or somewhere else.

The President of the United States
Lyndon Johnson is a man who has been
meanly treated. I think our country is
not ungrateful and now recognizes his
compassion and his efforts and his con-
tributions in spite of the efforts by some
Republicans and Democrats to try to
throw him back into the dust of history.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. EKazEN
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was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr, EAZEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Gon-
ZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, again
I thank my colleague from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time that
some things were said. There are some
Democrat leaders who are scared poop-
less to mention or render ftribute to
President Johnson even though they
know in their heart of hearts that Pres-
ident Johnson was and is and will con-
tinue to be a great man.

Yes, sure, there is confusion. I know
as a matter of fact that President John-
son would have just as gladly and will-
ingly ended the war, as any of the loud-
mouths who were protesting he did not—
and maybe he wanted to do it more than
they. I am equally sure President Nixon
would do it if he could. I do not know
President Nixon as well as I have known
President Johnson, but I feel secure in
my heart and conscience that if Presi-
dent Nixon could, he would terminate
the war—but not at the price of willy-
nilly forgetting the best interests of the
Nation and the country’s future.

This is what is at issue.

Awhile ago when I asked a question,
the gentleman who is a coauthor of this
amendment said in effect that the differ-
ence is a matter of judgment whether
the congressional purpose or expression
of intent is superior to that of the Presi-
dent. Well, that answered my question.
It satisfied me. I think I know exactly
how to answer the inquiries and ques-
tions and how my decision on the vote
will come. But I still think that the
recriminations that are made against
our country, in and out of this country,
which our country is still pathetically a
victim to, are most damaging to the best
interest of this Nation. I know it.

I am not an advocate of passively ac-
cepting Presidential mandates, but I am
a respecter of the Constitution and of
the balance of power. I think as much as
I have resisted the encroachment of the
executive on the legislative branch, I am
equally sensitive to the encroachment of
the legislative on the executive.

Mr. EAZEN. Mr. Chairman, before the
gentleman takes up all my time, I want
to associate myself with the remarks of
my colleague concerning President
Johnson, who I consider as one of the
most able Presidents in history.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I say to the Mem-
bers, let us be fair, let us not be ungrate-
ful, and let us forever and a day leave
aside any thought that a President such
as President Johnson was acting in cal-
lousness, because I can assure the Mem-
bers he acted with a full heart and a full
mind and full knowledge and complete
compassion in the best interest of the
United States of America.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

It is clear that every time the issue of
our involvement in Southeast Asia comes
to this floor there is a very dramatic at-
tendance on the part of Congressmen and
Congresswomen on both sides of the
aisle. We spend hours in debate

_Virtually everything has been said that
needs to be said about our involvement
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in Southeast Asia, It is clear that if there
is one single important thing that this
92d Congress can do it is to end the war
in Southeast Asia which I consider to be
illegal, immoral, and insane.

What we have before us at this mo-
ment is an amendment to move back the
date from October 1 to December 1. It is
to that question I should like to address
myself.

One of the major problems with re-
spect to America’s involvement in Indo-
china has been numerous political de-
cisions. What this amendment does is
to move politics back into this considera-
tion.

What we are saying here is that for
2 additional months more Vietnamese
people can be killed, more American
troops can risk their lives, more Ameri-
can personnel can risk becoming pris-
oners of war, for no other reason than
the politics of this question.

Just a few minutes ago we saw a
dramatic example of our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle willing to applaud
political statements but not to applaud
peace and humanity and justice in this
country and on the part of this country.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I do yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HAYS. The date is December 31.

Mr. DELLUMS. Thank you very much.

That means 3 months more for people
to die, 3 months more for prisoners of
war to be taken, for more American GI's
and untold numbers of Vietnamese to
die.

That is the point that needs to be
made. Politics of this issue should have
nothing to do with the question.

What about humanity? What about
peace?

This is supposed to be the body which
assumes leadership in this country. We
talk about the balance of power, yet the
U.S. Constitution clearly points out that
you and I have the warmaking power,
not the President of the United States.

Let us not move this date back. Let us
stop this insanity now. All the eyes of
America are on this chamber today.

My hope is that every single one who
does not come forward with the integrity
of dealing with the issue of peace and
humanity will be voted out of office in
November, if unwilling to say that this
war must come to an end in October.

The time has come to stop playing po-
litical games with human lives, whether
those lives are American or the Vietnam-
ese people.

We have stood here and answered
technical questions about bombing this
and bombing that. The fact of the mat-
ter is that this Nation must assume the
role of peacemaker in this world, and not
continue to be murderers, bombers, and
killers, as we have been in Vietnam.

Hundreds of thousands of young GI's
have come back from Vietnam and have
said, “I thought I was fighting for free-
dom and justice and self-determination,
but it is clear today that I have murdered
people in Vietnam.”

Let us bring them back home Octo-
ber 1. This war should have been over

many years before October 1, 1972. Let
us stop playing political games, to pro-
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tect someone from something in an elec-
tion in November.

All of us have to go to the polls. It
means nothing to talk about ending the
war in December. Both political parties
and all of us here today should stand and
face their moral responsibility to say
whether this country should continue to
be involved in violence, death and de-
struction, as opposed to being the leader
of peace, justice, and humanity.

The ultimate question we all have to
address ourselves to in this Chamber is
whether you and I are going to help the
Congress solve the one big problem of
human injustice, an injustice that takes
the form of dropping bombs on a tiny
nation 10,000 miles away which poses no
clear and imminent danger for America.

Let us stop playing games, Republicans
and Democrats, and let us start trying to
stand here as men and women who are
human beings, who believe in human life
much more than we believe in politics.

We all must have the courage to vote
our integrity. It is much more important
to end the insanity of the war in Vietnam
than for any one of us to come back to
the Congress.

It is too much to assume that we should

allow one more human being to be killed °

in this conflict on political grounds. What
about all of the POW's that are being
exploited? What about the lives of hu-
man beings we want to protect, when we
come to the well and make speeches and
write reams about human life? But when
it comes to the vote, we will find a way
to “cop out.”

The Foreign Affairs Committee has
put an October 1 deadline on this issue.
We ought to leave it at October 1, and not
to give this country 90 more days to con-
tinue this killing.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, the real
debate is to come on the elimination of
section 13. I wonder if we could agree to
a unanimous consent request that all de-
bate on the so-called Whalen amend-
ment end in 10 minutes.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I hate
to move this. I wonder if the gentleman
from Ohio will agree to all debate end-
ing in 15 minutes.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Half an hour, and
I will accept it.

Mr. MORGAN. There are only three
Members standing. This is only on the
issue of moving it back.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on the Whalen
amendment end at a quarter to 4.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, does the chair-
man’s request apply only to the pending
amendment dealing with the date?

Mr. MORGAN. Only to the pending
amendment dealing with the date. That
is correct.

Mr. DENNIS. In that case, I have no
objection. I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, how many
Members already plan to speak on that
amendment between now and 20 min-
utes from now? That has something to
do with it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
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state how many Members will wish to
speak.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MORGAN

Mr. MORGAN., Mr. Chairman, I move
all debate end at a quarter to 4.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER-
LING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the fact that I am being given
1 minute to speak on this important
amendment.

When all else fails, let us take a look
at the words of the proposed statute,
which states that such forces shall be
withdrawn not later than October 1, or
December 31 according to the amend-
ment. The words are “not later than.” It
does not say that the President has to
wait until the 11th hour. Most of the op-
ponents of this amendment are not really
for an earlier date. Their real position
is that they don’t want the policy of this
section.

In answer to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GonzaLEz), if we adopt this
policy, then the belief of the people sup-
porting it is that the President, if he
complies with it, will be able to negotiate
a successful withdrawal at an early date.
There is nothing in the amendment that
requires the President to keep the kill-
ing going on until the last day of the
year. That is the point. That is why it
makes sense to support December 31 as
the cut-off date.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
ABZUG) .

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, you will
have to forgive me, please, as a “lame-
duck,” but I can answer the question
asked by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GonzaLEz) and that is, that the people do
think that if this Congress acts, that
it will end the war. That is why this Con-
gress should act immediately to end the
war. I am willing to accept October 1.
I am not willing to accept December 31,
and the reason I am not willing to accept
December 31 is because we are killing,
Members of the House, killing people al-
most daily; we are using the most in-
humane and uncivilized methods such as
bombing the dikes—and there is evidence
to that effect—flooding the rice paddies—
yes, you may make all the sounds you
wish, but there is evidence that we are
bombing the dikes. There is evidence
that we are cloud seeding, and that more
prisoners of war being taken—not being
freed. Seventy American prisoners have
been taken since President Nixon prom-
ised to give us a peace plan, and he has
not.

The facts are that this Congress must
act to set a date to force the President
to act in response to the demands of the
American people.

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members
to defeat the amendment to extend the
date to December 31. Let us stop this
killing.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. WymanN).

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
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to state that I resent the words of the
gentleman from California (Mr. DEL-
LromMs) referring to the armed services
of the United States as “murderers.”

There is a Communist invasion of
South Vietnam underway. The effect
of the bill before us today will be to
require that our forces be withdrawn
and all U.S. military help be cut off
on a day certain whatever may be the
situation of the Communist invasion.

We have a commitment to the South
Vietnamese. We are honorably helping
them to defend their lives, their homes
and their families against murdering
and pillaging invading forces. How any-
one can twist the truth concerning the
situation before the American people
to such a gross extent as has the gentle-
man from California is beyond me.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
(Mr. LEGGETT) .

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman from Ohio has made a
good-faith effort to try to perfect the
amendment to section 13, although ob-
viously he is not going to be successful.
We might have a more clear-cut pro-
vision in connection with this if we
would have a vote along the line of
December 31, but, considering the fact
that apparently no one wants to per-
fect this amendment then I say let
us defeat it, and then let us get on
with the debate on the motion that
is going to be made by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BoLrinc), to take
this section out of the hill.

I think that this amendment has
been classed as an end-the-war amend-
ment. Probably it is not going to end
the war, but it will do something to
break the stalemate.

I think that this Congress can play a
part in bringing about an end to the war.
I think it is time for us fo get off our
backsides and take some action in this
Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SCHEUER) .

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, the act
of the Congress in passing this “end-
the-war” amendment would be a sym-
bolic act; it is an act by which at last
we could state our determination to re-
cover the warmaking powers that we
have ahdicated, and to have something
to say about the termination of this
bloody war that has drained us dry,
morally, economically, and politically.

So I ask my colleagues to defeat this
weakening amendment and reaffirm the
importance of recovering the warmak-
ing powers given to us under the
Constitution.

We should not weaken the symbolic
importance of reseizing our constitu-
tional authority and responsibility over
warmaking—and hence—over peace-
making—by deferring by 1 day—our
disengagement from that wasteful, fu-
tile, and tragic conflict.

I have opposed the war in Vietnam
since my first election to Congress in
1964. At that time, I was convinced that
our massive commitment to that bloody
war could not be justified as essential to
our national security. Nothing has oc-
curred since that time to change my
views. Indeed, I have become more con-
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vinced than ever that the war was and
is a monstrous mistake which has re-
sulted in the loss of hundreds of thou-
sands of American and Asian lives, grave
harm to our domestic economy, and the
creation of bitter divisions in our society
which will take years to heal.

I have supported every effort to end
the war through the political process,
ranging from my support of Senator
Eugene McCarthy for President to my
sponsorship of and support for legisla-
tion to stop the war, and I shall vote to-
day for the “end-the-war” amendment
to the foreign aid bill added by the
committee.

However, I shall vote for this bill
whether or not the amendment is
retained.

The bill provides aid for 50 countries,
nine in East Asia and the Pacific, 12 in
the Near East and South Asia, eight in
Afriea, 17 in Latin America, and four in
Europe.

The aid to the countries of the Near
East, especially the aid destined for the
state of Israel, is of particular concern
to me.

There are profound and fundamental
differences between our tragic involve-
ment in Vietnam and the role we have
played and must continue to play in the
Middle East.

The difference in the origins and
merits of the two conflicts and the in-
ability and legitimacy of the regimes
whose survival we wish to insure, degree
of Soviet commitment on the other side;
the importance to our national security
of both areas; and the degree and quality
of American involvement in the two con-
flicts.

Unlike Vietnam, the conflict in the
Middle East cannot in any way be char-
acterized as a civil war.

Unlike Vietnam, we are supporting a
truly democratic government with the
massive and united support of its own
people in the Middle East.

Unlike Vietnam, the Soviet Union is
heavily and directly involved in the
Middle East—the arena in which we face
a real and long term threat of Soviet at-
tempts at hegemony—based on geopolitic
and oil.

Unlike Vietnam, American combat
forces are not and will not be involved
in the Middle East.

Unlike Vietnam, the real politik and
natural resources of the Middle East are
important to our security and the secu-
rity of Western Europe.

These differences between the two con-
flicts convince me that a militarily strong
State of Israel is vital to our national
interest.

This foreign aid bill is a kev element
in the maintenance of a strong Israel.

Israel is strained to capacity by the
crushing burden of its defense costs and
the cost of absorbing a welcome but for-
midable influx of Soviet refugees. Israel’s
defense budget now amounts to between
one-quarter and one-third of its gross
national product. As a result of this cost
and the cost of absorbing Soviet emi-
grees, Israelis now owe more in external
debt and pay more in income taxes, on
a per capita basis, than the citizens of
any other country in the world.

The bill which is before us will pro-
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vide Israel with at least $300 million in
military credit sales and at least $50 mil-
lion in supporting assistance. This aid
will be of inestimable value to the Israeli
economy and will thus further our goal
of maintaining a strong Israel.

Although, for the reasons I have men-
tioned, I favor this bill, I would like to
mention one reservation.

I am disappointed by my understand-
ing that most of the money contained in
the bill for military grants to countries
in the Near East and South Asia is des-
tined for Greece and Turkey with the
remainder allocated to Jordan, Lebanon,
and Saudi Arabia. I fail to fully appre-
ciate why none of the military grants are
allotted to Israel.

As T have already noted, Israel is faced
with an almost crushing defense burden.
Her people are already taxed to capacity.

Despite these facts, we make military
grants to countries, such as Cambodia,
Greece, Spain, and South Korea, which
bear less of a burden and which, judged
by the democratic nature of their gov-
ernments and their importance to our
national security, are less deserving of
grant aid than Israel.

To remedy this inequity, I introduced
a bill with 17 cosponsors to provide Israel
with $500 million in grant assistance for
fiscal year 1973, This bill would have re-
lieved Israel of some of her extraordinary
external debt and removed the apparent
inconsistency involved in making grants
to other less meritorious countries but
not to Israel.

I shall not offer this bill as an amend-
ment to the foreign aid bill, much as I
might desire to do so. The controversy
surrounding the “end the war” amend-
ment is too great to permit serious con-
sideration of an amendment of this na-
ture and, such an amendment might also
have the effect of further jeopardizing
the passage of the bill. Thus, instead, I
urge the committee to give serious con-
sideration to such a provision when it
again considers foreign aid.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill regardless of the fate of
the “end the war” amendment. Foreign
aid has been an integral part of our for-
eign policy a number of years. It is an
essential element in our support of coun-
tries, such as Israel, which are important
to our national security.

‘We must continue to vigorously oppose
the war in Vietnam and to finally bring
our involvement to an end. But, we must
not permit our determination to end this
war to cause us to become “world weary”
to the point of deserting longtime allies.

'The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CaseY).

Mr. CASEY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the pending amendment seeking to
change the so-called end-the-war date
_fro_m October 1 to December 31, 1972,
is in my opinion rather immaterial. I
personally intend to vote to strike sec-
tion 13 when that amendment is offered.

Section 13 of the Hamilton-Whalen
amendment to the bill has been called an
end-the-war amendment with the pro-
ponents proclaiming that this will show
the Congress intends to extricate us from
the war in Indochina.

In support of this section, the propo-
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nents hold out the hope to the American
public that with the passage of this
section, it will all be over upon whatever
date is finally determined.

In the debate upon this one amend-
ment, partisanship has developed and
irresponsible charges have been made
concerning the present President of our
great country and past Presidents. Some
of these charges were leveled at Presi-
dent Johnson. I wish to heartily com-
mend my colleague from Texas (Mr.
Gonzarez) for his very eloquent state-
ment of the facts concerning our great
President Lyndon Johnson on his con-
duct of our involvement in Vietnam, as
well as the reasons behind his decision
not to seek reelection. I heartily endorse
his statement and proudly associate my-
self with his remarks.

What kind of a war have we been
fighting in Vietnam? What have been our
overtures to try to end this war?

We have not been fighting a war to
win—that is for certain. We have fought
a restrained war, and yet you hear on
the floor of this House, great cries of
protest because we have been bombing
irrigation dikes. In previous wars our
forces were applauded when major dams
of the enemy were destroyed. Now you
hear protests when any concerted action
by our military forces which might force
the enemy to the negotiating table.

We have, little by little, in our effort to
bring about a negotiated peace, exposed
all of our cards with the exception of one.
That hole card is an important remain-
ing one, and that is, “On what date will
we get completely out of Vietnam?"

The President in his efforts to negoti-
ate a peace has offered practically the
same terms as are contained in the Ham-
ilton-Whalen section, but North Vietnam
has refused to accept it. The only differ-
ence between the President’s proposal
and the one in this section is that the
President wants the conditions of a
cease-fire, release of our prisoners of war,
and an accounting of the missing in ac-
tion to be agreed to before a complete
withdrawal date is set.

The Hamilton-Whalen amendment is
nothing more than an attempt to negoti-
ate peace by legislative action with no
assurance whatsoever that North Viet-
nam will in any way accept.

Earlier it was stated by one of the au-
thors of the amendment, in reply to a
question from the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Eazen) that, should the section be
adopted, and the date set therein
reached without acceptance of the con-
ditions by North Vietnam, then we would
be back to trying to have the President
settle it by negotiation.

I state emphatically that this is not an
end-the-war amendment, but is a nose-
under-the-tent amendment. If you pass
this section, and, as the authors said,
nothing happens within the fime limit
set and the conditions are not met by
North Vietnam, then the President is at
a disadvantage to try further negotia-
tion because the North Vietnamese will
sit back and say: “We can now hang on
and wait for other congressional action
and the Congress in its desire to with-
draw will eliminate some of the condi-
tions for withdrawal.”
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Will you who are so anxious to end
this war, and I assure you I am anxious
to end, be so determined to set a date
certain as to eliminate the release of our
prisoners of war and an accounting of
those missing in action and take the at-
titude that they are expendable? Not I.
I will never abandon our prisoners in the
hands of North Vietnam and its allies.
Nor will I ever turn my back on those
missing in action. The adoption of this
section is most surely the first step to-
ward doing just that.

Let us delete section 13 and allow our
President to negotiate with as strong a
position as possible. Let us show the
North Vietnamese that we are not weak-
ening in our desire to extricate ourselves
from Vietnam with honor, but, on the
contrary, are determined to end the war,
and in doing so will demand nothing less
than good faith on their part in a true
peaceful settlement with release of our
prisoners and accounting of our missing
in action.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
(Mr. KocH).

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Chairman, more than
30 years ago I saw a movie which was
called “All Quiet on the Western Front.”
I remember the final scene in which a
young German soldier, who was reach-
ing across the barbed wire to touch a
butterfly, was killed just as the Armistice
was sounded.

The question I have is—what will we
tell the parents in this country of those
young men who die in Vietnam between
October 1 and December 31? What will
we tell the parents and relatives of the
Vietnamese who die in that same period?

We have no good reason to allow the
war to go on an additional day. This is
why I am against this amendment which
would give congressional sanction to 3
more months of killing. Those who vote
for the amendment thinking it will bring
additional support from our colleagues
for the end the war provision in the bill
will find that few, if any, who now
support the war, will change their posi-
tion and vote to end the war on Decem-
ber 31, 1972.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
WAGGONNER) .

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
few moments ago the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SceEevErR) said—and I
want you to listen to what he said
again—

That for us to write a date into this leg-
islation now to end our involvement would
be symbolic.

He is exactly right. It would be more
symbolic, however, to the North Viet-
namese than to anybody else because we
would be saying to them: “Jus’ sit tight
and we will do the job for you.” Do not
give them that message. The result is
the same no matter what date you talk
about. To talk about any date is foolish-
ness and will work to the detriment of
this country. Believe you me, you are
being shortsighted if you say to the
world that when a certain date comes,
we are going to quit.

I want you to read this language. It
does not say there will even be a cease-
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fire between the North Vietnamese and
the United States. It says—

Subject to a cease-fire between the United
States and North Vietnam and those allied
with North Vietnam to the extent—and only
to the extent—necessary to achieve safe
withdrawal of such remaining forces.

They are not even talking of a total
cease-fire between the United States
and North Vietnam. Do not do this to
your country. Vote down this amendment
and then let us strike all of section 13.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Dow).

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, a good many
of those on the other side of the aisle
wonder why we do not join in the pur-
pose of our President to seek a goal of
peace.

Let me say, the reason is that he has
another purpose, and that other purpose
is one that we cannot join in. That pur-
pose is to preserve the Saigon govern-
ment. In every peace proposal, mark my
words, the President includes measures
to save the Saigon government. Some-
times if is a cease-fire. Sometimes it is an
election with international supervision.

I submit to you—you cannot have your
cake and eat it too. That is what the
President is attempting to do and that is
why we, on this side, will not go along
with him. Whether the date is October 31
or December 31, we are going with this
measure in some form, because it con-
centrates on peace—and does not serve
the President in his other purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
DENNIS) .

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the pending amend-
ment to change the end-the-war amend-
ment date from October 1 to Decem-
ber 31, 1972, is a mere skirmish in this
legislative war. With all respect it is a
foolish amendment—because if one truly
believes—as I do not—that the Hamil-
ton-Whalen amendment will end the
war, then it seems obvious to me that we
ought to end it just as soon as we can.
The fact that this particular amend-
ment is offered is proof that its sponsors
realize that their original end-the-war
amendment will do no such thing—nor
will this pending amendment. Let us
vote it down and get on to Mr. BoLLING'S
expectant motion to strike section 13—
the end-the-war amendment—from the
bill. That motion I will support, and I
hope to have an opportunity to speak
in its favor.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to commend my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ)
for his very bold and forthright state-
ment in defense of President Johnson
and the previous administration. Under
that administration I supported any ef-
fort given to Vietnam because I thought
our President then and our coun-
try was right. I have supported the ef-
forts of this administration because I
thought our President was trying to car-
ry on and bring this war to an honorable
end.
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I must say to you though, I think we
do come to a point where we must say
to South Vietnam—you must carry on
this effort by yourselves. I think we have
reached that point. I think the Demo-
cratic caucus resolution setting December
31, in effect, was notice 18 months ago
that we had reached this point. I say
this without any desire or effort of par-
tisanship because I supported both Pres-
idents. I think though the time has
come; December 31, 1974, is a reason-
able date.

I think we could be criticized if we set
October 1 or an earlier date, and I
just simply say to you as one individual
who has supported both administrations,
we have a right to say at the end of 1972,
we shall have disengaged.

Mr. Chairman, under two Presidents, I
have supported the American policy in
Indochina. I have believed, and I still
believe, that the decision of five Presi-
dents to maintain a U.S. involvement in
Indochina was right. Whatever may have
been the wisdom or folly of specific deci-
sions I believe the United States acted
out of a commitment made long ago to
prevent any nation from imposing its
will on its neighbor by force of arms.

We have poured much blood and
treasure into South Vietnam to keep this
commitment, and I do not think that our
sacrifices have been in vain.

However, I believe there comes a time
to end our direct military involvement in
South Vietnam, for I believe we have
done all we can or all that should be
expected of us as a nation, and as the
leader of the free world.

It has always been my position that
we should remain in Vietnam until the
South Vietnamese could defend them-
selves. I think that the failures of the
current North Vietnamese offensive prove
that the Army of the Republic of Viet-
nam can meet and defeat the best their
enemies can throw at them. I believe we
have achieved our goal of helping make
them self-reliant.

Furthermore, I believe that under our
system of government, no policy, be it
foreign or domestic, can be long con-
tinued without the support of the Ameri-
can people. It is my belief that the ma-
jority of Americans, under certain trou-
bled conditions, now want an end to di-
rect American military involvement in
Indochina including our bombing and
shelling of North Vietnam,

On March 31, 1971, the House Demo-
cratic Caucus passed the Dent-Bolling
resolution calling, in essence, for a with-
drawal from Indochina by January 3,
1973, subject to the release of our pris-
oners of war.

In the past, every time I have voted
not setting a date specific for withdraw-
al because I felt this would give the op-
posing side all the advantages. I have
not wanted to tie the President’s hands.
I have not tried to play President. I
don’t feel this amendment will tie the
President’s hands—or I would not sup-
port it. I do not fault President Nixon.
I commend him for his efforts to end the
war.

I would still prefer to support an
amendment which says we will withdraw
in 30 or 60 days after the prisoners are
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released and after a cease-fire is estab-
lished or to have no amendment at all.

But that is not the question before us
at this moment. When we passed the
Dent resolution in the Democratic caucus
we did not set a date specific for with-
drawal, but we did set a specific time
frame—the time frame of the 92d Con-
gress. I supported the Dent amendment
at that time—18 months ago.

Therefore, although the amendment
before us today would set a specific goal
for the cessation of direct American mili-
tary involvement on the condition of a
cease-fire and release of the prisoners,
the determining factor to me is that the
time has arrived when we must say to
South Vietnam that that nation must be
able to carry on the contest itself.

As I said above, so far as I am con-
cerned, giving them the chance to carry
on the fight themselves was the primary
reason we first entered this conflict. We
have given them over 7 years of concen-
trated aid. There must come a time when
that natior. must rise or fall on its own.
I think we have reached that time.

However, I am also deeply concerned
about the tragically long list of American
prisoners of war and missing in action.
Too many wives and mothers already
wait for word that has never come as to
the fate of their young men lost in the
jungles of Indochina. Too many women
and children have already waited too
long for their loved ones to return from
the prisons of North Vietnam. I believe
that any action taken by the United
States to end our direct military involve-
ment must also assure that every Ameri-
can now imprisoned or missing in Indo-
china is accounted for.

The amendment before us now does
take steps to see that our missing are ac-
counted for, and our prisoners returned.

I will support appropriations to main-
tain a residual ground force in Southeast
Asia, to maintain air and naval forces in
Southeast Asia, o~ whatever proves abso-
lutely necessary to insure the return of
our prisoners and missing in action.

In addition, when our last man is ac-
counted for and our direct involvement
ends, I do not believe our policy should
be to abandon the people of South Viet-
nam who have already suffered so much.
Nor do I believe we can risk betraying
the sacrifice of the Americans who have
served and who have died in Vietnam.
We must never forget the war is far from
over for the South Vietnamese. They still
face a fanatical and well-equipped foe.
Therefore, so long as China, or Russia,
or other nations, supply arms to the
North Vietnamese, I intend to support
military and economic assistance to
South Vietnam.

I cannot know how history will judge
us for our actions today or in the whole
of the Indochina involvement. I hope
that the high court of history will find
our policy just and our actions wise. I
know it will find that we acted with
courage and with honor. At worst, I be-
lieve it will find us guilty of nothing
more than misguided good intentions.

But now the time has come for us
to choose the means by which we will end
this long struggle. This is the last great
decision for which history will stand in
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judgment upon us. We must select a
course that will assure a prompt peace
but which also will maintain the honor
of our land and the integrity of our in-
ternational commitments. If we so
choose, I am confident that we will be
judged by history to have acted in the
best interest of our Nation and the
world.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the amend-
ment before us now offers us that honor-
able course out of Vietnam that we have
been searching for. I believe the time
is right. I believe the reasoning of the
;a.mendment sound, and I shall support
t.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HUNGATE) .

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr., Chairman, I
urge the House to hold to the original
Hamilton-Whalen October 1 “end-the-
war” deadline. There are difficulties of
time perhaps, but I have a secret plan
that would make the deadline work. I
shall reveal that plan after the elections,
so this will not be a partisan political
issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WHITE) .

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Hicks).

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, when the Nedzi-Whalen amend-
ment was offered to the Military Pro-
curement Authorization Act on June 17,
1971, I voted against it. My reason, very
simply, was that the President seemed to
be winding down the war, and I felt that
the proposed December 31, 1971, cutoff
date was too soon and pressed the Presi-
dent too hard. On the other hand, there
was talk of leaving a residual force in
Vietnam, and I was and still am opposed
to that.

Thus, when Congressman: PEPPER of-
fered an amendment to the same mili-
tary procurement bill fixing an end-the-
war date of June 1, 1972, I supported it.
In my opinion, the withdrawal date pro-
posed by Congressman PEpPER would have
allowed the President a realistic period
of time in which to disengage our forces.
Since then, I have consistently supported
fixing a date after June 1, 1972, for the
removal of all our troops.

The reasons for my votes are these:
My arrival in this body in 1965 closely
coincided with the greatly expanded
U.S. involvement in Vietnam. I supported
this policy with little hesitation until
the spring of 1968 when my views began
to change. .

In August of 1968, I addressed the
convention of the Washington State La-
bor Council, AFL-CIO, and I expressed
the view that our commitment to South
Vietnam had been fulfilled. I stated that:

Some have sald that our reason for being
in South Vietnam is to prevent the takeover
of that nation through coerclon, terror, and
military force, directed and supported from
outside the country, and to establish sta-
bility under which the South Vietnamese
people may choose freely thelr own form of
government and way of life. That is true,
as far as it goes.

If that were the only reason, however, we
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would have been in Hungary, in Cubsa, in
Czechoslovakia.

The additional and distinguishing reason,
as I understand it, is that in South Vietnam
we honor a commitment made by both Dem-
ocratic and Republican administrations—
made with full bipartisan support. To dis-
honor that commitment would be to raise
doubt throughout the world as to the value
of a promise of the United States and con-
ceivably could cause all of Southeast Asia
to turn its back on the West.

We have honored our commitment. We
have indeed prevented the takeover of the
South by the North. We have responded
successfully to every new threat posed by
the enemy, beginning with the march south-
ward by North Vietnamese regulars in the
summer and fall of 1964, which changed the
entire complexion of the war.

We responded first by commencing bomb-
ing north of the 17th parallel in February
1965, after 126 Americans were wounded in
& Vietcong attack on the U.S. Air Force bar-
racks at Plelku. Among the purposes of the
bombing was to bolster sagging morale and
confidence in Saigon and the rest of anti-
Communist Southeast Asia. It was a success.
Rolllng Thunder—code name for the pro-
gram—almost instantly boosted morale and
confidence, according to our then Ambassa-
dor to Vietnam. A secondary purpose was to
make it dificult for the North to send men
and material south; the results in this case
were disappointing, as they were in the more
easlly found targets of Korea some years
earlier,

Our next response was to send 50,000 men
to Vietnam in July 1865. . . . Buildup follow-
ed buildup until we found ourselves with
more than 500,000 men in Vietnam.

Back to our commitment.

We agreed to protect the South agalnst ex-
ternal aggression. But for how long, and
what cost? The fair answer, it seems to me,
is “long enough for the South Vietnamese
people to put their house in order so they
tthinhselves could repel aggression from the

orth",

Shortly after taking office in 1969,
President Nixon started bringing our
ground combat forces home. I approved.
Then, in May 1970 he ordered the inva-
sion of Cambodia. At the time I feared
that such an incursion would widen the
war and delay the withdrawal of our
troops. Nevertheless, the President con-
tinued to bring home troops, and this I
applauded.

Now we have the current condition
which began with the invasion by North
Vietnam across the DMZ into South Viet
Vietnam. How would a date certain
terminating our involvement in South
Vietnam influence the outcome? Obvi-
ously, matters would be more difficult for
the South.

According to the administration, how-
ever, “Vietnamization”—a word it has
coined to describe the condition whereby
South Vietnam is capable of defending
itself against the North and Vietcong—
has worked. Vietnamization, of course, is
exactly what we have been trying to do
from the time we started sending ad-
visers to South Vietnam in the late 1950's.
Where others had failed, the present ad-
ministration says it has succeeded.

Since the President says the Vietnami-
zation policy is a success, it seems to me
that our commitment to South Vietnam
is fulfilled. The South Vietnamese can
now successfully defend themselves. If
not now, then when? Thus, it follows, as
far as I am concerned, that Congress
should establish a fixed termination date
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for U.S. military activity in Indochina
subject only to the return of our prison-
ers of war and an accounting of our
missing in action.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
support the Hamilton-Whalen provisions
and the proposed amendments fixing
December 31, 1972, as the date when all
U.S. forces should be out of Indochina,
subject to the above-stated conditions.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I think
this whole question before us now is as
to the date. I think the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. SeiserrinG) stated a point
that had been overlooked, that this
amendment would state that the involve-
ment of the United States shall terminate
not later than December 31.

December 31 is in accordance with the
will of the Democratic caucus. I think
that for a number of reasons expressed
by Mr. PickLE, the gentleman from
Texas, and other reasons for which in-
sufficient time exists to expound on,
December 31 is far superior to October
1. Whether you vote to retain on this
section later or not, I think certainly we
should take December 31 as more prac-
tical.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ZioN).

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, our Inter-
nal Security Committee interviewed a
medical missionary who had spent 7
years of his life trying to patch up the
broken bodies of the victims of Com-
munist terrorists in Laos. He was inter-
rupted in his testimony two times, be-
cause he was overcome with emotion as
he talked about the tactics of terror and
intimidation practiced by the Com-
munists. Their typical pattern was one
of murder. We are not talking about set-
ting a date to end the war; we are talk-
ing about setting a date to begin the mas-
sacre of thousands of people whose only
crime is that they do not want to live
under godless communism.

Then there are those who would say
that if we set a date for surrender, some-
how or other the Communists are going
to return our prisoners of war. I would
like to know if there is one instance in
the history of the world when a defeated
nation dictated the terms of surrender.

I urge the defeat of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HaMILTON) .

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. WHALEN) .

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I think
section 13 certainly is a very valid sub-
ject for debate, but let us focus on the
pending amendment, the change of date.
I believe Chairman MorcanN clearly ex-
plained the need for this change. As he
pointed out, it is legislatively impossible
to complete action on this bill until prob-
ably some time near October 1. There-
fore, an October 1 date is completely un-
realistic. I would like to reiterate a re-
mark made by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BincEaMm), who pointed out
that many of those who spoke against
this amendment also either voted against
the Hamilton-Whalen provision in com-
mittee or intend to vote against it on the
House floor this afternoon. I do not know

27635

whether to be amused or provoked by
their reasoning when they argue that the
Whalen amendment seeks to extend the
war 3 months. I simply would point out
the fact that we have been in combat
since 1961. We have been at the peace
table in Paris for more than 4 years, and
we have not, through negotiations,
achieved peace. So to put the blame on
Whalen for 3 additional months of war,
I think is certainly ridiculous to say the
least.

Section 13 represents a new approach.
A new approach, a new condition for
settlement. In the words of the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG),
“Let us try it.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Morcan) to close debate on the
amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, again I
want to emphasize that the date of Oc-
tober 1 is impossible. The Senate will not
complete action on this legislation in the
5 remaining weeks after we return on
September 5. Anybody who is interested
in a realistic date will support the
amendment of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. WHALEN).

On March 31, 1971, a Democratic
caucus directed the Democratic Mem-
bers of the House to work for ending the
U.S. war in Indochina and bring about
a release of all prisoners of war at a
time certain during the 92d Congress.
December 31 is at the end of the year.
The new Congress will be convening
on January 3. The dates are very close.
I think those Members who attended
the caucus on May 9, 1971, and supported
that resolution by a vote of 138 to 62
realize this is going to be the last time
to vote on an amendment of this kind
within the 92d Congress. I hope they
stand up here today and support the
Whalen amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. WHALEN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ‘“noes”
appeared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. WHALEN., Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr . Mr. Chairman, I de-

man1 tellers with clerks.
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chair appointed as tellers Messrs.

WHALEN, Havs, FRELINGHUYSEN, and

FRASER.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 109, noes
304, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 315]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—109

Blatnik
Boggs Downing
Boland du Pont
Brademas Dwyer
Burke, Mass. Eflberg
Burton Evans, Colo.
Carey, N.XY. Fascell
Collins, Tex. Ford,
Corman William D.
Cotter Fraser
Culver Frenzel
Curlin Galifianakis
Danielson Gialmo
Donohue Gongzales

Abourezk Dow
Adams
Albert
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashley
Aspin
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Bergland
Bingham
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Grasso
Gray
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hathaway
Heinz
Hicks, Wash.
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Long, Md.
MeccCulloch
McDade
McEay
MeEKinney
Macdonald,
Mass.

Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Aspinall
Brdillo
Baker
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Betts
Bevill
Blaggi
Blester
Blackburn
Blanton
Bolling
Bow
Brasco
Bray

Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, I11.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Conyers
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davls, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney

Mikva
Monagan
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, I].
Natcher
Nedzl

Nix

Obey
O’'Neill
Pettis
Pickle

Pike

Preyer, N.C.
Pryor, Ark.
Rees

Reid

Reuss
Robison, N.Y,
Roncallo
Rostenkowskl

Roy
Sarbanes
Schwengel
Seiberling

NOES—304

Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Digzs
Dingell
Dorn
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Callf.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Pish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R,
Forsythe
Fountalin
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fulton
Fugua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hectler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hillis
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
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Smith, Iowsa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Stanton,
James V.
Sulllvan
Symington
Taylor
Thompson, N.J.
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Zablockl
Zwach

Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Hee

Kaith
Kemp

King
Eluczynskl
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyl

EyTos
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent

Link

Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCollister
McEwen
McPall
McEevitt
Madden
Mahon
Maillllard
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Melcher
Metealfe
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Maolloban
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nelsen
O'Hara
O'Konski
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pirnie
Poage
Podell

Poff

Powell
Price, II'
Pucinsk.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts

Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Black
Smith, Caltf.
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William

Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Stelezer, Wia.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield Wydler
Stuckey Wylie
Talcott Wyman
Teague, Callf. Young, Fla.
Teague, Tex. Young, Tex.
Terry Zion
Thompson, Ga.

NOT VOTING—20

Lennon Nichols
Long, La. Passman
MeCormack Pelly
McDonald, Price, Tex.

Mich. Rarick
Hagan McMillan Rooney, N.¥.
Hébert Miller, Calif. Tiernan

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOLLING

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BoiLmvg: On
page 10, beginning with line 14, strike out
section 13 of the bill and renumber the fol-
lowing section accordingly.

Mr, BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I have
listened very carefully to all the debate
on this bill, and I find it a terribly pain-
ful experience to listen to such a debate.
Not that I have any criticism for any-
body who has spoken or who will speak,
because I know that in truth every Mem-
ber of the House very strongly feels his
position. I think this is an issue on which
there are no politicians. This is not to
say that I am not aware that there are
political overtones in the discussion—
that is inevitable, that is what we are, we
are a political body. Nor am I unaware
of the fact that what we say and what
we do here is heard in places other than
in this Chamber. But it seems to me that
one thing is clear, regardless of whether
we are Democrats or Republicans, re-
gardless of how we see it, regardless of
whether we were hawks, or called our-
selves doves, or called ourselves chicken
hawks or dawks, or whatever—there is
virtually no one in this Chamber who is
not for getting the war over.

I would not do what for me is very
unusual, and that is inject myself into
the consideration of a matter of foreign
affairs and defense, unless I felt very
strongly that in some way many of us
missed a fundamental point.

I do not question the motives of the
author of the provision that I seek to
strike out. I know he feels very strongly
that this will assist in bringing the war
to an end. But somehow all of us, I think,
Republicans and Democrats as well, miss
the point. We have a government of di-
vided powers. The American people made
a decision, which I fought and of which I
disapproved, a long time ago—they de-
cided who was going to be President of
the United States for 4 years. The pres-

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Ullman
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wryatt

Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal

Rurnnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

Bt Germain
Sandman
Satterfield
Baylor
Scherle
Schener
Schmitz
Schneebell
Scott

Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup

Davls, Ga.
Dowdy
Edmondson
Flynt
Gallagher
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ent President is going to be President un-
til January 20.

The present President is going to be
President until the 20th of January, and
the present President has made it abso-
lutely crystal clear that he does not and
will not accept as limitations on the bar-
gaining powers of his emissaries provi-
sions as narrow as those in section 13 of
this bill,

The President has made it so clear—
and I have no line to the White House—
that it is possible to say as a Democrat
that it makes no sense to contend to the
American people that this provision, if
passed by this House and even by the
Senate, will become law.

It is a real provision. If it is constitu-
tional, it will be the law of the land. It
will be binding if it is constitutional. It
is a very important provision.

But I have watched Mr. Nixon as long
as most people, and Mr. Nixon has made
it unequivocally clear as to the limits to
which he will go to obtain a settlement—
and that is his business and his right,
and he has a power that nobody has
mentioned here—that makes this exer-
cise significant but by no means final.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

(Mr. BOLLING asked and was given
permission to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, every-
body forgets a very simple fact. The
President is the Executive, but he also has
the single most powerful legislative power
of the country. All he has to do is to dis-
approve a piece of legislation and the re-
quirement for passage is raised from a
majority of one more than half to one
of 2 to 1. There is not a person who seri-
ously believes that there is a 2-to-1
majority in the House of Representatives
or even in the Senate for a limitation on
the terms of negotiation with which the
President totally disagrees.

So in good faith, the proponents of this
provision in the bill are saying at the
i,azlme time it is both more and less than
t is.

It cannot, in logic, ever be allowed to
become effective by the President of the
United States. I submit that it is a cruelty
to_ the American people to pretend other-
wise,

Now I am aware that there are many
pecple who honestly believe that this is
a valid political issue in their districts.

While I would like to believe that we
could eliminate politics from all things
that affect anything beyond our borders,
I have been here too long to helieve that
that can happen. But it is very easy for
people to take a position that benefits
them politically and that coincides with
the majority views in their district with-
out doing something that is really mean-
ingless, and at fhe same time potentially
destructive. Our people yearn for peace,
and they have been too often told by
some that they could help them achieve
peace when in fact they could not.

I say under a government of divided
powers, there is no way at this stage of
the game for the Congress to make the
President accept terms that he finds un-
desirable. Furthermore, I say that this
President is the only President there is
until January 20. All of that is obvious.
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All of that is true, and if a Member
wishes to support section 13, he should
vote for it with the full realization that
it is not what some have said in this
debate it is.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Has the gentleman
ever voted for legislation here in this
body that he expected or anticipated the
President would veto?

Mr. BOLLING. I have done it on many
occasions. But I voted with a full aware-
ness that I was seeking only to bring
pressure. That is the desire of those who
have been saying that this would have a
certain effect. That is a different thing.
But I do not believe that there is a
majority in this institution who want to
use this limitation on the President’s
powers to bargain to achieve peace as
a method merely of bringing pressure.

I have voted sometimes with only six
or eight or 10 other Members as a pro-
test. I am not speaking to those who
wish to protest; I am speaking to those
who wish to do something. You cannot
speed the achievement of the peace.
There is only one person who can achieve
that peace, who can negotiate a peace
between now and the 20th of January,
and that is the point. The only person
who can negotiate the peace before the
20th of January is the man whom the
American people elected President of the
United States more than 3% years ago.

So trying to put limitations on the
President that he cannot accept is an
entirely negative action.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WYMAN

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Wyman: On
page 10, in line 22, insert “prior” immediately
before “‘release”.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is offered at this time be-
cause of the parliamentary situation. I
understand it is essential for me to offer
it at this time in order to have it before
the House before we vote on Mr. BoL-
LING'S motion. '

It seems to me that over the years,
particularly the last few months, the
history of the Mansfield amendment,
and of “end-the-war” amendments gen-
erally has been that it has not been clear
that there shall be a condition precedent
that we have our prisoners, the Amer-
icans held captive in North Vietnam, in
our hands and returned, before provi-
sions such as those in the bill before us
are to take effect. The language of the
present section is vague. All my amend-
ment does is to make it clear that the
cutoff requirements in the bill will not
take effect unless the Americans held
prisoner are first returned. More im-
portantly, I think it should be clear to
this body, and to all of the people in this
country, that unless this amendment is
adopted, should this provision in this
bill become law, those who vote for it
will be voting for a cutoff in Southeast
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Asia, without the prior return of our pri-
soners of war.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be adopted and urge its adoption.

Mr, HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment to strike
offered by the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. Chairman, first I want to express
my appreciation to the gentleman from
Missouri for his generous assessment of
the motives of members of this commit-
tee. It seems to me those were words that
needed to be said, and I appreciate
them.

In his usual manner, very forcefully
and eloquently, he has made the argu-
ment that only the President can nego-
tiate an end to this war. Section 13 of
this bill recognizes that fact. It does not
bind or tie the hands of the President in
negotiations. It leaves to the President
the responsibility for negotiating an end
to the war. Section 13 only informs the
President of the conditions which the
Congress, if this section is enacted,
deems essential as prior conditions for
the withdrawal of American troops from
Indochina.

The gentleman from Missouri de-
scribes these conditions as narrow, but
they are not narrow conditions at all.
They are conditions I am sure that every
person in this Chamber would support
and would like to see achieved: The safe
withdrawal of American troops, the re-
turn of the prisoners, and the account-
ing for those missing in action. Section
13 does not set any order in the fulfill-
ment of these conditions and it leaves to
the President how these conditions are
to be achieved.

This section does, however, and here
we differ from the gentleman from
Missouri, call upon the Congress to play
an important role in extricating our
troops from South Vietnam. I think that
it is time for the Congress to speak on
this matter. It is true, of course, that we
have only one President, but the thing
that concerns me is that several Presi-
dents now have seen us involved in Indo-
china and they have been unable to ex-
tricate us from that unhappy land. It is
time for the Congress to play a role in
trying to extricate American troops from
Indochina.

Mr. Chairman, it is also argued that
section 13 will prolong the war, but the
overriding fact is that the war under
present policies, and under policies of the
preceding administration as well, has
continued and continues. It is time to
take a new approach. That is what sec-
tion 13 seeks to do.

Let me address just a few comments
to the really fundamental issue between
those who support section 13 and those
who support the President. Section 13
does not call for an internationally su-
pervised cease-fire, as the President has
proposed. It does not call for it because,
in my judgment at least, an interna-
tionally supervised cease-fire cannot be
achieved, and if it stays in as a condition
of negotiations, then the war will go on
indefinitely.

North Vietnam has repeatedly rejected
a general cease-fire with international
supervision because they consider it
tantamount to losing the war. Secretary
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Rogers in his testimony before the House
on this issue said that there has been
absolutely no progress made in the
negotiations on a general cease-fire. And
he said more. He said they had not even
begun to discuss the details of a cease-
fire. A cease-fire is highly unlikely, and
an internationally supervised cease-fire
is highly unlikely given the past history
of negotiations.

Moreover, it would be and is exceed-
ingly difficult to accomplish because it
raises many difficult questions. A general
cease-fire gives Saigon the right of veto
on American troop withdrawal. It is obvi-
ously not in the interest of the Saigon
Government for all American troops to
withdraw, because when that happens
President Thieu's power is jeopardized.
A general cease-fire certainly is not nec-
essary in my view to achieve the essential
conditions of the overriding national ob-
jectives of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the members of
this committee to retain section 13 and
to vote down the amendment to strike.

Mr, BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the motion.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that as
a legislative body we must always con-
sider whether what we are doing is sim-
ply an empty and useless expression, or
whether there is some genuine hope of
realizing our objective.

We will adjourn this House for 3 weeks
on August 18. We will come back the day
after Labor Day, September 5. The other
body has already killed the foreigm aid
bill, There is no chance whatsover of
this section, as now constituted, ever be-
coming law. It just cannot happen. There
is no time for this bill to reach the Exec-
utive before October 1.

I voted, along with the Speaker, a
moment ago, for the December 31 cutoff
date with the other language in section
13. I voted that way because the mem-
bers of my Democratic caucus voted early
in this Congress as I did, for legislation
intended to end U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam by the end of this present Congress.
We sought legislation which would be
meaningful, more than an empty gesture.
I had every intention today of voting for
this provision with a December 31 cutoff
date, and I would have voted for it.

But I am not going to stand here now
to do something which I consider a vain
and useless thing and which could be
misinterpreted all over the world.

I am well aware of the arguments
here. I have profound respect and ad-
miration for the people on both sides of
this issue. I have never tried to classify
myself as a hawk or a dove or any of
these words people conjure up. I have
sought to do what I thought was best for
my country, which I believe is true of
every Member of this body.

I believe the thing for us to do now
is to support the motion before us. The
chairman (Mr. Morcan) himself says
that the withdrawal deadline provision
cannot come to pass in the manner in-
tended by his committee. It would be a
poor reflection upon the judgment of the
House of Representatives for us to enact
an ineffectual provision today.

It is also true, as the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING)
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said that there are very great complexi-
ties involved here involving the respon-
sibilities and prerogatives of the Presi-
dent, whomever he 1nay be.

Another reason why I voted for the
December 31 date was I felt it tended to
move the issue beyond the presidential
election, and therefore out of partisan
electoral politics.

Only recently I had the experience,
along with my colleague from Michigan
(Mr. GeraLp R. Forp) of talking for many
hours with Chou En-lai, Premier of the
People’s Republic of China, and other
Chinese leaders. While I am not at liberty
to reveal some of the things that were
said, I can say that there is great appre-
hension over the growing Soviet military
influence and intentions in the world,
particularly in areas in Southeast Asia. I
believe this is a part of the difficulty in
negotiating the end of this conflict.

So here we are this afternoon about
to vote on a provision which cannot pos-
sibly become law even if passed today. I
say with all due deference and with all
respect for my colleagues that I am as
dedicated to world peace and to the end
of U.S. involvement in Vietnam as any
man in this body. But, as one to whom
you have trusted some degree of leader-
ship, I cannot in good conscience do any-
thing other than to support the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING) .

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chalir-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, since my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Boces) has men-
tioned our recent trip to mainland China,
I want to say in the presence of a near
capacity on the floor of the House that
the gentleman from Louisiana, as one of
the two representatives from this body
on this trip, could not have been a finer
representative for the President or the
American people, and I want each and
every one of you to know that. I was
there.

Mr. Chairman, I have served almost
24 years in this body. I have listened to
many, many debates. It is my observa-
tion after listening to the debate pro
and con this afternoon that the House
has acted, in my judgement, in the high-
est traditions of this body. The debate
has been heated; it has been without
rancor. No one, to my knowledge, has
challenged the motives of those who
might have a different opinion from one
another. I hope and trust that during
the remaining time of our debate on this
important measure we maintain that
high degree of responsibility.

The first year I came to this body was
the third year of a bipartisan foreign
policy. It really began after World War
II in the term of President Truman at
the time of the 80th Congress when the
Republicans were in the majority in the
Congress. It seemed to me then and it
seems to me now that the continuation
of a bipartisan foreign policy is in the
best interests of the American people
and of peace throughout the world.

During this period of some 24 years
we have had a Democratic President and
a Republican Congress. We have had a
Republican President and a Democratic
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Congress. We have had strange combina-
tions. We have a divided Government, as
the gentleman from Missouri has said,
but somehow in the main this bipartisan-
ship has stuck together. As I look back
over this history it seems to me that that
has been one of the strengths of the free
world and certainly one of the strong
points of America’s diplomacy during this
period.

I happen to believe that President Tru-
man did his utmost to solve the problem
at its very inception in Vietnam. I hap-
pen to believe that President Eisenhower
during his 8 years of office did the same.
I happen to believe that the late Presi-
dent Kennedy during the period of time
he served did his utmost as he saw fit
in the best interests of the United States
to solve the problems of Vietnam. I cer-
tainly think that President Johnson
did, and I certainly believe that the pres-
ent President, President Nixon, is seeking
to do his utmost to solve this complex,
controversial, and almost unbelievably
difficult problem.

During the terms of those Presidents I
have mentioned we have had Democratic
and Republican Congresses, and in each
case, whether it was Democratic or Re-
publican, those Congresses tried to work
with those Presidents that I have named.
I think those Congresses did their ut-
most, too.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope that
this tradition of helping a President, our
President, is continued in the future.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard the ar-
guments, we have read the columns, we
have read the editorials about the merits
of the Congress taking an initiative such
as in section 13 of this bill.

You can read what you want and be
convinced by what you read, but I think
there is one newspaper in this country
that has a complete and total nonparti-
san reputation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GERALD R.
Forp was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I speak of the Christian Science
Monitor. I have never heard anybody
challenge their nonpartisanship, their
great reputation for objectivity, and edi-
torial honesty. I am a consistent reader
of the Christian Science Monitor be-
cause of its reputation.

I have in my hand here an editorial
that appeared in the August 4 issue of
the Christian Science Monitor, and it
speaks of whether or not the Congress
at this hour ought to interject itself with
some legislative proposal in an attempt
to end the war. And I repeat what others
have said: everyone here in the House,
on both sides of the aisle, seeks that
objective.

But let me quote the title of the edi-
torial and a few lines from it, because I
think it is highly appropriate at this
hour,

The title of the editorial is, “Don't
Rock The Boat.” It goes on to say, in
part, in its text, and I quote:

Now, at the most propitious moment in the
history of the peace talks for some real
settlement, Congress is ill-advised to rock
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the boat by trying to recoup the reins it long
ago handed over to the President. . . . But
for the sake of the Vietnamese people, north
and south, and for the prisoners and their
families, even the dim possibility of a nego-
tlated settlement ought not to be jeopardized
by a vote that could not in any case end the
WAL,

I hope and trust the good counsel and
advice of this newspaper is followed. I
think it is in the best interest of the
United States. I strongly favor the Bol-
ling amendment.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) .

As my colleagues know, I have long
been an observer of the conflict in Indo-
china. In fact, a congressional study mis-
sion, of which I was the chairman, was
the last ever to visit Hanoi, This was in
1953.

Throughout the years I was very un-
happy and frustrated over the develop-
ments in Vietnam. All of us have been.
Certainly events have not been to our
liking. Certainly, mistakes have been
made in that conflict. But errors are not
made aright by compounding them, and
the House by approving section 13 would
be making a grave error.

The error is in the attempt made by
this provision to put the President, his
advisers, and our representatives at the
Paris peace talks into a mnegotiating
straitjacket.

None of us is wise enough to see
whether a negotiated settlement is in-
deed on the horizcn. Many observers be-
lieve that because the North Vietnamese
attack has been blunted in the South the
laders in Hanoi will very likely be more
tractable.

Let us hope this is so.

But if we cannot predict with confi-
dence where events will take us without
section 13, we can be fairly certain what
will occur if section 13 passes today.

The North Vietnamese will surely in-
terpret approval of section 13 as a signal
that the United States has tired of its
efforts at checking naked aggression in
South Vietnam and is looking only for
a way out.

Any chance for negotiations which
might secure a lasting peace for Indo-
china will be doomed.

I have always believed that the Con-
gress has the right and indeed the obli-
gation to assert its responsibilities and
express itself on the subject of Vietnam—
and to that end I offered compromise
language in the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

My language was rejected in favor of
the unwise and unworkable provision
which is before this body today.

Section 13 will not bring true negotia-
tions since the concessions it makes will
give us nothing to bargain with.

Section 13 will not bring peace, for it
contemplates that the killing of Vietna-
mese by Vietnamese would go on un-
abated.

Section 13 will not bring honor, for in
effect it provides that the United States
will abandon an ally during a time of
great need.
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Section 13 will not bring domestic
tranquility, because our people will be
forced to watch as the recent bloodbath
of Hue is repeated again and again
throughout South Vietnam.

What section 13 will give us, Mr. Chair-
man, is another political misjudgment to
fling on the slag heap of past political
misjudgments about Vietnam and Indo-
china,

Mr. Chairman, it should be obvious to
all that Hanoi will not accept anything
short of complete capitulation and liqui-
dation of the Government of South Viet-
nam and a complete takeover of Indo-
china.

In this regard when testimony on the
so-called end-of-the-war and termina-
tion of our involvement in Vietnam was
being heard in our committee, former
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Clark Clifford
was one of the witnesses. He was positive
in his view that if the United States
would only follow the provisions and rec-
ommendations of the resolution before
us, Hanoi would be willing to end the
war.

I asked Mr. Clifford whether he has
any documentary evidence of Hanoi's
sincerity and willingness to keep their
agreements and to end the war. He re-
plied: “There is no documentary proof
with reference to this:

He further said:

What I am saying to you is that it is my
belief, based upon my experience, that this
proposition here is sufficiently desirable to
Hanol that we could make an agreement with
them.

Further, he said:

Now, it is my belief that it is sufficlently
desirable to them and that they will accept
it, and stop this enormous expenditure.

Mr. Chairman there was and is no
definite proof. No documentary evidence
or promise was received from North
Vietnam.

Further, Mr. Chairman, when our col-
league the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. THOMSON) inquired of the former
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Clifford, as to
how his views differed today from those
he held in 1969.

Shortly after he left the Cabinet, he
was quoted in the Washington Star on
Oct. 15, 1969 in reference to Senator
Goodell's withdrawal proposal. Mr. Clark
Clifford was quoted that Senator Good-
ell’s proposal to withdraw all American
troops from South Vietnam by December
1, 1970, “is both unrealistic and imprac-
tical and would result in a blood bath in
that country. He said that Goodell’s plan
would result in the collapse of the mili-
tary and the collapse of the government
in that country. The resulting blood bath,
he said, would be on our conscience for a
long period of time.”

I submit nothing has changed in Viet-
nam, only Clark Clifford has changed.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the
amendment of Mr. Bolling and urge that
the committee strike sec. 13. Such action
by this body will certainly be noted by
the Communist leaders in Hanoi. Then,
perhaps, meaningful negotiations will
begin in Paris. Only then will the war
end and followed by lasting peace in
Vietnam.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr., Chairman, 1
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move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to prolong
this debate, and I am sure there are a lot
of people who want to speak. I want to
express my views which are very strongly
in support of the statements just made,
and particularly those of the ranking
majority member of our committee. Also,
I would like to address a few specific
points which I think have been pretty
muddled up.

This so-called end-the-war provi-
sion, I believe, as others have expressed,
simply cannot achieve the purpose for
which its proponents have been making
a case here this afternoon. I think that
there is no reason to believe that these
conditions can be met, and that, there-
fore, will end the war.

Now, the more emotional speakers here
a little earlier were saying, “Stop the
killing; don’t change the date to Decem-
ber 31; leave it at October 1 and stop
the killing in Indochina.”

Well, the provisions that are in this
Hamilton amendment cannot possibly
achieve that result. They do not even
provide for any kind of real cease-fire,
but just reduce hostilities to permit us
to withdraw our troops, so they leave the
killings going on as if we had no interest
whatsoever in the humanitarian ob-
jectives that have been advocated on this
floor by people who are supporting this
amendment.

It could not stop the killing. I do not
think it could even extricate us under
these terms, because I do not believe
these terms can be met. Every indication
we have had from Hanoi is that they
will not stop hostilities until they are
assured that the regime in Saigon has
been brought down.

Now, let us take a look, a little bit of
a look, at the claims that have been made
as far as the effect of the amendment is
concerned. The gentleman from Missouri
pointed out that under our Constitution
we have a divided Government with con-
stitutional responsibilities separated in
the various branches. If is interesting to
note that when the Constitution was be-
ing written, this question was raised, be-
cause the prior Government under the
Articles of Confederation specifically
gave to the Legislature not only the power
to make war, but the power to make
peace. If you will look at the proceedings
of the Constitutional Convention, you
will find that this was discussed and
voted upon and it was decided that the
legislative branch of the Government
could not make peace; that only the Ex-
ecutive as a practical matter could nego-
tiate the end of hostilities.

So, there is a very grave constitutional
question, one which has never been
settled by the courts, but which the legis-
lative history of the Framers of our Con-
stitution would lead us to believe that,
not inadvertently but intentionally, they
did not grant the Congress when they
granted the warmaking power—they did
not grant specifically the powers for the
Congress to negotiate the end of hostili-
ties.

Now if this proposal is constitutional,
the notion that it is merely advisory
simply is not borne out by the language.
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The language uses the word “shall.” If it
becomes the law of the land it is not a
sense of Congress provision. So if it is
signed by the President, which I think
is, as has been pointed out by the ma-
jority leader, not very probable, it would
become the law of the land. If it is in fact
constitutional it would be binding on the
President in its detailed provisions. He
would be locked into doing exactly what
is in this provision regardless of what
other opportunities he had to negotiate
a satisfactory end to the war.

So I think some of these things that
are being said so lightly, including those
by the author of the amendment that,
well, this is just giving the President
guidance, I think those of you who are
lawyers at least will look at the language
and come to know if it becomes adopted
and if it is constitutional it becomes the
law of the land.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MAILLIARD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, most
Americans want the conflict in Indo-
china ended on a responsible basis that
will bring about the return of all Ameri-
can prisoners of war, while bringing
peace to Indochina in a way that will not
encourage Communist aggression in
other parts of the world.

This so-called end the war provision
will not contribute to that responsible
goal. It is politically deceptive. Its cease-
fire proposal is not in fact a cease-fire.
It is at best a temporary truce between
Communist forces and American forces
to cover our withdrawal. The cease fire
proposal is not unsimilar to the so-called
cease-fire between the United States and
NLF forces proposed in point 1 of the
NLF's July 1, 1971, seven points.

I believe that most Americans want
the return of all American prisoners, an
accounting of all missing in action, and
an end to the conflict. A genuine peace in
Indochina is not for most Americans a
political or partisan issue, even in an
election year.

Without effective international super-
vision, North Vietnam would be free to
continue its invasion of neighboring
countries and endanger the lives of those
friends and allies with whom we have
been associated in stopping aggression.
They deserve the opportunity to build
their future in peace. The President is
trying to bring about an honorable and
lasting peace in keeping with the desires
of most Americans.

This provision, coming at a time when
he is conducting delicate negotiations
through public and private channels,
would undercut his efforts to end the
war on a responsible basis so as to stop
the conflict and bring all of our boys
home.

Some months ago, the Democratic
caucus instructed the Democratic mem-
bers of this committee to report out a
bill that would set a date terminating
U.S. military involvement in and over
Indochina, subject only to obtaining the
release of our POW’s and all available
information on those missing in action.

This directive was rammed through
the Democratic caucus at a time when
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the North Vietnamese offensive was
penetrating South Vietnam at many
points.

The action by the caucus gave me a
great deal of concern over the precedent
of a majority of the majority, which in
turn is & minority of the Congress, using
high-pressure tactics in an attempt fo
deny members of their party the right
to exercise their own judgment as to what
is in the best interest of our Nation and
their constituents.

Subsequent to the directive of the
caucus, President Nixon announced the
mining of Haiphong Harbor and other
North Vietnamese ports, and he went on
to the summit conference in Moscow
which was unhampered, and perhaps
strengthened, by this action in Indochina.

Neither Moscow nor Peking has openly
challenged the blockade and public opin-
jon in the United States has rallied to
the President’s support. On the military
front, South Vietnamese forces are re-
claiming much of their territory taken
during the North Vietnamese invasion.

Mr. Chairman, this so-called end-
the-war amendment should also be
criticized on one other point, and that
is the careless phraseology which is sur-
prising in view of the great amount of
time the authors had to prepare if. At
the risk of hurting the feelings of the
proponents of this provision, I would sug-
gest that, if sustained, it would be as
damaging to the cause of lasting peace
as were Jane Fonda's statements in
Hanoi.

Therefore, I support the amendment
to strike this negative language from the

ill.

; Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I wo_uld
be remiss as a Member of Congress if I
did not take the floor today to speak
against this amendment, in view of the
fact that I have been in this well so
many times in the last 5 years in oppo-
sition to this war. Each time I have taken
this floor I have always said that I got
up here in a nonpolitical manner. When
a man casts his vote today, he should
vote with his heart and with his con-
science and with his mind, what he thinks
is right for the country. There is no po-
litical issue on either side.

I heard our great majority leader get
up here today—and I have the greatest
respect for him, and I know he was
speaking as an individual—to tell us how
he felt on this amendment and explain
the technicality of the amendment. I
heard our minority leader speak, and I
know he expresses his views exactly the
same way.

For 18 years I have sat in the Commit-
tee on Rules next to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr, Borring) . There is nobody
in this Congress for whom I have more
respect, for his knowledge, ability, vision,
and the courage he always portrays. But
the amendment as offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) is
stating that Congress has no role to play
in determining American foreign policy.
The Constitution says that Congress has
the right to declare war. This amend-
ment makes clear that Congress has no
right, has no stake in ending the war in
Indochina.

But I say this. If Congress does have
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a role in declaring a war, it does have a
role in ending the war,

Do we play a part in foreign policy?
We sef no foreign policy, but believe me,
we play a part. I remember taking this
well and I remember the debates in this
Congress when our troops were entering
Laos. I honestly believe that if it had
not been for the debate and the colloquy
on the floor of this Congress, we would
have been all the way across Laos. Then,
Laos would have been directly involved
in this war. I can remember also the in-
vasion into Cambodia and how upset
America was about it. I can remember
well, with others, taking the floor on that
issue. We drew back from Cambodia be-
cause we did not want to spread our
forces throughout all of Indochina.

Did we set a policy? No, we did not set
a policy. But we helped the administra-
tion administer a policy because we told
them what the true feeling of the Ameri-
can public was.

There is no question in my mind that
those of us in the minority—and I can
read this Congress, it is one of my duties
as majority whip to be able to read this
Congress—will not prevail. I do not ex-
pect that the Bolling amendment can be
defeated today.

What is the situation over there now?
As I understand it, we have 33,000 troops,
and 1,000 of them in active service. I
honestly believe they will be out of there
by November 1. I hope and pray that they
are out of there by November 1. But
today, it is a different war. The Army
does not tell us truthfully what is going
on. The dikes that are struck are not hit
by Army planes. The war is run by the
Navy now. It is a whole new ball game.

Do we set foreign policy? No, we do not
set foreign policy. But we are the voice
of the grassroots, the voice of the people
of America, and the peonle of America
are fed up with this war. They want us
out of there. They want us to spend the
money on the priorities that will get
America rolling again. That is what this
is all about.

I admire the courage of all those who
speak on either side of this issue today.
The colloguy is good for the American
public.

The Morgan-Hamilton provision, re-
gardiess of what may possibly happen
and though it may never be enacted into
law, I believe is an expression of how
the American people feel about this war.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in wholehearted
support of striking out section 13. I be-
lieve the debate on this bill and the vari-
ous provisions in it has been on a high
level. I believe the majority leader made
a very courageous and forthright state-
ment when he declared that in his view
it would be a vain and useless thing for
us to include section 13 in the bill.

The debate indicates the nature of the
problem which the Committee on For-
eign Affairs had. We have not had an
easy talk in agreeing on any language.
Section 13 was included in the bill by a
vote of 18 to 17. That same committee, 6
weeks earlier, by a vote of 19 to 18, took
a different position, one which would be
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supportive of the President’s offer to the
North Vietnamese, with a cease-fire
throughout Indochina, a withdrawal
within 4 months of their acceptance of
his conditions, and an accounting for
these missing in action and a return of
prisoners of war.

My view is that this section would con-
stitute very unwise legislation. If we want
to act I believe we could act on the sepa-
rate resolution with regard to the so-
called end the war amendment which
has come out of our committee.

What worries me is that there is a
possibility that this section might be ac-
cepted. Yet we have had no serious dis-
cussion about the significance of the
language, or the impact of acceptance of
the language by both the House and the
Senate.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HamirToN) says that his provision does
not tie the hands of the President. I find
it difficult to believe that the gentleman
thinks it would not tie the President’s
hands. Quite obviously it attempts to set
different conditions for negotiations from
those the President has proposed. That
surely is a restriction, and a serious re-
striction, on the President’s respon-
sibility.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HamirTon) also said that it would be
unlikely the enemy would accept a gen-
eral cease-fire, and that the result might
be a prolongation of hostilities. Has any-
one asked what would be the significance
if the enemy should decide to accept an
offer by Congress that there be a partial
cease-fire only? Would this, as the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON)
suggests, reduce the level of violence? Or
would it perhaps encourage an increase
in the level of violence against the South
Vietnamese?

This would be tying our hands. We
would be destroying the possibility of a
general cease-fire as a negotiating point
in Paris.

So I believe, if we should make the deci-
sion of accepting section 13, we would be
moving a long step down the road which
would be basieally leading nowhere.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. O'NEeILL) in a very elogquent speech
said that this section represents the voice
of grassroots America. I cannot see how
he can honestly contend that this rep-
resents what grassroots America is say-
ing. What Americans of all stripes want
is for this war to end. I would guess that
there would be very few Americans who
would take this particular route to that
end as the only one to accomplish our
objective.

If we are to have meaningful negotia-
tions, I would suggest we should not set
a calendar date which may mean some-
thing to some people, which may have an
impact on the American public who may
feel that somehow the war is going to end
as of a certain date, but which in fact
may reduce the possibility of a settle-
ment. And this is the only way we are
going to get an end to hostilities.

So I do hope that the majority whip
is right when he says there is every like-
lihood that the section will be defeated.
I think it should be.

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, T move
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to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as I recall this debate
when it started out, the language in
question was referred to as illusory, it
had no effect, and it was not legal. Now
the debate has turned around. The lan-
guage is very important, it is serious and
it has a binding effect. We heard that if
we voted for one date, we would extend
the war, but we hear no discussion of
the fact that if wou do not vote for a
date, it might extend the war forever. I
do not believe either one of those argu-
ments. I think we ought to dispense with
all that kind of talk anyway.

We know what the issues are. They are
very clear and simple. Let us go back just
one hit.

We started out in Vietnam with about
$1 billion a year to support an ally. Then
the United States put some men in and
then we put more men in and the
United States became enmeshed in a
seemingly interminable war. Where was
Congress all this time? I will tell you
what I was doing. I was supporting the
President of the United States; I was
supporting my country; I was by acquies-
cence or by actunal vote ratifying an ac-
tive war. There was no formal declara-
tion of war. We appropriated the money
and we ratified the action.

Then came the Gulf of Tonkin Reso-
lution. The Congress with few dissenting
votes granted the Executive full power
to prosecute the war in language short
of a formal declaration of war. The
President was supported on that issue
and on the first supplemental for $700
million. We ratified it in that way, and
we went right on. The Congress played
its role. The Congress then repealed the
authority of the Guif of Tonkin Resolu-
tion. But the war went on.

This is a historic day; not that this
issue is new or political, because it is
close to election. We know that is not
really true. We have been debating this
issue as far as the Congress taking a
part in it since before 1969, so it is no
surprise to anybody that the issue is
here today. We all know that.

To argue otherwise is to misunder-
stand the knowledge and intelligence of
the American people. I do not make that
mistake, and I am sure you do not. They
are way ahead of us on this issue and
they have been for some time. That is
the reason why the issue finally got to
the Congress of the United States. That
i3 where it belongs. That is why some
expression ought to be given here.

It is historic, because for the first time
the Committee on Foreign Affairs in
open, prolonged consideration and de-
bate, albeit by a close vote, finally came
gﬂg with the language which is in this

And it may well be that it would be his-
toric for this House to take a position
the same way.

I understand full well that if this sec-
tion is stricken from the bill, the Con-
gress, that is, the House, will have spoken
and in that fashion will have participated
in a different way. But I think that the
debate up to this point is guite clear.

The Hanoi regime is not about to ac-
cept anything or at least not the very
generous terms that the President has
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laid down. It is difficult, for him, to make
a change. However, the Congress can lay
down a guideline, and it will not become
law unless the President wants to sign
it. If he does sign it, it will become law
and he will bind himself. He will not arbi-
trarily be bound. We all know that. So he
has complete discretion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FASCELL
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, all we
are doing here if we adopt the language
that is in the bill, and vote down the
amendment offered by the zentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BorLinNg), who has
stated the case quite clearly and accu-
rately as far as T am concerned, is simply
broadening the base upon which the
President can negotiate if he wants to.
We, the House of Representatives, will
have spoken and laid the predicate to
malke it possible for the President to take
a slightly different course. The President
thinks, as I do, that he has given a very
generous offer and one in the best in-
terest of the United States. But we are
practically at an impasse—and the war
goes on. What we are saying in this lan-
guage is, “Mr. President, we in the Con-
gress, also representing the people as
you do, say that you can negotiate on a
different basis and the Congress thinks
you should.”

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, at this
point may we see how many more Mem-
bers wish to speak on this amendment
so that perhaps we can arrive at some
time upon which to end the debate?

Mr. Chairman, there are about 15
Members standing.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close at 6
o'clock.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, there
are men of sincere conviction on both
sides of this issue, and that is without
question, but I would be remiss if I did
not express my personal appreciation for
the statesmanship of the author of this
amendment, the majority leader of the
House of Representatives, the ranking
majority member and others on our
committee, and the many other Demo-~
crats who will stand up and support this
amendment under these circumstances in
this election year.

I believe they are doing something for
their country, and I appreciate it.

Mr. Chairman, we will send from this
Chamber today one of two messages. We
will either say we support the President’s
effort toward peace, the only President we
have, the man whom the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HamioToN) the author of
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this section, himself, has said is the only
one who can negotiate. We shall either
strengthen his hand as he goes to nego-
tiate with the Communists—or we will
send out a message to the Communists,
“We will do your job for you, and will
strengthen your hand.”

We clearly face that choice here today.

I address myself next to the substance
of the amendment itself for just a mo-
ment.

The gentleman from New Hampshire
has offered an amendment which deals
with one of the issues, that of release of
prisoners, but, Mr. Chairman, I would
submit that the only language that would
assure the return of our prisoners would
be “the return of all American prisoners
of war” as a condition of our withdrawal.
In Korea in various instances the Com-
munists said they had released the pris-
oners of war, but they never showed up.
So not even prior release is good enough
to accomplish their full protection.

Second, there is no real cease-fire as
has been mentioned, in this proposal.
This is a very partial cease-fire which
will not stop the killing, and will en-
courage wanton slaughter on the part of
the invaders of South Vietnam, Cambo-
dia, and Laos, against innocent people in
the future.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would point
out to this committee that we have an-
other instrument if we want to speak on
this subject, reported out by the House
Committee on Poreign Affairs, and sup-
portive of the President’s position, re-
ported by a slightly larger majority than
that which supported section 13, the
so-called Hamilton amendment. There is,
therefore, no need to add this burden
and complication which may threaten
the passage of this needed military as-
sistance legislation, as in fact has been
the case in the other body. We can deal
with this issue separately and fully
through bringing House Joint Resolution
1225 to this floor for consideration if we
so desire. We do not need to threaten
passage of needed legislation by leaving
this controversial provision within it.

Again, Mr. Chairman I would urge this
committee not to do the job of the Com-
munist aggressors for them but to here
take a stand which I believe will lead
toward peace, and is the best stand to
take for peace.

The question here today is not an issue
between those who are for and those who
are against peace, but how to achieve
peace. With the acoption of the amend-
ment we can help our President in his
continuing effort to bring peace to our
country. I urge the adoption of the
amendment, as a vote for peace in Indo-
china and a step toward peace with jus-
tice in our time.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Chairman, once again we are engaged in
our seemingly endless quest to find a
legislative way to end the war in Viet-
nam, and—I say in all kindness—there
is reflected here in this latest attempt a
bit of the attitude exhibited by the pol-
ifician in that old story about “there go
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the people, and I must follow because I
am their leader.” Or, in its updated ver-
sion, “there goes our presidential nomi-
nee, and we must follow because he is
our leader.”

My own position on the American in-
volvement in the tangled affairs of the
people of former Indochina ought to be
clear by now, Mr. Chairman, at least to
my own constituency. For I have been
saying that such involvement was a for-
eign policy blunder of tragic propor-
tions—or words to that effect—ifor some
6 or 7 years now, with some of those early
speeches which also called for an end to
that involvement at the earliest practi-
cable date being made in such places as
American Legion halls where my then-
audiences were not all that approving.

Prior to that, I made—as the record
will show—a number of 1-minute
speeches here in the House in the spring
of 1965 suggesting, as the American role
in Vietnam changed and began escalat-
ing insofar as troops were concerned,
that our Committee on Foreign Affairs
ought to investigate what we were get-
ting into. I do not say, now, that I would
have been smart enough then—even if
we had had such hearings—to have op-
posed what was happening, but at least
it is true that when the other body finally
got around to the so-called Fulbright
hearings a year later, the die had been
cast so that, ever since, we have been
trying to find a proper way to correct
what nearly everyone now agrees was a
mistake in policy.

I probably would have supported Mr.
Nixon’s candidacy 4 years ago anyway,
but the fact that he seemed to offer the
best chance for correcting that mistake
gave me added reason for doing so. And,
after his election, I enthusiastically sup-
ported his Vietnamization policy as a
practical, if unduly gradual, way of
beginning that process.

To be perfectly honest about it, how-
ever, I had some early- doubts about
exactly what it was that Mr. Nixon had
in mind as the end result of “Vietnamiza-
tion”—and I expressed those doubts from
time to time, Mr. Chairman, both here in
the House and to my constituents, as well
as to the President, directly. I wished,
among other things, to make sure that
he was committed on an irreversible
course to a policy of total withdrawal of
an American presence in or over former
Indochina—and that he did not some-
how harbor, as did his predecessor, some
sort of vision of “victory” in Vietnam,
for I have never believed that we could
produce any such a result except at a
prohibitive cost both to ourselves and the
supposed beneficiaries thereof.

Accordingly, as some here will recall,
I either offered, sponsored or voted for
a number of earlier legislative attempts
at “ending” the war—attempts which I
conceived to be both responsive in nature
and in line with our constitutional role
in foreign policy. The main thrust of this
effort was to encourage, if in some small
way I could, not only an “end-the-war”
consensus among my own constituents,
who were then as uncertain over what the
Nixon policy was as over what it ought to
be, but also a similar consensus here in
the Congress. My major ambition was to
help guide the President toward a nego-
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tiating position that would have enough
attraction to Hanoi to have some reason-
able chance of success, for I repeatedly
argued that this tragic conflict could only
really be “ended” through a political set-
tlement arrived at by negotiations.

Two years ago, I was sent to Indochina
by our then-Speaker as a member of the
so-called “Select Committee on U.S.
Involvement in Southeast Asia” A
valuable and instructive experience this
was, and one reinforcing my previ-
ous views about the need for establishing
a national policy of total withdrawal on
an irreversible course, as well as leading
me to believe it was time fto think in
terms of a “date certain” for ending our
ground combat role. Accordingly, in Sep-
tember of 1970, I introduced a resolu-
tion—House Congressional Resolution
756 in the 91st Congress, and the first of
its kind, I believe—stating that it was
“the sense of Congress” that U.S. troop
withdrawal from Indochina “should
continue on an irreversible basis,” and
further stating that all such troops
should be withdrawn from ground
combat activities on or before May 1,
1971. Interestingly enough, as the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON),
coauthor of the language in the bill be-
fore us, will recall—he also having been
a member of that select committee—I
urged him to join me in offering that res-
olution, but he replied, as I remember,
;ha'f’ he was not then ready to go “that
ar.

In any event, early in this Congress I
reintroduced a slightly modified form of
my prior resolution—it is House Joint
Resolution 462 in this Congress—which
calls also for troop withdrawals from
Indochina to be continued, on an ir-
reversible basis, until all United States
personnel are withdrawn, and then adds
a sense of Congress statement to the
effect that our role in ground combat
should be terminated by June 1, 1971.

That last-mentioned date has, of
course, come and gone without congres-
sional action and, to the President’'s cred-
it, the American role in ground combat
in Indochina has, to all intents and pur-
poses, been ended. Besides which all
troop levels in South Vietnam have been
reduced close to that residual force
that some argue it is necessary for us to
maintain at least until there is some
resolution of the prisoner-of-war issue.

However, it is also worth mentioning,
I believe, that I did offer a substitute
to the so-called Nedzi-Whalen amend-
ment to last year's military procure-
ment bill, when it was before this House
in June of 1971, That substitute, had it
been adopted, would have extended the
Nedzi-Whalen cutoff date—or dead-
line—by 4 months, that is, from De-
cember 31, 1971, to April 30, 1972, but
would have conditioned the application
of that cutoff date upon the happen-
ing, prior to April 30, 1972, of two related
events: The arrangement of a cease-fire
either by the parties involved in the hos-
tilities, or by the United Nations, or by
any group of neutral nations, and the
consummation of an agreement between
those same hostile parties for the iden-
tification and exchange of all prisoners-
of-war held by either side in former In-
dochina.
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I argued then—though in vain—that
Nedzi-Whalen's only possible effect would
be to end our own involvement in the
war, and our own anguish. And I cited
in support of that position—as the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD will show—the then-
recent comments of former Senator Eu-
gene McCarthy to the effect that any
congressional mandate forcing a with-
drawal of our forces from Vietnam could
well be counterproductive in that it
would invite chaos in Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia, and that such action would
constitute an abdication of congressional,
as well as national, responsibility for the
combined military, political, and eco-
nomic problems we have helped create
in former Indochina. Specifically, I
quoted former Senator McCarthy as say-
ing:

The answer is that we should negotiate
now!

Since then, of course, we have gotten
around—again without congressional ac-
tion—to President Nixon’s current nego-
tiating position, which is simple and
straightforward enough. He proposes, as
we all know, a total withdrawal of all
forces from Indochina and to “stop all
acts of force throughout Indochina”—
which must be taken .o mean “in or over”
Indochina—within 4 months after the re-
lease of American prisoners of war and
the establishment of an internationally
supervised cease-fire in Indochina. And
we are told, by some observers, that as a
result of his other initiatives Mr. Nixon
has gotten both Russia and Red China
to at least privately encourage Hanoi to
accept such terms.

I welcomed this Presidential neogtiat-
ing position when he stated it last April,
for it paralleled so closely the bargain-
ing position I had been urging, and which
I thought had a chance of success. Un-
fortunately, as we know, Hanoi has not
yvet seen fit to accept it, and the sponsors
and supporters of the language now be-
fore us argue that it never will since
the kind of cease-fire Mr. Nixon con-
templates is an “unrealistic and unreal-
izable” condition of American with-
drawal.

They may well be right, but I wonder
how they can be so sure, and it is at least
worthy of note—even if it is only for the
purpose of “coppering his bet” on the
outcome of the American presidential
election—that Hanoi’s chief negotiator,
despite the absence of outward signs of
progress, continues to receive the Presi-
dent’s chief negotiator, Dr. Kissinger, in
private discussions of his proposal.

Mr. Chairman, given my consistent po-
sition regarding the need to correct our
mistake in Vietnam—as now compounded
throughout Indochina—the language in
the “end-the-war” amendment now be-
fore us is very attractive to me. It is espe-
cially attractive in that the “dates cer-
tain” which I previously had in mind for
total U.S. withdrawal have come and
gone, though the effect of this language
could still only be to end American in-
volvement in the war, just as was the
case with prior amendmenis including
the one I have mentioned.

That point still bothers me deeply. A
cease-fire would certainly be difficult to
arrange—as Mr., HamiitoN and Mr.
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WHALEN point out in their separate
views—and it may prove, in time, to be as
“unrealizable” as they also claim.
Nevertheless, it would be a desirable thing
to accomplish, if we could, elsewise we
would be for all the world like a careless
driver who—after causing a fatal acci-
dent—walks away from the scene and
the casualties he had left behind, mutter-
ing somethirg like: “Sorry about that!”
I know that there is a point of view—
and we have heard it expressed here
again—that those casualties will, after
we thus leave, somehow pick themselves
up, dust themselves off, and put every-
thing back together again, so to speak.
As the amendment’s authors argue:

If the level of violence is lowered, finding
ways and means to heal the wounds, and
make accommodation, would be enhanced.

Perhaps. But that they also think the
war, at least as between the people of
Indochina will go on, is evidenced by the
fact that this same bill carries authority
for “security supporting assistance” to
Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and Thailand
in the amount of $735.4 million to help
them—as the report states— “. . . take
over the burden of [their] defense,” and
provides authority for another $269.5
million in “military assistance” to Cam-
bodia and Thailand. Besides which, the
current disclosures of Communist ex-
ecutions of South Vietnamese Govern-
ment officials and the imprisonment of
“Saigon collaborators” during the recent
weeks when they held Binhdinh Prov-
ince in South Vietnam—which disclo-
sures do not seem to be controverted—
while not ensuring a “bloodbath,” do give
added reason to understand why Mr.
Nixon is haunted sufficiently by such a
vision to at least want to “stop the kill-
ing” through a cease-fire before we leave
Indochina altogether.

So, Mr. Chairman—though it has by
no means been an easy decision—I have
determined not to vote for this supposed
opportunity to “end” this tragic war. Its
authors claim it will “help” the Presi-
dent to end the war. But I fail to see
how, at this precise moment, it can do
anything other than hamper him as he
makes what may well be his last bid for
peace on what he considers appropriate
terms. As the Washington Post said,
rather surprisingly, in a recent editorial
on the comparable attempt to this in the
other body—and it equally applies here:

It cannot amount to more than a shatter-
ing vote of no confidence in a difficult and
delicate effort, now presumably under way,
to translate weeks of pulverizing bombing
attacks into a negotiated settlement . . .
[and] undermine the last chance he has to
make good, before election day, on 4 years of
promises to end American participation in
the war.

Mr. Chairman, the pressure is on the
President to end this war—for all partici-
pants, if he can—through negotiations.
That is the only way it can be ended.
That is the way it should be ended. By
my vote today I intend to give him the
opportunity to try to do so without in-
terference—and I have confidence that
he will do his best.

To summarize, Mr. Chairman, surely
there have been moments in the past
when Congress would have been well
advised to take courage in its hands and
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bring its powers to bear on halting the
continuing escalation of the Vietnam
conflict. That, we did not do. We did not
even inquire into the justification for
such escalation until, as I said, the die
had been cast for us and the bills, toted
up in terms of death and destruction as
well as dollars, came due. Since then,
our problem—our task—has been to
work with President Nixon toward
fashioning an acceptable policy of with-
drawal leading to total disengagement at
the earliest practicable moment while,
at the same time, moving on a parallel
track toward a mnegotiating stance
wherefrom our influence could be used to
encourage the warring parties to settle
their political differences.

My efforts, over the past 3% years of
the Nixon administration, have all been
aimed in those directions. It may only
be coincidence, but the only two end-
the-war amendments which, late last
year, became law—the two so-called
Mansfield amendments—bear close re-
semblance in both content and language
to the kind of initiatives I began in 1970,
and I think it clear that, although he
stated his unhappiness with them, Pres-
ident Nixon's course has undoubtedly
been influenced thereby.

I have no knowledge that the Pres-
ident’s current efforts will bear fruit. I
am not even optimistic about that
chance—merely hopeful. 3tili, let me say
again, that, at what could be the most
propitious moment in the long history of
Vietnam peace talks, Congress would
be ill advised to rock the boat in the
fashion now contemplated.

For the longer range future, as I have
said all along, there must come a time
when South Vietnam will have to stand
alone—and by that I mean completely
alene in its own defense, with possibly
American logistical help if the war has
to go on, but without American air
support or any other kind of direct mili-
tary assistance.

‘We have, most assuredly, gone the pro-
verbial “last mile” and then some in our
effort—however unwisely undertaken—to
help its people. If President Nixon can-
not, under the existing more favorable
circumstances even through the use of
the punishing king of air strikes that are
being carried on against the North day
after endless day, now bring about a
negotiated settlement of the conflict in-
cluding a cease-fire, so that, however
temporarily, the killing stops, then, per-
haps, that is a goal that is simply beyond
our grasp.

If that, unhappily, becomes the event—
and we should know by the time the 93d
Congress convenes in January—it would
be my intention at the earliest oppor-
tunity for doing so to support and vote
for a true “end-the-war” amendment of
the sort offered a week or so ago in the
other body by Senator Coorer of Ken-
tucky. Senator Coorer’s bill directs, by
way of a cutoff of funds, the total with-
drawal of all US. forces from In-
dochina, without conditions other than
the protection of such forces as they were
withdrawn. That is a direct, and clean-
cut proposal, with no ifs, ands, or buts:
and, difficult though it might then be for
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our Nation to accept, the time may come
when we will have no real alternative.

But I cannot close those remarks with-
out expressing again my sense of repug-
nance for our continuing, strategic
bombing of targets in North Vietnam. I
claim no military expertise in this area,
and frankly do not know whether or not
these massive bombing attacks have had
a major impact on the North’s ability to
support its military thrust into the south.
One assumes that the bombing has, at
the least, made that military chore con-
siderably more difficult. It is less certain,
however, that the hundreds of thousands
of tons of bombs we have dropped on the
North will have any long-range military
effect. Nor, is there any concrete evidence
that the pressure exerted by means of
such bombing has any impact on the
North's negotiating stance in Paris.

For these reasons, it is disquieting to
consider the impact such bombing must
have on the people of North Vietnam.
Bombs—even “smart” ones—do more
than physical damage. They also kill peo-
ple, and they have no way of discrimi-
nating between soldier and civilian, or
between man and child. They also wreak
havoc with the environment—both the
natural ecological system and the man-
made environment. In the latter case in
North Vietnam, of course, is that exten-
sive system of dikes and waterways which
protect the low-lying areas of the coun-
try from massive flooding. It is the Presi-
dent’s policy not to deliberately damage
the dike system, and I am thankful for
that. But it is obvious that some dikes
will be damaged, and have been dam-
aged, if not totally destroyed, when
bombing has taken place in their vicin-
ity—whether such was the intended re-
sult or not.

In short, whatever military benefits
have accrued from saturation bombing
of the North must be weighed against the
human costs involved. I have tried to
judge the two in my own mind—and,
frankly, I do not think the bombing is
worth it. Foreign correspondents have re-
ported instances of severe civilian casu-
alties—including the devastation of hos-
pitals and schools. Doubtless the North
attempts to “propagandize” as best it
can, and it takes foreign correspondents
only where it wants them to go; but, on
the other hand, one does not easily simu-
lzibcel the after effects of a B-52 bombing
T :

U.S. war planes roam the skies
of North Vietnam virtually uninhib-
ited. The North's air defenses have
been shattered in most areas of the
country, meaning that most of the ter-
ritory—and most of the inhabitants of
that territory—are now totally defense-
less against such attacks. The picture of
the world’s greatest military power pul-
verizing a nation of 21 million by air is
not appealing. The relentless nature of
our bombing attacks weighs heavily on
my conscience—as it must on those of
many Americans.

The bill we discuss, today, is not an
appropriate vehicle for consideration of
an amendment to either end, or limit, the
scope of such bombing attacks. But if
such attacks are not discontinued by
that time, the House might be well ad-
vised to consider such an amendment
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when the defense appropriations bill
comes before us—as it will probably
sometime in September. But I need not
wait that long to again call upon the
President to recognize the dimensions of
human tragedy being caused by such
punishment, and to ask him to direct a
halt in, or at least a substantial reduction
of, these bombing attacks at the earliest
possible moment consistent with his ef-
fort to obtain meaningful negotiations,
which judgment, I would hope, would be
tempered by his own humanitarian im-

pulses.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yleld to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Bolling amendment.

Mr. Chairman, once again, we are
faced with the difficult task of deter-
mining the effect of specific legislative
language on the chances for peace in
Southeast Asia. I refer of course to the
Hamilton-Whalen amendment contained
in section 13 of H.R. 16029, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1972.

The purpose of this language, as stated
by the supporters of this amendment,
is to set forth by congressional enact-
ment, a reasonable set of terms under
which American involvement in the Viet-
nam conflict could be terminated in the
eyes of the Congress of the United States.
The terms set forth in the Hamilton-
Whalen language do not coincide with
those set forth by the President in his
speech of last May, since they do not
specify that an Indochina-wide, inter-
nationally supervised cease-fire is a con-
dition of total withdrawal. However, the
terms contained in this amendment are
by no means unreasonable, as one can
see from reading the language of section
13 itself:

H.R. 16020—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

Sec. 13. Notwithstanding any provision of
this or any other Act, the involvement of
United States land, sea, and air forces, for
the purpose of maintaining, supporting, or
engaging in hostilities in or over Indochina
shall terminate and such forces shall be
withdrawn not later than October 1, 1972,
subject to a cease-fire between the United
States and North Vietnam and those allied
with North Vietnam to the extent necessary
to achieve safe withdrawal of such remaining
forces, and subject to the release of all
American prisoners of war held by the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam and forces allied
with such Government and an accounting
for all Americans missing in action who have
been held by or known to such Government
or such forces. The accounting for the
American prisoners of war and missing in
action referred to above shall be subject to
verification by the International Red Cross
or by any other international body mutually

to by the President of the United
States and the Government of North Viet-
nam.

The provision for total withdrawal of
U.S. air, sea, and land forces, condi-
tioned on the release of all U.S. prisoners
of war, on a full accounting of all Amer-
icans listed as missing in action, and on
a guarantee by the North Vietnamese
that U.S. forces would not be attacked
during the withdrawal process consti-
tutes terms for conclusion of our involve-
ment which I and most other Members
of Congress would welcome.
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The question, however, is not whether
the amendment’s language constitutes an
acceptable grand design for termination
of our involvement, but is rather what
actual effect would the adoption of this
amendment have on the prospects for
any settlement of this war in the near
future.

Regardless of the wording of such an
amendment at this time, Congress is not
sitting at the negotiating tables in Paris.
I say tables because at the present time,
not only are the relatively meaningless
public negotiations proceeding in Paris,
but the more promising private talks be-
tween our Government and Hanoi are
also in progress.

It is well known, and frequently ad-
mitted in the public statements of the
Hanoi government, that the North Viet-
namese are extremely sensitive to the
trend of public opinion in the United
States and in the Congress. They have
even hinted strongly that they might be
waiting out the results of the November
elections in our country, undoubtedly to
determine whether they might secure a
deal more favorable to their interests at
the peace table next year.

While it is possible that terms such as
those contained in section 13 of this bill
could well constitute a compromise
agreement at the bargaining table, the
effect of Congress enacting such language
while secret negotiations are proceeding
would be to undermine and weaken the
bargaining positions which our country
has set forth in these talks.

Let me analyze it this way. There is
no question that all of us in Congress, and
all Americans would welcome a peace
agreement which would result not only
in a withdrawal of all U.S. military per-
sonnel, but which would also put a stop
to all of the killing and maiming of the
populations of Indochina by providing for
a cease-fire between all parties to the
conflict. The prospect of North and South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia being free
of hostile fire, free of bombs, of booby-
traps, and of destruction and injury to
the civilian populations is almost too
beautiful to imagine, after this long and
bloody struggle which has gone on nearly
30 years. This could be accomplished if
the President’s terms of cease-fire were
accepted by the other side.

By continuing to bargain for a cease-
fire in Indochina, our negotiators could
very possibly arrive at a compromise with
the North Vietnamese which would not
include a total cease-fire, but which
would guarantee the return of our prison-
ers, as well as the other terms contained
in the language of the amendment we
are considering.

On the other hand, if Congress adopts
this language, it would have the effect of
immediately canceling out any ques-
tion of a total cease-fire at the bargain-
ing table. The Congress would, in effect,
be saying to the President, “delete the
cease-fire from our bargaining position.”
Enowing the North Vietnhamese from our
yvears of experience at the bargaining
table with them, they would then see
this as another sign that the longer they
wait and continue the war in the three
neighboring nations of Laos, Cambodia,
and South Vietnam, the closer the Amer-
ican Government will come to meeting

August 10, 1972

all of their demands for settlement. Since
the leaders of Hanoi have yet to offer a
return of all prisoners for total U.S.
withdrawal without, in addition, the end-
ing of the Saigon government, there is al-
most no reason to hope that they would
accept the terms set forth in this amend-
ment. Instead, what is more likely, they
will bargain for some compromise which
will either not guarantee return of the
prisoners, or which will not assure a safe
withdrawal or an accounting of those
missing in action.

Thus, while T would welcome a settle-
ment based on the terms of this amend-
ment, I feel the effect of enacting this
language while U.S. troops are being
withdrawn, and while secret talks are in
progress, would be to lessen the chances
that a settlement such as that called for
in the amendment could be achieved.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I will cast
my vote in favor of the motion to delete
the language of section 13 from this bill,
in the hope that such a vote will be
construed in Hanoi as supportive of our
current efforts to negotiate not only an
end to U.S. military involvement in this
way, but also of our efforts to win a
cease-fire and the peace that it could
bring.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair has noted
the names of Members standing at the
time of the unanimous-consent request
to limit debate.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the
Bolling amendment is tantamount to
making Congress a mere cipher—a po-
litical eunuch.

Congress is nearer the people than the
President. People speak directly to Con-
gress. They want peace—now. They do
indeed want the holocaust ended. The
President has failed to harken to the
people. When the President fails to
listen, are the people helpless? They
have resources to Congress.

Congress cannot compel the Presi-
dent to end the war but we can and have
the power to persuade and exhort by leg-
islative edict.

The Founding Fathers set up inde-
pendent but coordinated branches of
Government but they did not denude
the legisiative branch of power vis-a-vis
the President and his right to direct any
war.

They provided us with the power to
declare war and gave us power over the
purse strings to defray the expenses of
war.

There is no hermetically sealed sep-
arate compartments of government.
Then, too, there is frequent overlapping
of powers of the separate branches.

Congress has often urged the Presi-
dent, by legislative mandate, to act or
not to act. He may not listen but that is
his responsibility. This section, if strick-
en, would be a signal to the world that
Congress is indifferent as to the course
of the war—is apathetic as to ending
the war that would be fatal.

We do have the right to speak out.
Speaking forthrizhtly on the war is a
proper exercise of our constitutional au-
thority. Our annals of history make
manifest numerous congressional out-
cries against actions of the Executive
anent war.

The amendment should be defeated.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
RIEGLE) .

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, if we de-
feat this amendment and keep section
13, it means that we urge the President
to change his negotiating terms. I hope
we will be successful, and I hope he will
change his negotiating terms. But, I
think what we also have to understand is
what happens if we delete section 13.

If we do that, then we sign a blank
check for more blood and money for this
war for who knows how long into the
future. I do not think many of us perhaps
realize what the cost of these Nixon ne-
gotiating terms have already been for the
last 315 years.

If you add them up, it is $59 billion
we have already spent on these negotiat-
ing terms—$59 billion—and we, in Con-
gress, share responsibility for that ex-
penditure. There are an additional 20,000
American dead and an additional 109,000
American wounded. We have dropped an
additional 3.€ million tons of bombs; 200
pounds of bombs for every man, woman,
and child in both North and South Viet-
nam combined.

How much should this country and this
Congress be prepared to spend on behalf
of these negotiating terms? Yes, we can
ignore these facts and continue to sign a
blank check as we have done for the last
10 years, but I think we have a right and
a responsibility to ask the President to
consider changing his negotiating terms;
a different set of terms that ean end the
war and bring our American prisoners of
war back.

It happens that these negotiating terms
that now exist have already cost an-
other 70 prisoners of war, 70 more Ameri-
cans sitting in North Vietnam prisons
than there were 312 years ago; 470 more
Americans missing in action than we had
32 years ago. So the queshtion is, Do we
want to continue signing the blank
checks?

I think everyone has made up his mind
that we proceed, that we will once again
avoid facing up to the issue. Well, I
think that is wrong. I want to commend
those who have had the courage to stand
up today, and those who fought previous-
1y in the committee for some language to
put an end to the war, and if the Presi-
dent, as was said earlier by the gentle-
man from Florida, wants to veto the
bill, he can turn his back on the expres-
sion of this body. But I think we have a
right to say that it is time to stop sign-
ing these blank checks. This is not un-
dercutting anyone. This is helping this
country.

Mr, Chairman, I now place in the Rec-
ord certain data on Vietnam war costs—
all unclassified information—that de-
serve careful analysis.

Until today, I do not think we have
seen an accurate summary of what the
Nixon 3l.-year peace plan has cost
America.

It is standard practice for the admin-
istration to express its Vietnam war pol-
icy with a single major graph—one with
a downward slope reflecting the staged
withdrawal of American ground forces.

That data, by itself, is highly mislead-
ing. In fact, the Nixon peace plan could
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more accurately be called a war plan.
Thus far it has cost America:

Over 20,000 American dead.

Over . 109,000 additional American
wounded.

Over $59 billion—or some $1,200 for
every American family of four.

Seventy more American POW'’s.

An additional 3.6 million tons of bombs.
Some 200 pounds of bombs for every man,
woman, and child in both North and
South Vietnam combined. Total U.S.
World War II bomb tonnage was 2.2 mil-
lion tons.

In adding up these costs over the past
31 years, we actually find the kind of
costs curves displayed behind me. And
this list is only part of the cost—it dees
not include such additional things as:

The thousands  of young Ameriecan
servicemen who became drug addicts in
Indochina in the past 3'% years;

The thousands of other young Ameri-
cans who lost their eyes or legs or arms;

The facts that the war has expanded
into two other countries;

The additional Asian dead, wounded,
and refugees that certainly number in
the millions; and

Or almest unbelievable devastation
of the Indochina countryside.

And countless other measurements of
the wholesale waste of lives and re-
sources. Yet, despite all this—in the
name of a peace plan, we do not have
peace—the war goes on

We have not secured the release of
American POW'’s; in fact, several dozen
more American POW’s are now in North
Vietnam prison camps;

Other Americans continue to be killed,
wounded, and taken captive in the war
zone; and

The war continues to drain billions of
dollers desperately needed for other con-
structive purposes.

These facts lead to one overwhelming
conclusion: We cannot afford—in human
or physical terms—to pursue the Nixon
peace plan. It is bankrupting America’s
resources and its spirit.

The time has come for a new peace
plan—one built upon a compromise po-
litical settlement in South Vietnam. Un-
doubtedly that means the creation of a
new coalition government in South Viet-
nam, including Vietcong representation.
It means ending our blind support of the
dictatorial Thieu regime. In light of the
bloody record of the past several years
and the unconscionable devastation
raining down on Indochina today, it is
the only justifiable course left for Amer-
ica. It is time the Vietnamese settled
their own internal differences without
further American interference.

That we have failed to accept this
reality sooner is a failure shared both by
the Congress and the executive branch.
It is imperative that the campaign pledge
of 1968—to end the war—be redeemed
now before one more life or dollar is
wasted.

The war must stop and we in the Con-
gress must act now, with the President,
to face these facts and change an Amer-
ican policy that has failed.

I urge my colleagues to carefully ex-
amine the following statistical data:
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COST OF NIXON'S WAR PLAN IS BEGINNING TO EXCEED
THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION'S WAR COST

Nixon Johnson

Dollars:
Previous......_.......3$59, 000, 000, 000 $69, 00O, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1973 $7, 000, 000 -

Wounded... . ...

American dead ...

Fixed-wing sorties.

Helicopter sorlies

Cumulative bomb tonnage.

133, 000
35, 000
403, 586
15, 848, 000
2, 866, 000

469, 000
20, 800, 000
3, 600, 000

Source of Data: Department of Defense, Defense News
Branch, Public Affairs Office.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PEPPER).

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the Chairman. Due to a commitment I
have made, I will not be able to be here
on the floor to vote on this amendment. I
did want an opportunity to state my
position. I would vote against the motion
offered by the gentleman from Missouri
and to sustain the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee in limiting the continuation of the
war under the conditions specified in the
bill, not to exceed October 1.

I appreciate the opportunity, Mr.
Chairman, to state my position. I would
vote for the bill, and I would hope that
the bill would finally pass.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa. g

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of section 13 of the
Foreign Assistance Act, which sets three
fundamental, realistic, and achievable
conditions for an end to all land, sea,
and air involvement of U.S. forces in
Indochina.

The cost of American involvement in
the military conflict in Southeast Asia
since 1950 has been staggering. Over
56,000 American men have lost their
lives. More than 300,000 men have been
wounded, 1,126 are missing, and 520 are
known to be prisoners of war. Funds in
excess of $120 billion have been used in
this effort, an amount which reflects
expenditures only since fiscal year 1965.

The majority of the American people
do not want their Government to con-
tinue to commit our national resources
to this military confiict; it is simply rot
in the national interest. It is time that
we recast our priorities and direct our
resources to the many more important
needs and purposes we share both at
home and abroad.

I urge passage of this section which
sets forth provisions for an honorable
withdrawal and at the same time injects
the considered judgment of the vast ma-
jority of the American people as well as
of the Congress into the negotiating
Process.

To adopt this section is not only an
expreszion of national will; it also as-
serts our proper role both as a leader in
world affairs and as a nation earning
both seli-respect and the regard of
others.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
DENNIS) .

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I think
that we ought to give a moment's more
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consideration than we have as to whether
or not this measure we are considering,
section 13, is a constitutional measure, if
we adopt it.

Under article II of the Constitution,
the President, of course, is the Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces.
Never in our history so far as I am ad-
vised, when a war was going on and was
in progress—I am not talking about
starting a war now—have we in this
body, by legislation, attempted to direct
the Executive as to the disposition and
use of the forces, and when and where he
shall use them, and when he has to stop
using them, as we are trying to do in this
measure here.

The question never has been actually
passed upon, but here is what the Court
said in the case of ex parte Milligan in
the course of its opinion:

Congress has the power not only to raise
and to support armies, but to declare war. It
has, therefore, the power to provide by law
for carrying on war. This power necessarily
extends to all legislation essential to the pros-
ecution of war with vigor and success, ex-
cept such as interferes with the command of
the forces and the conduct of campalgns.
That power and duty belong to the President
as Commander in Chief.

That is the law.

As for the merits, the American people
realize that the President has got to con~
sider the effect of what he does in South-
east Asia not only now but also the effect
on Southeast Asia in the future, as well
as our credibility all around the world,
and the effect on the people, there and
elsewhere—as, for example, in the Mid-
dle East—who depend upon us. The peo-
ple know that for that reason they
should not try to second guess the Pres-
ident at this time and that they ought
not to signal to the other side the end
date of negotiations. There were 85 per-
cent of them in my recent constituent
poll in a politically closely divided dis-
trict, in a political battleground State,
who supported the President for that
reason, in a nonpartisan way, just as we
will do here.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GRAY) .

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Bolling amendment.

I have great admiration and respect
for my friend and neighbor from Mis-
souri, however I cannot in good con-
science be a party to continuing to con-
sign young men to their death in
Vietnam. I have supported every Presi-
dent from Mr. Eisenhower to Mr. Nixon
in the defense of our country. I have
voted for foreign aid to less fortunate
nations, however the time has come to
free our prisoners of war from their hor-
rible existence in prisoner-of-war camps.
The only way to free our prisoners and
stop the war is to get out of South Viet-
nam.

Surrender, no. The South Vietnamese
should be able to defend themselves. The
40,000 U.S. troops that are still there are
in no way able to defend South Vietnam.
The Air Force and Navy bombing has not
been effective in stopping the flow of sup-
plies to the south.

Only, I repeat, only the 1 million men
under arms in South Vietnam will be able
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to stop aggression and bring peace. Let
us get out and let them do it. We have
stayed longer and done more than they
could expect. Our bombs and our no-win
policy has failed. Let us be big enough to
recognize it. We will get credit for help-
ing the South Vietnamese build up their
military forces sufficiently to defend
themselves. What more can they ask?

As a former combat veteran in World
War IT and a former commander of the
American Legion and Veterans of For-
eign Wars I honestly feel our continued
presence in Vietnam is actually prolong-
ing the war. Until we get out we will
never get our prisoners back or get a
peace agreement from North Vietnam.
Let us stay with the committee bill.

Thank you.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from KEentucky (Mr.
CARTER) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr, Younc of
Florida yielded his time to Mr. CARTER.)

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have been vitally in-
terested in the war in Vietnam since its
inception. In 1965, at my own expense,
in company with Congressman WiLrLiam
StantoNn and JoEN Duwncaw, I visited
South Vietnam for the first time. We
visited the 1st Infantry Division “The
Big Red One,” commanded at that time
by General Seaman.

On that day he had lost 14 men killed
and 65 wounded, on the first day of com-
bat for his division. We visited the 12th
Cavalry at Ankhe. Maj. Gen. E. B. Rob-
erts, at that time Colonel Roberts—from
the district I represent—was chief of
staff of that division.

We were permitted to visit a neigh-
boring village which was said to be paci-
fled and was called “Happy Valley.” We
wtear; briefed by General Westmoreland's
staff.

Even at that time, I was convinced
that the war in South Vietnam was a
mistake. To contain communism 11,000
miles from the United States, where it
existed 90 miles off our shore in Cuba,
did not make commonsense. Further
complicating the problem was the prox-
imity of the Soviet Union and the
People’s Republic of China.

Again, in 1966, as a member of the
Speaker’'s Committee of Fourteen, ap-
proved by the President of the United
States, I again visited South Vietnam.
We revisited the 1st Cavalry Division. I
found them firing from the division
perimeter, and the village near the 12th
Division Headquarters at Ankhe was no
longer “Happy Valley,” but was off limits.

We visited Gen. Lew Walt at Da Nang
and various installations throughout
that area and throughout Vietnam. I be-
came further convinced that we were not
winning the war.

When our committee reported to the
President, of the 13 members who re-
ported, one Congressman did not ap-
pear. Twelve members told the President
that they supported the war in Vietnam
and strongly supported our military ef-
forts, of the group, I alone dissented I
must say that I have never in any way
casticated or said evil of President
Johnson.
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Not long after that, before we had be-
come hopelessly immeshed in the most
tragic military involvement of our his-
tory, I spoke on the floor of this House
and advocated withdrawal while we were
vet winning and before our losses had be-
come so great.

Our military efforts were controlled
directly from the Capital. Our men were
held in large areas where a very few Viet-
cong or North Vietnamese could attack
with recoilless rifies and with devastating
effects, then would fade into the jungle.

Search and destroy procedures were
carried out, in which our men were sent
intu Vietcong controlled areas and then
withdrawn. The effectiveness of our mili-
tary efforts were less than successful,
they were pyrrhic. We won most of the
battles, but we were losing the war.

This war had intensified since 17,000
troops had been sent to Vietham by the
late beloved and admired President John
F. Kennedy.

When the present administration came
into office in 1969, a gradual with-
drawal of all forces was instituted. A
military invasion of the Parrots Beak
and surrounding areas of Cambodia was
executed. At that time, I was greatly
fearful and spoke against this incursion.
By this time, Maj. Gen. E. B. Roberts was
commanding the 12th Cavalry Division.
He is a man of great ability and of ab-
solute integrity. I received word from
him that the Cambodian invasion was
the most successful move of the war in
Vietnam up to this time. However, public
opinion was strongly solidified in opposi-
tion to the incursion, so that the follow-
up Laotian invasion was not made by
American troops but by the South Viet-
namese. It was less than successful.

If public opinion had permitted action
by the American troops in the Laotian
invasion, the war might well have ended
at that time.

Removal of combat troops in Vietnam
continued, until at the present time there
are approximately 40,000, which means
that 500,000 of our men have been re-
moved. No further soldiers will be sent
to Vietnam except with their consent.

For a period of approximately 1 year
after the Cambodian invasion, military
action by the North Vietnamese and the
Vietcong was minimal. However, in
March and April of this year, when our
forces were greatly depleted, a massive
invasion by the North Vietnamese was
attempted. Without our airpower and
seapower, South Vietnam would have
been completely overrun.

In the past year, by brilliant states-
manship, good rapport has been estab-
lished with both the Soviet Union and
the People’s Republic of China. There is
no doubt that both of these countries
are anxious to see an end to this disaster.

I support this administration’s moves
to end the war, and the removal of the
troops, which I am assured will continue.
We all know today that this administra-
tion is trying with all of its power to
bring this war to a conclusion as quickly
as possible. We have all read that Lincoln
was often driven to his knees during the
many crises of the Civil War. I have no
doubt that our President, Richard M.
Nixon, although he is not a man to dis-
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close his personal feelings, has also been
driven to his knees, asking a divine prov-
idence for a cessation of hostilities.

If today we pass the Whalen-Hamilton
resolution which is being offered, we
undercut his efforts to bring this tragic
war to a conclusion. If we suppose that
this resolution should pass, that our
troops would be removed from South
Vietnam, and that our prisoners would
be returned, we would yet have 40,000
South Korean troops there at our re-
quest, first-class fighting men, at the
mercy of the invading hordes of North
Vietnamese,

There is no provision to keep the So-
viet Union or the People’s Republic of
China from continuing their supply of
military materiel to the North Viet-
namese. It would be inevitable that North
Vietnam would overwhelm and crush the
South Vietnamese and our friends, the
ROCS, and that 55,000 American lives
will have been lost in vain and our bil-
lions of dollars wasted.

On August 7, 1964, under great emo-
tional stress, this-body passed the Ton-
kin Guilf resolution, which permitted our
action in South Vietnam. Calmness, cool-
ness, and reason did not prevail that day.
Since that time, our Nation has become
strongly opposed to this involvement. A
wave of emotionalism exists today in
this House.

Let us today dispell this wave of emo-
tionalism and act calmly and cooly. Let
us recognize the many worthwhile ef-
forts this administration has made. Let
us work with the administration to at-
tain a just and lasting peace.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge every
Member of this body to remember the
more than generous offers presented by
this administration, and let us support
the amendment of the gentleman from
ll\gissouri (Mr. BorLring) to strike section

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BENNETT).

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, first I
should like to ask if there could be a
clarification on this one amendment, on
line 22, because it is important to me
and I believe it would be to others. Is
that an acceptable amendment? I be-
lieve it is to add the word “prior.”

Perhaps the gentleman does not want
me to ask this at this point, but it does
make a lot of difference.

Mr. MORGAN. So far as the chair-
man and this side are concerned, the
amendment is acceptable.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have taken
no poll, but I take it, it would be ac-
ceptable on this side.

Mr, BENNETT. Could we clarify that,
and take a vote now, Mr. Chairman?
Could I yield my time for that purpose?
Is it to put the word “prior” before the
word “release” on line 22.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, a
point of order. Would that not be out of
order?

The CHAIRMAN. It would not be out
of order.

Mr, BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I will
discuss it without the amendment being
voted on just now as the author of the
amendment is not apparently here now,
but I want to say it does make a differ-
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ence to me. Since it has been offered, it
throws a new connotation on the bill’s
provisions. I had planned to vote for the
section of the bill as it now stands, but
now that this has been offered as an
amendment to line 22 my vote will now
depend upon whether the amendment of
the word “prior” is added: If not added
the effect would then leave a connota-
tion in the legislative process meaning
something different from what the bill
originally meant. So it is important that
we do something promptly to accept the
addition of the word “prior.”

Mr, Chairman, for years I supported
this war because I felt it was a part of
my duty to do so. I thought it was the
right thing to do.

The decision was made somewhere in
history, and I do not know just where,
to end this war. I am not laying blame
on anybody for starting it or ending it.
But it is now essentially not the objec-
tive of our country to win this war. Un-
der these circumstances I believe it is
unconscionable to ask our military men
to lose their lives and to ask their fam-
ilies to suffer what they have suffered
and to ask the country to suffer what it
has suffered in a war we do not intend to
fight to win.

This particular section 13 simply says
that when the prisoners of war come
back, if they come back prior to all our
armed forces getting out, we will not
continue the war. I think that makes
good common sense. That is what the
country wants to do at this point.

I do not believe it will embarrass or
impede the President. I believe it is
thoroughly constitutional for Congress
to take this action. In fact I believe it
our duty to take this action.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BINGHAM) .

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve it was very well stated a moment
ago by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. RiecrLE) that what is basically in-
volved here is a direction by the Congress
to the President to change his negoti-
ating position. It is not all that drastic
a change, either.

It would call primarily for the aban-
donment of the President’s insistence on
an internationally supervised and general
cease fire, which is not, in the judgment
of those of us who favor the end-the-war
amendment, a practical proposition.

That is true, first, because such a gen-
eral cease-fire will be rejectad, and it has
been consistently rejected, by Hanoi;
and, second, because an internationally
supervised cease fire, any kind of total
cease fire, could be wrecked by the Thieu
regime.

As I indicated a few minutes ago, there
is no doubt in my mind, and there never
has been, that the Thieu regime and the
people around General Thieu do not
really want a negotiated pence. They can
preserve their own power, their own
prestige, their own income =o long as this
war lasts. If we allow the Thieu regime
a veto power over the U.S. desire to
withdraw from the war, that desire will
be frustrated indefinitely.

I should like to speak briefly on the
constitutional question. It seems to me
quite preposterous to suggest that the
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Congress, which has the power to declare
war, does not have the power to declare
an end to war. There might be some
question about that if there had been a
declaration of war, but where there is no
declaration of war and where the war has
been carried on only with the consent,
whether tacit or otherwise, of the Con-
gress, the Congress clearly has the au-
thority constitutionally, as well as the
responsibility, to declare an end fo an
undeclared war under certain conditions
if it decides that is what must be done.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr, Chairman, as I
understand the facts, there is nothing
presently on the statute books which
gives the President any military direc-
tion in Indochina. The Tonkin Gulf
resolution has been wiped from the stat-
ute books. The only thing that remains
is the reserve power of the President
as Commander in Chief to withdraw
military forces from that region in or-
der to protect them.

If we enact the bill before us with this
language in it, I would like to suggest
we are actually giving new direction to
the President in regard to the presence
and use of military power in Indochina
which may be quite beyond what any of
the sponsors of the language really
intend.

Careful reading of the amendment
might lead to the conclusion that it sets
as absolute, inflexible conditions three
different items: First, accounting for all
Americans missing in action; second, the
establishment of a limited cease-fire:
and third, of course, the release of all
American prisoners of war.

These are all very appealing condi-
tions, but does the Congress at this
juncture really want to put on the stat-
ute books these three conditions as in-
flexible, permanent conditions which we
want met before the President gets all
of our forces out of Indochina? I think
not. Any expression of military policy in
Indochina should be very carefully
drafted. I suggest the language before us
now is not such language and that we
would be very prudent to strike it from
the bill.

By this amendment the Congress es-
tablishes as policy the withdrawal of all
U.S. land, sea, and air forces not later
than October 1, 1972, provided three
conditions are met: First, establishment
of a cease-fire “to the extent necessary
to achieve safe withdrawal” of remain-
ing U.S. forces; second, the release of
all American prisoners of war held by
the Government of North Vietnam and
forces allied with such government and
third, an accounting of “all Americans
missing in action who have been held by
or known fo such government or such
forces.”

Since the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution, the President has military
authority only to proceed with troop
withdrawals. Other actions, such as
bombing and harbor mining are consti-
tutionally and lawfully sanctioned only
to the extent that they are required to
facilitate the safe withdrawal of remain-
ing U.S. forces.

I question whether those who vote for
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this amendment really want to direct
the President to keep and use U.S. mili-
tary forces in Vietnam for other pur-
poses, but that could be the effect of
this language.

If it is not removed, then an impor-
tant aspect needs clarification. Does this
language set forth terms which the
Congress considers to be absolute, final,
and inflexible?

Is the Congress telling the President
to hold out for the fulfillment of all
three conditions no matter how long
the conflict drags on? I would hope this
is not the case, but the President could
certainly be excused if he so interprets
the language.

The amendment would seem to state
minimum terms for total withdrawal.
In my view, these should not be con-
sidered as absolute minimum terms. Fu-
ture events and factors may dictate dif-
ferent terms, which may not include all
three conditions. _

In these closing days of our involve-
ment in Vietnam, when the President is
proceeding so resolutely and effectively
down the risht path, the Congress
shou'd resist the temptation to hastily
establish new policy language. In an
understandable impulse to surpass the
President in expressing its desire for a
quick U.S. departure from Vietnam,
Congress runs the risk of handing the
Commander in Chief a new military
mandate of uncertain size and duration.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. MONTGOMERY) .

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Bolling amend-
ment.

I have great respect for the two gentle-
men who sponsored section 13, but I
really see no useful purpose in the sec-
tion and sincerely believe that the pro-
posal would prolong the war.

Let us face it. The Hamilton amend-
ment is a better deal for the enemy than
the Nixon proposal of May 8. If I were
the enemy, sure I would continue to wait
until the best proposal is offered.

In a July 27 letter to the majority
leader of the Senate, Mr. MaNsFIELD, the
President of the United States said in
effect that he accepted the responsibil-
ity of ending the war and additional
end-the-war amendments would only
undermine and undercut his present pro-
posals. I say let us give the President
this responsibility if he wants it.

The North Vietnamese, Mr. Chairman,
are the cruelest enemy we have ever
fought. I really do not trust them in any
way. However, the North Vietnamese do
respect force. I believe if we continue to
have a sea blockade of North Vietnam
and if we continue to hit the enemy on
military targets, we will be able to negoti-
ate some type of terms for the release of
American prisoners of war and find out
something about those listed as missing
in action and bring about some type of
peace in the Far East.

I hope we will adopt this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RYAN).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman—

We cannot bomb people into democracy,
nor can we bomb people into negotiations,
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It is well over T years since I stood
in this very Chamber and voiced those
words. The occasion was the first vote in
the House of Representatives on appro-
priations to fund the war in Vietnam—a
day on which onlyv seven of us cast our
ballots against that tragic conflict.

The T years that have since passed
have been T long and bloody years: years
in which our Nation, rather than fol-
lowing the path to peace, has fueled the
fires of death and destruction in Indo-
china.

Today, we once again have an oppor-
tunity to bring the killing to an end. To
bring the devastation to an end. To give
peace a chance. This opportunity is em-
bodied in section 13 of H.R. 16029, the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1972.

This provision states that:

Notwithstanding any provision of this or
any other Act, the involvement of United
States land, sea, and air forces, for the pur-
pose of maintaining, supporting, or engag-
ing in hostilities in or over Indochina shall
terminate and such forces shall be withdrawn
not later than October 1, 1972, subject to a
cease-fire between the United States and
North Vietnam and those allied with North
Vietnam to the extent necessary to achileve
safe withdrawal of such remaining forces,
and subject to the release of all American
prisoners of war held by the Government of
North Vietnam and forces allied with such
Government and an accounting for all Amer-
feans missing in actlon who have been held
by or known to such Government or such
forces. The accounting for the American
prisoners of war and missing in action re-
ferred to above shall be subject to verifica-
tion by the International Red Cross or by
any other international body mutually agreed
to by the President of the United States and
the Government of North Vietnam.

This provision is a direct extension of
the action taken by the Democratic cau-
cus on two occasions. The first was on
March 31, 1971, when the caucus ap-
proved by an overwhelming majority a
resolution calling for House action “to
end U.S. military involvement in Indo-
china during the 92d Congress.” The sec-
ond was on April 20, 1972, when the
Democratic caucus directed the Demo-
cratic members of the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs to prepare and report
out legislation “setting a date to termi-
nate all U.S. military involvement in and
over Indochina, subject only to obtain-
ing the release of our prisoners of war
and all available information on the
missing in action.”

As one who has long fought to get the
caucus on record in support of a prompt
end to the hostilities in Southeast Asia
by congressional action, I am gratified to
see that we have come this far. But one
thing remains certain: We will not have
come far enough until every American
soldier has left Indochina.

Personally, section 13 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1972 is not as strong
as I would like, but it is an assertion
of congressional responsibility. There
should be no conditions. This war should
not be allowed to continue for another
moment—Ilet alone until October 1. But
it is a start. It would constitute a legal
mandate by the Congress to bring the
war to an end—a mandate that the
Executive could not evade.

Let one thing be clear, If this ghastly
conflict is to end, it is the Congress that

August 10, 1972

must end it. The President’s policy is
not a resolution of the Vietnam war, it
is a policy to feed it. As each day goes by,
the war drags on, bringing more and more
senseless destruction, following the same
litany of disaster that was heard time
and time again during the Johnson years.
That was a mistaken policy then, and it
remains so today.

After so many years, affer so many
lives, you would think that this adminis-
tration would have learned that military
adventurism is not the path to peace.
You would think that it would have
learned that bombing will not halt the
killing. You would think that it would
realize that the corrupt military dicta-
torship of General Thieu does not pro-
mote the self-determination of the Viet-
namese people. You would think that it
wotld learn that the only course for this
Nation to take is to extricate itself en-
tirely from the conflict.

But the President—rather than leain-
ing from the mistakes of the past—is in-
tent on repeating them. It was Richard
Nixon who said on October 8, 1968,
that—

Those who have had a chance for 4 years

and could not produce peace should not be
glven another chance.

The President has had his chance, his
opportunity to bring the war to a con-
clusion. He has not brought peace, he has
brought only more bombs, more slaugh-
ter, more war. Rather than heeding the
voices of the American people—who have
steadfastly voiced their opposition to this
dreadful conflict—he has tumed a deaf
ear. Rather than abiding by the mandate
of the Congress set forth in section 601
of the Military Procurement Act of 1971
(Public Law 91-156) he has turned a cold
shoulder. That section specifically de-
clares it to be the policy of the United
States to terminate at the earliest prac-
ticable date all U.S. military operations
in Indochina and to provide for the with-
drawal of all U.S. military forces at a
date certain subject to the release of all
American prisoners of war.

At the time the President signed this
provision into law, he stated that he did
not intend to abide by this provision.
He has lived up to his word. While the
administration speaks out of one side of
its mouth for peace citing troop with-
drawals, it opts for military escalation
out of the other. The war is not winding
down—it is raining down, raining down
ton after ton of devastation dropped
from American war planes. Vietnamiza-
tion must now be seen for what it is:
A device to screen from the American
people the bankruptcy of our military
intervention in Southeast Asia. It is a
public relations effort to tranquilize the
American people, while the administra-
tion heaps coals upon the fires of war in
Indochina.

In an effort to keep this policy from
coming apart at the seams for all to see,
President Nixon has escalated the bomb-
ing policy of the North. The failure of
this bombing policy has been apparent
throughout the past 7 years, and it is
glaringly apparent now. It has not
broken the will of the North Vietnamese,
but it has yielded untold death, destruc-
tion, and refugees. Under President
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Nixon, the air war has more than esca-
lated; it has skyrocketed, with more
bomb tonnage being dropped during
1969, 1970, and 1971 than in the previous
years of the war. The underlying policy
in Vietnam has not changed, and this
administration has no intention of
changing it.

Now it is up to the Congress. As I have
said repeatedly, the Congress must assert
its responsibilities which it has abdicated
throughout the tragic years of presiden-
tial warmaking in Vietnam. For far too
long ths House has ignored its respon-
sibilities under the Constitution. The
Congress—and only the Congress—has
the power to declare war. Yet, time and
time again it has abdicated those respon-
sibilities. No more. This House cannot
turn its back on ending this terrible war
any longer. This body can no longer
shirk its responsibilities. No longer can
it be allowed to close its eyes to a war
which has drained our resources and
stained our conscience. No longer can it
be allowed to close its eyes to this war
which has taken the lives of over 56,000
of our most precious possession—our
young men. No longer can it be allowed
to hide its face from the fact that this
war has warped our priorities, wreaked
havoc on our economy, divided our
people.

On every occasion that an appropria-
tion to fund the war in Vietnam has come
before this House, I have called upon my
colleagues to vote with me in using the
power of the purse to end this senseless
war. I am forced to recall that on that
day in May of 1965 when this body first
considered appropriations for Vietnam,
only seven of us cast our ballots against
that conflict. Seven of 435. Outside this
House that number has swelled from a
handful to the vast majority of the
American people. Inside this Chamber
far too many Members have so far failed
to heed their call. Today we must.

The prices we have paid for this tragic
venture has been incalculably high—in
terms of lives lost and bloodshed; in
terms of opportunities missed and treas-
ure squandered; in terms of our standing
in the world and the health of our society
at home in America.

In the name of peace we have brought
only death and destruction.

In the name of democracy we have
helped to enslave the people of South
Vietnam to a corrupt military dictator-
ship that depends on war for its survival.

For the supposed sake of honor, we
have trampled on our principles.

The course out of Vietnam is clear. It
has been so for a long time. The Congress
must exercise its power of the purse and
cutoff funding this war. We can delay no
longer. Another day is one too many. Not
another life should be sacrificed in this
tragic conflict.

Let Congress at last give voice to the
yearning of the American people for an
end to the war and for a new era of
peace.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr.

‘WALDIE) .
Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, a while

back I was visiting a campus and a stu-
dent discussing this issue came forth with
a phrase that I resented at the time,
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where he said “Old men talk and young
men die.” I thought at the time that that
was not correct. I am becoming increas-
ingly convinced that that is absolutely
correct except for the modifications
that are now required.

The gentleman from Missouri suggests
that we should not pass the bill with the
end-the-war amendment included be-
cause we could not get it enacted with-
in time.

As the gentleman said, there is not
much time left in the session, and that
is so because we are going to go on
vacation, and we have a Republican
Convention, and we want to get back and
campaign, so we should amend the
phrase to read, “Old men talk, go on
vacations, go to campaigns, and go to
conventions, while young men die.”

Then the further reason as to why we
ought not address ourselves to ending
the war by the provisions in this bill, as
the gentleman from Missouri maintains
and cautions us, is that if we were to
pass it the President would pay no atten-
tion to it, and would veto it and we
would then have to get a two-thirds vote
to override his veto. So then we ought
to reword the phrase to read, “Old men
talk, recess, go to conventions, and go
on vacations, and are not able to stand
up as Members of the Congress against
the President of the United States, and
their actions are fruitless, while young
men die.”

And that is precisely where I believe
this Congress now stands.

I thought this body was a constitu-
tionally created body with powers that
were separate but equal, and surely the
powers must be equal when you are
dealing with the most important issue
in this land, the ending of the war in
Vietnam—a war that under a Demo-
cratic President was intolerably con-
ducted. Whatever admiration I possess,
and that is considerable, for President
Johnson, his policy in Vietnam was a
disaster for this country, and there is no
gainsaying that. Whatever admiration I
possess for President Nixon, and it is
considerable, his policy in Vietnam has
been an equal disaster, and there is no
gainsaying that.

Whatever admiration I possess for the
House of Representatives, and it is con-
siderable, our failure to act is a disaster
for this Nation, and there is no gain-
saying that.

Old men do talk, old men in Congress
do talk, while young men die. We ought
to stop talking and start acting to pre-
vent young men dying, and we can do a
little in that direction of acting by pass-
ing the Whalen-Hamilton amendment.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to associate myself thoroughly and com-
pletely with the remarks of the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FAscELL).

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDER-
SON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, no conflict in our history has so
divided our Nation and indeed trauma-
tized the American conscience as the war
in Southeast Asia. While I do not for a
single instant challenge the sincerity of
the proponents of the so-called Hamil-
ton-Whalen amendment, they have no
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monopoly on the deep and earnest desire
to end our involvement in Indochina.
However, I submit that their proposal,
well-intentioned as it may be is fatally
defective, because it does not include the
essential requirement of an internation-
ally supervised cease-fire which could
thus bring a total cessation of hostilities.

For this Congress to go on record as
favoring only a partial and extremely
limited cease-fire is to practically guar-
antee the continuation on a protracted
basis of a war that has already caused
untold devastation and suffering for
friend and foe alike.

I am compelled to the inexorable and
logical conclusion that this amendment
if implemented by Executive action
would amount to a license to the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam to continue its
attacks and depredations against South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia and per-
haps eventually to expand the war even
beyond those borders.

‘We heard a lot of debate yesterday and
today on earlier amendments involving
United States relations with other coun-
tries where many of the same people who
are now supporting the Hamilton-
Whalen proposition objected to policies
of our Government which they said gave
moral sustenance and approval to
regimes with whose policies we disagree.

I submit that the adoption of the
language of section 13 is to notify the
rest of the world that despite its invasion
of the borders of three different coun-
tries in the Indochina Peninsula—South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, the North
Vietnamese can continue their attacks on
innocent civilian populations—attacks
that are going on at this very moment—
and we are totally disinterested—indeed
we will give them carte blanche to
continue.

We cannot rewrite history and pre-
tend that we were never involved. If these
attacks had been made at a time when
we had never held out either the hope
or promise of our aid—I believe that our
moral responsibility would be quite dif-
ferent than what it is after a decade of
American involvement and participa-
tion.

Frankly I do not agree with the argu-
ment that American prestige and honor
are at stake—at least I do not believe
that those arguments would carry much
weight with me if honor is defined as
national pride and trying to prove that
we were right from the very beginning.

Quite to the contrary, I believe our
earlier policy decisions, whether based
on the domino theory or some other
theory, of foreign policy were wrong.

But we have now succeeded by virtue
of those errors to another duty and that
is to end this war and to end it for all
the people in that war-torn, battle-
scarred part of the world. This is the hu-
mane, decent, and moral position as far
as I personally am concerned.

It is not to emulate Pilate as the story
is recounted for us in Matthew 27:24,

When Pilate saw that he could pre-
vail nothing, but that rather a tumult
was made, he took water and washed his
hands before the multitude saying, “I am
innocent of the blood of this just person,
see ye to it.”

Do we now, like Pilate, wash our hands
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while the world watches in order to quiet
the tumult in our midst and declare our
innocence of the bloodshed that will con-
tinue while we simply say to the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam, “See ye to it.”

I cannot by ratifying a mere partial
and limited cease-fire—so easily expunge
my moral responsibility for the tragedy
of Vietnam.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. ABZUG) .

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, this Con-
gress has a lot of unexercised constitu-
tional power. The only power I hear be-
ing talked about here today is the power
to continue a war which we have never
declared, as has been well pointed out
by previous speakers.

There is a tremendous resistance to the
exercise of the power which this body
has to stop the war. Outside, the Ameri-
can people want us to stop the war.

We have the power to cut off funds,
which we have not done and which
the Morgan-Hamilton-Whalen provision
does not do.

We have the power to cut off all mili-
tary aid to the Thieu government, which
we have not done and which the Mor-
gan-Hamilton-Whelan provision does
not do.

We have the constitutional power to
enact the Morgan-Hamilton-Whalen
provision, which would finally set a date
certain for total withdrawal from Viet-
nam.

Constitutionally, only Congress has the
authority to declare war. The President
has absolutely no authority in this re-
gard; his power as Commander in Chief
does not and cannot authorize him to
make war if Congress has not declared
it. Even if the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion somehow gave him such power—and
I do not believe that it did—that legis-
lation was repealed almost 2 years ago.

The President “shall take care that the
laws be faithfully executed.” He is con-
stitutionally required to follow the laws—
with regard to military policy or any
other policy. Insofar as military policy
is concerned, his authority as Com-
mander in Chief only permits him to act
in interstitial areas wherein no policy
has been set as a matter of law.

These and other constitutional points
have been ably made by others here to-
day, and I do not desire to indulge any
longer in the procedural alley into which
the mover of this amendment has di-
verted us.

Section 13 of this bill states simply
that under certain conditions—and they
are by no means the soundest of condi-
tions—we should withdraw all of our
soldiers from Vietnam by October 1, 1972.
It does not propose to cut off funds as of
that date, though it should. It does not
cut off all military assistance to the
Thieu government, though it should. And
yet, you all resist it.

The fact is that the Congress of the
United States is our only hope—our only
hope to curb the excessive powers of the
President.

What is going on is not a withdrawal
or a winding down of the war. None of us
speaking here today has even said that.

We have fewer troops and equipment
there on the ground, perhaps, but we
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have more who are now in the air. We
have more in the Navy. We are now
bombing the dikes. We are now cloud
seeding and perpetrating uncivilized and
inhumane war against the Vietnamese
without the authority of this body and
without the authority of the people of
this country.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs is
to be complimented for finally taking a
step, albeit by a vote of 18 to 17.

I think it is time that this House
would earn its name, namely, the House
of Representatives—Representatives—
and begin to represent the dream and the
hope and the tremendous need of the
people of this country to end this ugly
war—yes, to end it.

It does not matter whether you are
Republican or Democrat. All people have
suffered as a result of this war.

I oppose the Bolling amendment and
urge its rejection.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEGGETT).

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the committee for having
a bill before this House with a clause in
it like section 13, however, short-lived
that section might be.

I read the tenor of this House and,
unfortunately, it does not look good for
section 13 at this time,

Unfortunately, the form of the amend-
ment is obfuscating the nature of our
debate.

The President of the United States
took over some 4 years ago after this
country had virtually bankrupted itself
on the Vietnam war under the Gulf of
Tonkin policy, and we wisely now have
repealed that policy.

President Nixon said:

I have a secrct program to end the war
and you elect me and we are going to imple-
ment that program.

He was rather dove-ish for about 6
months and then we had this massive
invasion of Cambodia which allegedly we
needed to allow for the withdrawal of
American troops from Southeast Asia so
that we could have this secret plan im-
plemented.

They have never fired on any of our
withdrawing troops and I say that the
Cambodian exercise was nearly all in
the minds of the Pentagon advocates.

As to how critical that particular exer-
cise was, I just ask you to read the ticker
tape in the outside room which indicates
that Phnompenh today is under fire and
perhaps the capital of that country—
how tragic it might be—perhaps may be
falling within days.

The President, of course, then came
forward with his Vietnamization pro-
gram. That had been tried by a previous
administration. That was not a new pro-
gram and, unfortunately, we did not
Vietnamize—we Americanized because
the Saigon army cannot survive unless it
has got the 80-percent logistic tail of
the American Army and has got the
planes and the Navy and so forth.

The President then came up with a
program that he wanted to go to Peking.
Then he wanted to go to Moscow—and
this was going to solve the problem.

Mr. Chzirman, I will revise and extend
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my remarks and say some of the things
that, unfortunately, one cannot say in
2 minutes.

And then Adviser Kissinger went back
to Moscow and Peking, and Hanoi repre-
sentatives were supposed to meet Kis-
singer in Peking. All this and nothing
happens. The Communists are still in
concrete with a capacity for an offensive
besides.

Mr. Nixon is entitled to credit for re-
duction of U.S. presence on the ground in
Vietnam—some 500,000-man reduction.
But where is Mr. Nixon going? When we
thought the Vietnamization program
might work, Mr. Nixon reescalated the
air and sea war to the point where vir-
tually every surplus B-52 and aircraft
carrier and ship in the Pacific Fleet has
been detailed to Vietnam.

At a time when the American people
are expecting a reorganization of prior-
ities, the Pentagon is telling us to expect
a $6 billion supplemental request.

Nixon's deficits in 4 years equal one-
fourth of the national debt accumulated
in the total 200-year history of the
United States—all to fight a war half
hearted but with the whole hearts of too
many American dead soldiers and POW’s.

The Nixon escalation of blockade near-
ly busted the SALT and Berlin agree-
ments. The Soviet and Red Chinese Na-
vies were exposed for the hollow shells
that they are—they could do nothing.

It appears from the news that the
blockades are not outrageously effec-
tive—there is no rationing in Hanoi, they
are conducting offensives against Phnom-
penh and Hue and the zeal of the Com-
munists is unsurpassed—they are almost
in euphoric paranoia as is evidenced by
their daily reports in the Foreign Broad-
cast Information Service publication of
our Department of Defense.

So what do we do—we have nearly
spent ourselves to death; destroyed our
aerospace industry, desecrated our econ-
omy.

We must now de-Americanize the Sai-
gon army—they must stand on their own
feet. This amendment, section 13, should
stb:.y in the bill and be enacted as a first
SLep.

This section does not affect logistics to
Saigon, either military or economic.

The United States is not of a frame
of mind to invade North Vietnam and
neither is Saigon. Nixon, and he appears
to have a majority of this House with
him, is not prepared to destroy overtly
the Saigon government, and frankly, I
do not blame him.

We want our POW's back but Madame
Binh has stated in concrete as has Xuan
Thuy of North Vietnam since the first
of the year, that they are not prepared
to simply trade troops for prisoners—
they want the Saigon army disestab-
lished with the Vietcong and North
Vietnam forces in place, and they would
then conduct elections under a new gov-
ernment, and then all POW's of both
sides would be returned.

We can not agree to the Communist
demands on the one hand. We should not
do what we are doing because America is
split and outraged, but neither should we
shoot down the Saigon government.

Having talked at length to the Ameri-
can mission in Paris and with all the
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Communist parties in Paris, twice in the
past year, I know wherein I speak. My
conferences are all a matter of public
record.

The pending amendment is perhaps
only a token expression that will not
pass.

What we should do is deescalate Amer-
ican posture over the next 6 months.
Such that in all of Southeast Asia we
only provide an equal and opposite re-
ciprocal force vis-a-vis South Vietnam,
as the Soviets and Red Chinese assume
toward their Communist counterparts.

We have lost $200 billion and obligated
ourselves for $200 billion in Vietnam
benefits. The Communists have spent
$10 billion, per Secretary Melvin Laird.

We have lost 56,000 American dead
boys and we hope the Communists have
500 of our POW's. The Soviets and
Chinese have zero in these categories.

The United States flys daily bombing
missions and daily shells the beaches
of North and South Vietnam. The major
Communist nations do not do this.

The Soviets and Chinese supply the
North Vietnamese, Pathet Lao, and Viet-
Ccong.

The United States should provide only
equal and reciprocal supplies to South
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand.

We could assume this posture in 4
months neither winning, nor surrend-
ering and let the Southeast Asians
themselves determine who among them
in a fair contest is the fittest.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Dow).

Mr. DOW. I admire Congressman
BoirLine from Missouri, but I must say
that I oppose his amendment, which
throws before us a great constitutional
issue. If we strike section 13, it will be
an abdication of Congress as a coordi-
nate body of this Nation. We, as a Con-
gress, have already abdicated too much.
We have failed to declare war, if that
were necessary, in Vietnam. We allow the
President unlimited power to roam the
globe under his so-called authority as
Commander in Chiet, and we have given
him the power of preserving secrecy in
State papers; just to name a few of our
abdications.

Now, the distinguished minority lead-
er said a little while ago, “Do not rock
the boat.” Mr. Chairman, I submit that
that advice is anesthesia to inoculate the
Congress and turn it into a limp and
spineless creature.

The minority leader should not lend
himself to such a weakening of this body.
It is pandering to the Executive. It is pull-
ing the cornerstone out of our constitu-
tional system. It is pulling down the tem-
ple around our ears.

There are those of you who say that
Congress can do nothing, therefore, why
have this provision relating to the war;
but we can override the veto if the Pres-
ident should veto the bill with this pro-
vision contained therein. It is possible
that we can, and we should try. Other-
wise we will have what our forefathers
fought so painfully to avoid, and that is
a monarchy.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr,
Worrr).
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Mr. WOLFF, Mr. Chairman, the war
goes on and on and on. The killing con-
tinues. Cities are destroyed. The land
is laid waste. The promise of peace is
only that—a promise. Idealism becomes
cynicism, patience is replaced by despair,
the years fade away and a decade is at
hand, and no man can say, not even the
President of the United States, that he
knows the war's end.

They said that there was “light at the
end of the tunnel” and we have stumbled
blindly on seeking its source but finding
only more darkness. We have waged a
mindless war toward no appreciable end.
Bullets have been spent, bombs dropped,
new weapons unleashed, lives lost, bodies
maimed, and all in the name of some
distorted idea of freedom. “We had to
destroy the village to save it,” they
said. Well they destroyed more than the
village.

One may speak with moral outrage
at this mindlessness, and I do. but not
every Member of this body considers it
a moral question. It is not my intent,
Mr. Chairman, to raise here again the
matter of American morality in terms of
the war in Vietnam—although it deserves
our concern—but rather to speak for a
moment as to the war’s cost and the toll
it has taken upon this country. To place
it then, not in its moral context, but to
ponder its consequences in terms of its
practical effects upon this Nation and
how it has so greatly weakened our pos-
ture elsewhere in the world.

I shall not attempt then to recite again
what this war has cost, what it has de-
nied to the people of America, but rather
to quote for the benefit of those who still
insist that it go on, what the Secretary
of Defense has said in that Department’s
annual report:

This built-in Soviet advantage has been
greatly enhanced at our expense since 1966
because of the costs of the war in Viet-
nam . .. from 1865 through 1972 the Soviets
have had substantially more funds avallable
to apply to the development of their total
military capabilities. Since 1966, when the
net available to the Soviet Union first ex-
ceeded that for the U.S., the Soviet Union
has had some §21 billlon more available for
modernization than has the U.S. This dif-
ference has had a significant and adverse im-
pact on the military posture of the United
States relative to that of the Soviet Union.

Well there you have it, gentlemen,
the Secretary of Defense, no less, tell-
ing us that the war in Vietnam, the war
his administration promised to end, has
weakened the defense posture of the
United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.
This must not be allowed to pass unno-
ticed, think of it, the Soviet Union has
had $21 billion more to modernize their
military than we—all because of Viet-
nam.

If the Secretary is correct and if you
vote to continue this war by failing to
mandate its end, then you are voting to
weaken the defense position of the Unit-
ed States. If, after all these years of war,
after all the destruction, after all the
hundreds of billions wasted, you are still
unmoved that it must stop; then at least
consider what it is doing to this Nation
in terms of our own security and military

ne -
Consider it, and vote to end the war in
Vietnam.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
SEIBERLING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, it
seems almost an exercise in futility to
add more words to the millions that have
already been spoken on the issue that has
divided this country more than any is-
sue since our own Civil War.

For a long time, this action by our
Government divided the American peo-
ple themselves. But as the casualties
mounted, as the cost to our young peo-
ple and to the people of Vietnam es-
calated, as the inflation and the disrup-
tion of our Nation’s economy spiraled,
and as the cloak of bureaucratic secrecy
was ripped open to reveal the delusions
of our so-called leaders and their cynical
deception of the American people, the
nature of the division created in our Na-
tion by this military misadventure
changed.

For as the people have come to un-
derstand the truth about their Govern-
ment's actions in Vietnam, the division
in our country has become less and less
a division among the people and more
and more a division between the people
and their Government.

The people, by an overwhelming ma-
jority, want out of Vietnam and see no
moral or practical basis for our continu-
ing military presence. On the question
of the POW'’s, the people have come to
the realization that the only way we are
likely to get our POW'’s back is by get-
ting our Armed Forces out.

How much longer can the Congress
allow itself to endorse a course of action
which continues to be so deeply, so bit-
terly opposed by the overwhelming ma-
jority of the American people? What
does that do to the faith of our people,
young and old alike, in the democratic
process?

Mr. Chairman, this issue transcends
politics. It can no longer be contained
within the tradition of supporting the
President in matters of foreign policy.
It is not merely that a succession of
Presidents have been proven wrong
about Vietnam. It is because there is a
far deeper tradition at stake here, in-
volving the sense of humanity and de-
cency of the American people and the
ideals on which the Nation was founded.

Last week, in an article in the August
2 Washington Post, former Ambassador
Charles W. Yost, one of the Nation’s
most distinguished diplomats, got to the
heart of the matter. In questioning the
military and moral justification for our
continued savage bombing of North Viet-
nam, Ambassador Yost referred to Pres-
ident Nixon’s recent complaint that
critics of his bombing policy were apply-
ing a “double standard.” The Ambassa-
dor points out:

It has always been the proud boast and
belief of Americans that our democracy em-
bodles certain principles which make us
worthy of admiration and emulation by the
rest of the world. We have been the first to
claim a “double standard” which distin-
guishes us from totalitarian states and our
behavior from theirs. Now much of the rest
of the world is beginning to see less and less
moral difference between us and the ad-
versaries we seem more and more to imitate.

The cold hard truth is that we cannot
beat a small enemy “back to the stone age”,
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abandon moral and military restraints in our
war against him, without dangerously
sapping the reservoir of international respect
which our forefathers built up over two
centuries and on which any claim we may
have to world leadership must rest. Is the
erosion of that respect worth “viectory” in
Vietnam or anyone's victory in November?

On the day following Mr. Yost’s article,
an editorial in the Akron Beacon Journal
made a similar point. I ask that both Mr.
Yost's article and the Beacon editorial
be printed at the end of my remarks, but
here would like to quote just briefly from
the editorial:

We are uncomfortable setting the stand-
ards for our own great nation’s behavior by
the brutalities stubborn Hanol leaders will
tolerate—and punishing a whole civillan
population for those brutalities.

Surely, Mr. Chairman, nothing is at
stake in Vietnam which can possibly jus-
tify any further erosion of our own treas-
ured institutions and ideals. Surely the
time has come to take the first step to-
vard restoring our Nation's unity and
morale by fixing a final deadline to our
military presence in Vietnam.

Today, this House has what may be its
last opportunity to take this step, by ap-
proving this bill with section 13 in it.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 2, 1972]

BOMBING OF DIKES, DaMS?—ARGUMENT MISSES
HEART OF THE MATTER

(By Charles W. Yost)

The argument between the administra-
tion and its critics as to whether or not the
United States is bombing dikes and dams
in North Vietnam misses what seems to me
the heart of the matter.

Bombing of North Vietnam on the wvast
scale we have done over the past three months
cannot, as the administration itself says,
help hitting some of the dikes which criss-
cross s0 much of that country and on which
its food supply depends. The real point, how-
ever, is that it does not make much difference
to noncombatant men, women and children
whether they are starved, drowned or blown
up. As long as we continue bombing of the
present magnitude—with such a lcose ap-
plication of the term *military objectives”
and such reliance on the infallibility of
“smart bombs”—we cannot help killing sub-
stantial numbers of noncombatants, whether
or not we hit the dikes.

It will be argued that we and our allies
engaged in World War II in large-scale bomb-
ing which incidentally killed many civilians
and that this played a part in winning the
war. The obvious difference is that at that
time we were fighting against two regimes
that we believed threatened both our na-
tional existence and western -civilization,
Even the most extravagant “hawks” would
not make that claim about the regime in
Hanol in the summer of 1972. The question
is whether there can be any justification,
military or moral, for so lethal and prolonged
a bombing at the present time and place.

This particular bombing campaign—by far
the most severe since we entered the war
seven years ago—was begun in response to
Hanol’s offensive of last April, In order to
prevenl a disastrous defeat of th: South
Vietnamese and “humiliation” of the Presi-
dent just before the Moscow summit. That
offensive has now been repulsed and rolled
back. The Moscow summit 15 long since over
and was a substantial success. Yet the bomb-
ing continues.

It will also be argued that the bombing of
the North is still necessary to prevent a
buildup and dispatch southward of supplies
which would be used in another offensive at
a later date. However, President Johnson
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should be able to testify, on the basis of con-
siderable experience, that even continuous
bombing of the North does not prevent the
dispatch southward of sufficlent supplies to
mount repeated offensives, that it tends to
toughen rather than soften North Vietnam-
ese morale, and that offensives will recur as
long as the war continues.

Finally, the bombing can no longer be ex-
cused as essential to protect United States
ground forces, since most of them have been
withdrawn and the rest could be in a very
short time. Indeed it is hard to see how the
continuation of large-scale bombing of the
North any longer has an American rationale
except as a factor of the United States elec-
tions.

It would not seem unreasonable to pr--
sume that the bombing of the North is being
continued—after the special reasons for it
cited at the beginning of May have ceased to
exist—as a means of pressure on Hanot to ac-
cept before November 7 our terms for end-
ing the war. Such a result might be a deci-
sive factor in the elections, causing th aver-
age voter to forget momentarily that the Re-
publican plan for ending the war, promised
in 1968, was carried out only after four
years and 20,000 additional American dead.

Every American wants an agreement in
Paris and an end to the fighting but are we
to be wholly indifferent as to how we go
about getting it? Mr. Nizon has often spoken
of the “respect” which he seeks for this
country and the Presidency. Can he be un-
aware that the respect 1s being dally eaten
away by what seems to many Asians and
Europeans, not to mention Americans, to be
a casual indifference to massive human suf-
fering which we inflict, a moral unscrupu-
lousness about the means by which we as a
great power achieve our ends? Our new part-
ners in creating a *“structure of peace,” the
Boviet Union and China, may be prepared
to swallow this behavior, but will all the
others who have looked up to us in the past?

Of course the North Vietnamese have for
years been committing, and still are, un-
speakable atrocities in the South. But how
relevant is that? It has always been the
proud boast and belief of Americans that our
democracy embodies certain principles which
make us worthy of admiration and emula-
tion by the rest of the world. We have been
the first to claim a “double standard” which
distingulshes us from totalitarian states and
our behavior from theirs. Now much of the
rest of the world 18 beginning to see less
and less moral difference between us and the
adversaries we seem more and more to imi-
tate.

The cold hard truth is that we cannot
beat a small enemy “back to the stone age,”
abandon moral and military restraints in our
war against him, without dangerously sap-
ping the reservoir of international respect
which our forefathers built up over two cen-
turies and on which any claim we may have
to world leadership must rest. Is the erosion
of that respect worth “victory” in Vietnam
or anyone’'s victory In November?

[From the Akron Beacon Journal, Aug. 3,
1972]

PeaceE-BY-BoMp SUBTLETIES CAN CONFUSE THE
Nawe

In the Washington terms of the times, it
has become “naive” to take seriously com-
plaint from Hanoi that the United States
is careless of the lives of Asian peasants as
it strews its bombs in the civilized search
for peace with honor,

To show such naiveness is bad form, and
reveals that you don't understand the situa-
tion.

The most prominent citizen to fall into
this soclal blunder in recent days is United
Nations Secretary General Kurt Waldheim,

Naively, he accepted at face value propa-
ganda that American bombs have damaged
North Vietnamese dikes, threatening disaster
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to civilians whose personal involvement in
the war is only that they are residents of
North Vietnam. Further, he was capable of
glving serious consideration to the absurd
allegation that this “damage” was inten-
tional.

Compounding his gaffe, he failed to note
two central and obvious facts:

That the most powerful nation in the
world could, if it chose, demolish North
Vietnam in an afternoon—and that if it were
truly that nation’s intention to smash the
dikes, they would long since have been
smashed.

And that the North Vietnamese, as au-
thors of what President Nixon seems to see
as the most heinous invasion in history, are
far more deserving of censure than the
United States—and have forgone any right
to compiain about what is done to them in
retribution.

With embarrassment, we confess to being
almost as naive as Mr. Waldhelm. Maybe not
quite.

Obviously, American air power could cause
massive damage to the North Vietnamese
dike system if its force were deliberately
concentrated on this purpose. So the as-
sumption has to be that it is not.

It seems less than cause for a glow of pride
that the official series of American responses
to allegation of dike damage has followed
the familiar pattern;

First, flat dismissal of them as enemy lies.

Next, concession that there may have been
some accidental small damage, regrettable
but unaveidable spillover effects of justified
alr attacks on legitimate military targets.

Then assertion that the damage was limit-
ed to small breaches at 12 points, all in
minor and non-critical components of the
dike system—based on three-week-old aerial
photography so subject to misinterpretation
in the enemy’s favor that it could not be
released for public inspection.

Despite this confidence-shaking typical se-
quence, we can accept the officlal characteri-
zation of the damage as accidental—or, at
most, as no more than token effort intended
to suggest to Hanoi’s leaders what may hap-
pen unless they become more tractable.

But we are nalve enough to be unable to
see a clear difference in the practical effect
between accidental or token breaching of a
dike and deliberate, systematic destruction.
To simple minds the drowning in either
case seems essentially the same.

Perhaps if the necessity or usefulness of
this clinical, antiseptic rain of destruction
on roads, power plants, factories turning out
what seem to be non-military necessities,
and other “military targets” were as clear
to us as It is to the White House, so might
be the nice distinction between drowning
by accident and drowning by design.

Also, we have some difficulty with the su-
perlatives of evil applied to North Vietnam's
current “invasion.”

We are not at all clear on what Hanoi’s
leaders hope to gain by their offensive in the
South. It seems stupid and senselessly de-
structive.

But it Is the act of a group that, rightly
or wrongly, views the conflict as a civil war—
a desperate group worn down by decades of
trying and bleeding. For savagery, if you
subtract American bomb damage, it is not
much of a match for Sherman’s march to
the sea.

We are uncomfortable setting the stand-
ards for our own great nation’s behavior by
the brutalities stubborn Hanoi leaders will
tolerate—and punishing a whole elvilian
population for those brutalities,

S0 color us socially inept. We clearly don't
understand this sophisticated, lethal game,
and would, naively, much rather see it over.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Georgia (Mr,
BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKEBURN. Mr. Chairman, at
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the very moment this Congress is being
asked to withdraw unilaterally from
South Vietnam, a withdrawal that would
come while almost 10 Communist divi-
sions still roam within the south, & with-
drawal that makes not the slightest men-
tion of peace, we are confronted with
the horror of what it means for citizens
of South Vietnam to come under the
domination of the enemy. Reports now
reaching us from three formerly Com-
munist-controlled districts in Binh Dinh
Province attest to the savagery with
which the Communists eliminate all
those who are even potential stumbling
blocks in their path of conquest.

I speak not just of soldiers or govern-
ment officials but of ordinary citizens,
teachers, doctors, and nurses, pacifica-
tion workers. Some are murdered quick-
1y: others are tortured brutally and then
put to death. No attempts at reconcilia-
tion are made. The Communists simply
wipe out all elements of leadership and
in the process leave the bulk of the popu-
lation, in their own words, frozen with
fear. The reign of terror we have now
witnessed in Binh Dinh is nothing new;
it merely follows the familiar pattern of
events in those societies with the mis-
fortune to fall under the control of
communism.

The mass executions following Com-
munist consolidation of power in North
Vietnam are historic fact. The murders
in Binh Dinh resemble events of Tet
1968 when in an orgy of slaughter, the
enemy butchered thousands of the lead-
ing citizens of Hue.

The people of South Vietnam have no
problem understanding the consequences
of an enemy victory, for hundreds of
thousands of them have chosen to flee
their homes rather than join the other
side. The grisly chain of events which
would unfold should be no less clear to
us. The obligation rests squarely with us
to spare our Souta Vietnamese friends
the unspeakable suffering that wil' be
their lot if the enemy emerges victorious.
We cannot, we must not, remove all of our
troops, until we can gain from the North
Vietnamese an agreement to leave their
neighbors in peace or until the South
Vietnamese otherwise have a reasonable
chance to determine their own destiny.
There are a number of reasons for de-
leting section 13. But none is more per-
suasive than our undertaking to avoid
presenting the Comxmunists with further
opportunities to impose their reign of
terror on the South Vietnamese people.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRriGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, in these
brief 2 minutes I would like to focus if
I can upon one central issue which here-
tofore has not been adequately covered.

The heart of President Nixon's over-
tures for peace and the cornerstone of
his negotiating posture is the proposition
that both sides should agree in advance
to permit the people of South Vietnam
to determine the fate of their own
country by ballots rather than by bullets,
through fair, open and free elections su-
pervised by an impartial international
agency.

This is the focal point of the negotia-
tions. The North Vietnamese have stead-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

fastly refused to consider any such pro-
posal, even though President Thieu of
South Vietnam has publicly agreed to re-
sign and thus permit such elections.

Section 13 of this bill very significant-
ly deletes any reference to that central
negotiating posture of the United States.
Do we want to abandon that prineiple?
Adoption of section 13 would have that
effect. It would not in any sense end the
war. 1t merely would leave the resolution
of the central issue—the issue of the fu-
ture of South Vietnam—to be determined
by military force. Do we want to do that?
I for one do not.

To adopt this bill with section 13 in-
cluded not only would pull the rug from
under the President and his negotiators,
it also would do as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. RigcLE) has suggested. It
would say to the President that we do
not support the fundamental basis of his
peace proposal, the proposition of free
elections. No principle is more deeply im-
bedded in the political character of the
United States nor more hallowed in the
political history of this country than the
principle of nonviolent local self-deter-
mination and free elections. It provides
in my opinion, the only fair and just
basis for a negotiated settlement.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
support the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
JACOBS) .

Mr, JACOBS. Mr, Chairman, the only
problem I have with the statement of
my friend in the well a moment ago
is that history shows very clearly that
we did not believe very much in elec-
tions in 1956, when our country sup-
ported the Saigon regime in scuttling
the elections agreed to in the Geneva
Accords, when President Nixon predicted
Ho Chi Minh would win.

I should like to read the last para-
graph of a letter from a former high
American Government official to an in-
dividual who wrote to him alleging that
the President had the warmaking power
and that the Congress should not tie the
hands of the President:

The provision of the Constitution giving
the war-making power to Congress, was dic-
tated, as I understand it, by the following
reasons. Kings had always been Iinvolving
and impoverishing their people in wars,
pretending generally, if not always, that the
good of the people was the object. This, our
convention understood to be the most op-
pressive of all Kingly oppressions; and they
resolved to so frame the Constitution that
no one man should hold the power of bring-
ing this oppression upon us. But your view
destroys the whole matter, and places our
President where Kings have always stood.

That was signed by Abraham Lincoln,
February 15, 1848, and received by Wil-
liam Herndon.

Mr. Chairman, after everything is said
that can be said the fact will remain that
the “secret plan” of this administration
to end this war turned out to be a bomb.

Asa Member of the Indiana delegation,
I commend with pride the work of my
colleague, Mr. HamrrtoN, and his elo-
quence on the floor this day. History

will remember him kindly for it.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
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the gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
DENHOLM) .

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, for
more than 7 years and I suspect after
more than 7,000 speeches this issue pro-
vokes the minds of reasonable men. Yet,
we are left in an exercise of futility for
this legislative body cannot legislate
peace,

The Constitution, on the contrary, ex-
pressly imposes and reserves to the joint
session of Congress the power to declare
war, but the Constitution is silent on the
frustrating issue of declaring peace.

I will support the Bolling amendment
not because I want the war to continue.
My record is clear on that issue. I voted
against the amendment to extend our
miserable involvement in Vietnam to
December 31. I will vote for the Bolling
amendment because there is a day be-
tween the dates of October 1, 1972, and
December 31, 1972, which will provide a
time for a national referendum to the
people of America.

We have reached an impasse. This
legislative body cannot make a decision
on a date certain to end our military
involvement in Vietnam unless we vote
against the appropriations that have
through the years made it possible for
the executive branch of this Govern-
ment to prosecute the war in Indochina.
I have voted consistently against this
proposition. I have faith in the people
of America and the system of govern-
ment of this great land. I support the
right of the people to decide and they
shall be heard in the referendum on
November 7, 1972.

I regret that the President should
commit 1 more dollar, one more life or
1 more day to a cause conceived in
error and pursued in error—for years
and years. I regret that the Congress has
for years and years errored in funding a
cause of no victory. But, Mr. Chairman,
the date, the debate, the hours—of
failure or success, of this body in acting
upon a date certain cannot have any
great significance on the ears or the eyes
of those that refuse to hear what is here
to be heard and to see what is here to be
seen.

The issues are clear—the candidates
are articulate. I trust in God. The peo-
ple shall respond. And at this 11th hour,
after years and years, may that message
in the great referendum on the first
Tuesday of November 1972, voice the
sentiments of a great people sick of war.
And may it be recorded forever in the
annals of history for all to see that no
President shall again shame the highest
law of this land and ecircumvent the ex~
pressed language so ably written by our
forefathers at section 8 of article I of
the Constitution of the United States of
America.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
HATHAWAY).

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in behalf of the provision to end U.S.
involvement in the war in Indochina.

It is time—and past time—that we in
Coneress exercise our constitutional
right and responsibility to decide
whether or not this country shall con-
tinue to fight a war.

For 7 long years, this Nation has been
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engaged in a tragic conflict in Southeast
Asia. That conflict has been costly—in
terms of 55,000 American lives lost and
300,000 casualties; in terms of $100 bil-
lion drained away; in terms of distorted
priorities; and in terms of the bitterness,
frustration, and dissension among our
people.

The congressional authorization for
U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia, the
Guif of Tonkin resolution, has been re-
pealed. We cannot simply sit on our con-
stitutional rights and watch this war
continue.

In 1970, at the time of the Cambodian
incursion, I joined in the introduction
of the first end the war resolution. Since
that time we have seen that amendment
and successive amendments go down to
defeat on the floor of the House. And we
have seen the war in Indochina drag on.

I have supported every end the war
amendment to come before this body,
and I support this amendment. Further-
more, I feel an increasing sense of
urgency that something must be done,
that we must end this agonizing involve-
ment in war.

The people of this country have spoken
out and said that they want peace. Our
Democratic Caucus has spoken out and,
by a vote of 144-58, demanded this legis-
lative provision.

Now I urge this Congress, as the body
which is supposed to represent the
people, as the body which is supposed
to declare war when necessary but above
all is supposed to preserve the peace, to
pass this end-the-war provision.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HATH-
AwAY yielded the remainder of his time
to Mr. WHALEN) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HAMILTON) .

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WHALEN) .

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, earlier
this afternoon I felt like the bird who
returned to its nest with feathers missing
and rufied. When asked by its nestmate
what happened he indicated he was fiy-
ing over a park and flew low to see what
was going on down there and got caught
in the darnedest badminton match he
had ever seen.

I certainly was caught just like that
early this afternoon by both sides.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address
myself to the two principal arguments
raised in behalf of the Bolling amend-
ment and against the Hamilton-Whalen
provision.

The first is whether or not the Con-
gress should have authority to involve
itself in peace negotiations. The courts
clearly answered “Yes,” we do have that
authority. Mr. Louis Fisher, who is a very
distinguished staff member of the Li-
brary of Congress, researched this and
put his findings in a book which will soon
be published entitled “The President and
Congress—Power and Policy.” In this
book Mr. Fisher states as follows:

The Supreme Court has consistently han-
dled that issue as a political question to be
resolved by the Congress and the President.
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This view was reaffirmed this past
Monday by a panel of three Federal
judges in the city of Philadelphia. I
quote from a Washington Post article of
August 8:

In calling the Vietnam war a political
guestion a three-judge Federal panel today
dismissed a suit seeking to declare the war
unconstitutional. The court sald that Con-
gress possesses whatever power is necessary
to end the war.

Let me repeat this decision. The key
phrase says “The court said that Con-
gress possesses whatever power is neces-
sary to end the war.”

So, indeed, Congress does have this
authority, and we are endeavoring to
exercise it in section 13. I urge you to
uphold this authority by voting down
the Bolling amendment.

Second, the question has been raised
about limiting the President’s negotiat-
ing authority. As Congressman HAMILTON
pointed out, section 13 provides three
conditions within which the President
negotiates. The President also has in-
sisted on three conditions. Two of these
are exactly the same as those contained
in section 13—the returning of prisoners
of war and the accounting for the miss-
ing in action. The difference is in the way
in which we would withdraw. Section 13
states that it is in the interests of our
country to have a cease-fire between
North Vietnam and the United States to
assure safe withdrawal of our troops. The
President and his predecessor during the
peace negotiations for these past 4%
yvears insisted that there be an interna-
tionally supervised cease-fire throughout
Indochina. Of course, this has been the
rub, because it is unacceptable fo the
North Vietnamese government. To be ac-
ceptable fo North Vietnam such a cease-
fire would have to be preceded by a poli-
tical agreement—after all, this is what
the fighting is all about. To involve the
United States in a political agreement
will mean the war will continue, for the
Government of South Vietnam will
sabotage any possible understanding
with which it may disagree.

What we are doing in section 13 is to
give a new direction to our negotiating
posture. As Congressman RiIeGLE indi-
cated, it is in the interests of our country
to limit the cease-fire to the United
States and North Vietnam to assure the
safe withdrawal of our troops rather than
endorse a continuation of the Indo-
China cease-fire approach which inevi-
tably will prolong the war.

Mr. RHODES. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, some
would have us believe that if proposals
such as the section 13 provision were
adopted and the Communists were to
take over South Vietnam, their rule
would be benign and that though some
South Vietnamese would prefer not to
be under Hanoi's control, they have
nothing personally to fear from such an
eventuality. Do they dismiss as an aber-
ration the infamous “land reform and
rent reduction” program which took
place in North Vietnam in 1955 and 1956
and which is variously estimated to have
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caused the execution of between 50 to
150 thousand people? Ho Chi Minh him-
self, after the firing squads had com-
pleted their work, admitted that the
Party may have gone too far.

Have they never heard of the North
Vietnamese peasant revolt in November
1956 which took place in Nghe An Prov-
ince, Ho Chi Minh's birthplace, and
which was surpressed by the 325th Divi-
sion of the North Vietnamese army at
the cost of approximately 6,000 farmers
deported or executed? The 325th Divi-
sion, incidentally, is now engaged in the
fighting in Quang Tri Province.

Do they ignore the cold-blooded, sys-
tematic execution of thousands of peo-
ple in Hue by the Communist oecupation
forces during the Tet offensive of 1968?
Do they not read the daily press when
we are beginning to see reports that the
Communists have executed between 250
to 500 people during their recent 3
months occupation of three districts of
northern Binh Dinh Province in South
Vietnam? There have also been sub-
stantiated reports of executions in the
areas of Binh Long Province which have
been held by the Communists.

Now, this may be yet another aberra-
tion in the Communists’ behavior. Per-
haps the nine old men in the Hanoi Polit-
buro really would not continue such ac-
tivities were they to gain control of South
Vietnam. I for one, however, am inclined
to believe, after considering their record,
that they see mass execution and terror
as a normal political tool and that if
South Vietnam were so unfortunate as
to fall to the Communists, they would
carry out a policy of extermination of
those that they perceive as their oppo-
nents, a policy which would, no doubt,
ro;snlt. in the execution of masses of peo-
ple.

Section 13, which envisages the
abandonment of South Vietnam, would
likely lead to the type of tragic situation
I have described above. This is one of
the major reasons why section 13 is un-
acceptable and should be deleted from
this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
WAGGONNER) .

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, Dick BoL-
LING and I came to the Congress together
in 1949. I have come to know him well
over the years. There is not a more abie
Member of the House. Only on rare oc-
casions have we differed in our positions
on the issues and in our votes. This is
one such occasion. I will vote against
his amendment.

I do so because I cannot accept his
argument that the Congress has no re-
sponsibility in the fashioning of our for-
eign policy. The Congress does have the
power to declare war which is certainly
the ultimate in a statement of foreign
policy. The Congress, too, has the pow-
er over the purse strings. This, too, is a
powerful and pragmatic constitutional
authority. And finally, the Congress
speaks for the people. It is their voice and
their voice should be influential upon ex-
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ecutive decisions. Therefore Mr. Chair-
man, I am certain that the Congress has
the right to state its views in the form
of section 13 as the course for our Na-
tion to take.

Too long have we argued, too long have
we delayed. The war which should have
been ended long ago still goes on and on.
The Congress must express itself in favor
of bringing the war to an end.

Mr. Chairman, I support the commit-
tee bill. I will vote against the Bolling
amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the House, I support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BorLring). I believe
that section 13 of this bill should be
struck from the bill. I support striking it
from the bill for the reasons that he has
so eloquently expressed.

I support the views expressed by the
distinguished majority and minority
leaders as well as the views expressed by
others who believe, as I do, that we
should strike section 13 from the bill.
Every human I know wants to end this
war just as I do, just as our President
does.

To keep this section in the bill will not
have any effect toward ending the war.
It will not serve the immediate or long-
range interests of this country.

Some of you have at some point in
time engaged in debate in high school or
in college.

There is an elementary rule that when
the adversary admits he is wrong then
there is nothing to further debate or re-
but. And in closing the debate on the
Whalen amendment earlier this after-
noon the distinguished chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MorcaN) said to the House,
and the Recorp will snow it tomorrow,
“The effective date in this amendment,
October 1, is impossible.” And he used
the word “impossible.” Who would bet-
ter know than the distinguished chair-
man of the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs? Take his word for it. It is im-
possible. It cannot happen. It will not
happen. And we should take the gentle-
man’s word and strike this language
from the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Morcan) to close the debate on this
amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, one of
my closest friends in the House, a man
I have known for a great many years,
and a man to whom I go for advice on
many, many things, to secure his recom-
mendations, is the author of this amend-
ment, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BoLLinG).

Back in March of 1971, in a situation
where I had a problem, I went to my good
friend, the gentleman from Missouri, and
I said:

Five distinguished Members of my party,
the gentleman from Florida, Mr. GIissonNs,
the gentleman fr..a Massachusetts, Mr. Bo-
ranp, the gentleman from New York, Mr.
BmweEAM, the gentleman from Tennessee,
Mr. AwnpErsonN, and the gentleman from

Hawaii, Mr. MATSUNAGA, have introduced an
antiwar resolution which they plan to bring

up at the Democratic caucus.
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And I asked his advice. He devised a
little amendment that said that we
would end our military involvement in
Indochina and bring about the release of
all of our prisoners “in a time certain.”
And we brought that to the floor of the
Democratic caucus. We got into some
trouble but then my colleague, the gen-
tfleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT)
added the words, “during the 92d Con-
gress.”

Now, the 92d Congress is about to go
out of business. It has 4% months left—
that is all—4% months. If we are ever
going to do anything about what I was
led to believe by my Democratic col-
leagues in the House that we should do
to end this war, then we must do it now.

On March 31, 1971, the Democratic
Caucus, by a vote of 138 to 62, adopted
a resolution which called for House ac-
tion “to end U.S. military involvement
in Indochina and to bring about the re-
lease of all prisoners in a time certain
during the 92d Congress.”

I was fully aware of the purpose and
the objective of that resolution which
my good friend from Missouri helped to
shape.

I was also aware, however, that nego-
tiations were going on in Paris—and I
thought that the President should be
given every chance—and so I waited and
did not come.

Fall came. I was advised that Dr. Kis-
singer was conducting secret negotia-
tions with the North Vietnamese. I did
not want to spoil the President’s chances
of achieving peace through those secret
talks—so, again, I waited.

Winter came. The President was go-
ing to Peking. He hoped to make some
progress on the Vietnam situation. I did
not want to interfere. And so I continued
to wait.

Spring came. The President was going
to Moscow and our friends were plead-
ing: “Don’t rock the boat.” So I waited,
and did not move on the resolution of
the Democratic Caucus.

Now another summer has come—and
nearly gone. The President has been to
Peking and Moscow. Mr., Kosygin went
to Hanoi. Dr. Kissinger went back to
Paris to resume secret negotiations. But
nothing has happened to bring peace in
Vietnam. The war—the bombing—and
the killing continue.

I have finally decided that I have
waited long enough to carry out the sen-
timents which my good friend from Mis-
souri (Mr. Borring) helped to articulate
on March 31, 1971—and to help the Pres-
ident end the U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam.

I have, therefore, supported section 13
of H.R. 16029—and I intend to continue
to support it against the amendment of
my friend from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING).

I urge that his amendment be
defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
there are two distinet categories of per-
sons in this Chamber—those who want
to end the war and those who want to
end the war. Yes, I said two categories,
because there are some Members of this
House who act as though they have a
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monopoly on truth insofar as ending the
war is concerned. These persons imply
by their rhetoric that those who do not
agree with their position are somehow
therefcre in favor of war. I thoroughly
reject that idea and am convinced that
every Member of Congress in both the
Senate and the House is against war and
wishes to see the present Vietnam con-
flict brought to a conclusion. However,
before engaging in a debate about “end-
ing the war,” we ought to first define
our terms; this is why I have said there
are two categories of persons who want
toc end the war. To some, ending the
war means an abrupt, precipitous, un-
encumbered, and irretrievable cessation
of all activity in the present theater of
conflict. Such a position irrespective of
its modifications is like the mythical
nine-headed hydra which regardless of
the number of times it is decapitated,
still mapnages to rear its ugly head. And
sv the debate goes on whether we should
cut off funds as of a certain date,
whether troops should be withdrawn by
a certain time, and all the many other
propositions which are dredged up and
presented for discussion and a vote with-
out regard to the very important ques-
tions that must be considered and re-
solved as part of a responsible “end the
war” proposal.

The fact is, such proposals would end
the battie but would not end the war.
Without adequate safeguards any such
peace obtained would be a rrelude to a
larger more dangerous confrontation.
For this reason, I would rather associate
myself with the second category of per-
sons who would end the war in the con-
text of a meaningful settlement. To me,
ending the war means more than troop
withdrawals; it means the establishment
of a honorable and workable peace. As
part of any end the war agreement, I
expect the complete and prompt re-
patriation of and accounting for all
Americans presently held captive as
POW-MIA's under the most barbaric
conditions by Communist North Viet-
nam and the Vietcong. Five of my per-
sonal friends who were my flying bud-
dies in the Korean war are today some
of those men who are languishing in the
twilight zone waiting for the day that
their country shall redeem them from
their hellish fate.

Furthermore, it would be an abomina-
tion to the memory of the 50,000 fine
Americans who paid the supreme sacri-
fice in the service of their Nation that we
would lose within the walls of this Cham-
ber the war that they won on the battle-
field. The Communists cannot win the
Vietnam war, but if we enact legisla-
tion to tie the hands of the President in
this time of critical negotiations as he
seeks an honorable peace settlement, the
Congress will be guilty of the most dis-
graceful sellout ever achieved in Amer-
ican history.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support the Morgan-Whalen-Hamil-
ton provision of H.R. 16029, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1972. Now more than
ever it is the moral imperative of this
Congress and this Nation to end the
bloody tragedy of our intervention in
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Indochina. Let us act—finally—to end
this unconstitutional and immoral war.

This provision is a reasonable and
workable means through which the
United States can withdraw from Indo-
china. If anything, it suffers from its
moderation. It certainly does not “tie the
hands” of the President. It does not
compel theearly termination of all fund-
ing that many, myself included, have
advocated. It does not commit the United
States to a course of risk.

What this language does is to provide
for the termination of American mili-
tary involvement throughout Indochina
this year, subject to three conditions: a
release of all prisoners of war, an ac-
counting for all missing in action, and a
cease-fire between the United States,
North Vietnam, and its allies, to the ex-
tent necesary to achieve a safe with-
drawal of U.S. forces.

President Nixon has failed to end this
war. He has failed by his own standards,
as anyone can judge who remembers his
words—his unconditional pledge—spok-
en just piror to the 1968 election:

I want to make one thing clear: those who
have had a chance for four years and could
not produce peace should not be given an-
other chance.

President Nixon has had 4 years, and
peace is not in sight. He has had his
“‘chance,” and he has failed dismally.
It is now incumbent upon Congress to act
where the President cannot. This Pres-
ident has dropped more bombs and has
caused more unjustified human suffer-
ing than any President in the entire his-
tory of the United States.

Can anyone doubt the cruel magni-
tude of the tragedy that our Nation has
inflicted on Indochina?—56,000 Ameri-
can men have been killed in the Indo-
china war, 22,000 of them since President
Nixon assumeq office—30,000 American
women have been made widows, and 80,-
000 surviving parents have suffered and
continue to suffer the sorrow of a lost
son. And at least 350 more Americans
have become prisoners of war in the last
4 years.

In all, the Indochina war, by the most
conservative official estimates, has
brought death to over 1 million human
beings, over 700,000 of them Vietnamese.
It is clear that the civilians of Indochina
have suffered most. By President Nixon’s
own admission there have been over 600,-
000 civilian casualties in South Vietnam
since 1965. And, according to the Pres-
ident, in the last 3 months 45,000 more
civilians have become casualties.

The fabric of Indochinese society and
culture has been deliberately ravaged,
ind will probably never recover. One out
of every 15 Vietnamese has been killed
.n the present conflict, and 6 million, or
1 out of every 4 Vietnamese, have been
forced to become refugees. In the 43
months since President Nixon assumed
office more than 2 million Cambodians
and over 400,000 Laotians have been
forced, principally by American bombing,
to become refugees.

Since 1965, 23 billion pounds of muni-
tions have been dumped on Indochina.
The total tonnage of bombs dropped in
this war exceeds the combined amounts
of World War IT and the Korean war.
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More than 3.3 miliion tons of bombs have
been dropped by the Nixon administra-
tion alone.

The effect of this massive shelling and
bombing has been the creation of at least
26 million bomb craters spread over a
land area no larger than New England.
More than 100 million pounds of lethal
herbicides—agents orange, blue, and
white—have been dropped on Indochina.

Five million acres of crops and forest
lands—one-seventh of the total area of
Vietnam—have been laid to waste. Thus
it is that men and women the world over
have called our policy “ecocide.”

We have twisted nature itself into a
weapon of war, in the form of “weather-
modification” programs to incresse rain-
fall on the Ho Chi Minh trail. We have
created an Asian Dresden with our ef-
forts at eliminating forests through fire-
storms. We have bulldozed massive areas
of the Vietnamese countryside. We have
set fire to hundreds of villages and hsm-
lets. We have, in our alleged effort to
save Indochina, come close to destroying
it.

We have introduced the most scphisti-
cated and deadly weapens in the history
of warfare, and turned them upon the
Vietnamese. We have devised the auto-
mated battlefield and antipersonnel
weapons of unprecedented brutality and
lethality. Indochina has become a gro-
tesque testing-ground for the lethal side
of our technology. The skies are filled
with deadly laser-guided bombs, televi-
sion guided bombs, remotely piloted
bombers, and other exotic and horrible
implements of destruction.

We have spent more than $20 billion
to arm the South Vietnamese military
apparatus, and created from scratch the
sixth largest air force in the world, with
at least 275 operational combat azircraft
and 120 helicopters. We have trained,
armed, and equipped an army of 1 mil-
lion men, an army under the control of a
corrupt, tyrannical dictator, Our military
ald to South Vietnam has exceeded by
300 percent the total aid given to North
Vietnam by the Soviet Union and the
People’s Republic of China.

We have stationed one-half of our B-
52 strategic bomber force in the Indo-
china theater and have deployed ap-
proximately 900 attack bombers in Viet-
nam, Thailand, and the South China
Sea—the largest assemblage of tactical
airpower ever seen. And, we have de-
ployed as many as six aircraft carriers
and more than 55 other Navy combat
ships around the coasts of Vietnam.

We have mined harbors, assassinated
political opponents, and divided the peo-
ple of the United States as they have not
been divided since the era of our own
Civil War.

We have done all this, and so much
more, at a cost of $135 billion. And, un-
less the United States now terminates its
involvement in this war, the people of our
country will continue to pay an enormous
sum for this killing and ravaging.

But the real costs—the human costs—
of this war are graver still. We have seen
thousands of servicemen return to their
homes permanently disabled and still
other thousands burdened with drug-
addiction and disease. We have seen a
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war-generated inflation. We have seen
the morale of our Armed Forces fall
dramatically. We have seen American
war crimes. We have seen the alienation
of our youth. We have been the bitter-
ness of the veteran who returns to find
no job. We have seen our society torn,
fragmented, and deeply frustrated.

But all that this heinous war has done
to damage our Nation is miniscule indeed
when compared to what our country has
done to Indochina.

Whatever our original purpose was in
Vietnam, we have now fallen into the
predicament so wisely foreseen by the
late Senator Robert F. Kennedy:

The danger of this war is that we will be-
come just as our enemy is. Look at the his-
tory. We accuse the enemy of bombing in-
nocent civilians. We accuse the enemy of as-
sassination and we developed the Phoenix
program of assassination and destruction. We
accuse them of invasion . .. and yet we In-
vade ourselves, country after country. We
accuse them of torturing the citizens of the
countryside and they have, and yet we have
tortured these same citizens of the country-
side.

It is true, of course, that where we once
had 550,000 ground troops in Vietnam
there are now approximately 50,000. And
it is also true that American casualties
have declined in recent years. But it is
sadly not true that this reduction in
American troop-strength and casualty
levels has resulted in a corresponding re-
duction in the American contribution to
the total level of violence of the war;
for it has been the policy of the Nixon
administration to try to accomplish
through bomkbting that which could not
be achieved through the use of ground
troops.

The American role in the war has sim-
ply moved from the ground to the air.
While there are now 46,000 ground troops
in Vietnam, there are well over 80,000
American soldiers and air personnel in
Theiland and in the South China Sea
whose funetion is to maintain the auto-
mated air war and the blockade of North
Vietnam.

If anything, the American contribution
to the level of violence in the war has
increased. Because of the massive and
indiscriminate bombing campaign, civil-
ian casusalties have risen from a monthly
rate of 95,000 under President Johnson
to an average of 130,000 under the Nixon
administration. In 1 day during May of
this year, American aircraft flew 426
bombing sorties, compared to the peak of
400 in 1968. Even as we debate this bill,
bombs rain down on Indochina from
American planes.

In recent months President Nixon has
more than doubled the number of attack
bombers operating in Indochina and
more than tripled the number of B-52
heavy bombers in use. An average mis-
sion of three B-52's leaves a swath of
destruction 14 miles long and six-tenths
of a mile wide. It requires only 12 typical
B-52 missions to equal the power of the
atomic device exploded on Hiroshima. In
fact, every month the United States drops
on Vietnam enough explosives to equal
25 Hiroshima-sized weapons. Approx-
imately 22 tons of American bombs have
been explecded on every square mile of
Vietnam.
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Perhaps the worst tragedy of the
United States savage bombing campaign
is President Nixon’s apparent decision
to free the Air Force from the targeting
restrictions that had been in effect even
during the peak years of the late 1960’s.
Few if any targets are now out of bounds.
Recently we have seen persuasive evi-
dence that the United States has deliber-
ately bombed sections of North Vietnam’s
dike system in the Red River Valley.

No single act of the entire war could
possibly approach the horrifying possi-
bilities of bombing the dikes. No single
act would so needlessly threaten the lives
of the thousands upon thousands of peas-
ants who live under the protection of the
dike system. An American attack upon
the North Vietnamese dikes, for the
meaningless purposes that characterize
our involvement in this war, would be a
brazen erime against humanity.of a mag-
nitude never exceeded in the history of
our planet. The President of the World
Council of Churches has protested; the
Secretary General of the United Na-
tions has protested—but our President
does not listen.

Mr. Chairman, we are shedding the
blood of thousands and spending billions
of dollars in support of a corrupt and dic-
tatorial regime. We have mno strategic
stake in Indochina. We face no military
threat from North Vietnam. We have no
more reason for continuing this devasta-
tion than that so well stated by the
former Secretary of Defense, Clark
Clifford:

We are in Vietnam today only because. we
got into Vietnam yesterday.

Our actions in Indochina are not only
wasteful and immoral, they are uncon-
stitutional as well. Whatever authority
President Nixon once had to conduct this
war was withdrawn when Congress be-
latedly repealed the Gulf of Tonkin res-
olution. The President’s claim that his
authority derives from the powers vested
in him as Commander in Chief, and thus
his responsibility for the recovery of
American prisoners of war, is specious.

It is transparently clear that the goal
of the President is not to recover our
prisoners, but to attempt to maintain a
non-Communist South Vietnam through
a military victory—or a devastation so
savage that it will be a victory through
the exhaustion of Indochinese culture
and society. This policy is well demon-
strated in the negotiating position of the
United States at the Paris peace talks.

I regret that I cannot agree with the
President when he claims, as he did on
July 27, that:

At this point the chance for a negotiated
settlement is better than it has ever been
before.

We will not get our prisoners back
until we have withdrawn from this war.
The time has come to recognize that
whatever obligation we had to South
Vietnam, if there ever was an obligation,
has been fulfilled hundreds of times over.
The time has come to realize that our
continuing involvement in Indochina
serves neither the interest of the Amer-
ican people or the Indochinese people.

I say to my colleagues—stand up—be
counted—throw the overwhelming
weight of this catastrophe off the shoul-
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ders of our people—pass this provision—
end this war.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the provision calling for an
end to all U.S. military activities in In-
dochina by the end of the year. This pro-
vision must pass intact, free of any
amendments muddling its language or
blunting its thrust. I will vote against
any such attempt to emasculate the pro-
vision. Called the Morgan-Hamilton-
Whalen amendment, after its principal
architects on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, the provision stems from two res-
olutions of the Democratic caucus: one
enacted on April 20, 1972, by a vote of
144 to 58—this explicitly instructed
Democratic members of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee to draft such legislation
and clear its path to the floor—the other
g:r; March 31, 1972, by a vote of 138 to

As you know, Mr. Chairman, both res-
olutions sought what the newspapers
like to call a “date certain” for the with-
drawal of all U.S. forces—contingent, of
course, on the release of all American
POWs and an accounting for all MIA’s.
The provision now before us would
achieve precisely that goal, bringing
home all U.S. troops by October 1 once we
are assured the POW’s will be freed and
the MIA’s accounted for. Two clauses in
the provision—neither of them, I should
point out, was specified in the Demo-
cratic caucus resolutions—call for some
limited cease-fire to protect American
forces as they withdraw from Indochina:
a sort of laissez-passer for the garrison
force of U.S. troops still lingering on
there. The second calls on an appropriate
international body—the Red Cross, for
example—to verify the accounting for
POW’s and MIA's, These two sections of
the provision are eminently reasonable,
expediting withdrawal rather than en-
cumbering it.

Here is the full text of the provision as
it now stands:

Sec. 13. Notwithstanding any provision of
this or any other Act, the involvement of
United States land, sea, and air forces, for
the purpose of malintaining, supporting, or
engaging in hostilities in or over Indochina
shall terminate and such forces shall be
withdrawn not later than December 31, 1972.
Bubject to a cease-fire between the United
States and North Vietnam and those allied
with North Vietnam to the extent necessary
to achieve safe withdrawal of such remain-
ing forces, and subject to the release of all
American prisoners of war held by the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam and forces allied
with such Government and an accounting for
all Americans missing in Wction who have
been held by or known to such Government
or such forces. The accounting for the Amer-
ican prisoners of war and missing in action
referred to above shall be subject to veri-
flcation by the International Red Cross or
by any other international body mutually
agreed to by the President of the United
States and the Government of North Viet-
nam.

I need hardly point out, Mr. Chairman,
that we have trod this ground before—
month after month, year after year. Still,
however weary we may be of these leg-
islative skirmishes over “end of the war”
amendments, the need for American
withdrawal remains as compelling as
ever. The bloodletting in Vietnam con-
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tinues, as does the squandering of our
resources.

The Paris peace talks—where North
Vietnam and the Vietcong dally for
months at a time on pro forma exercises
in sword rattling and breast beating,
where the Nixon administration con-
tinues to press “peace proposals” it
knows are unpalatable to our adversar-
ies—have achieved next to nothing.

Similarly, the accelerated bombing of
North Vietnam and the mining of her
major harbors have yet to yield anything
even remotely akin to a peace settle-
ment—even though these disquieting
tactics may have slowed the Communist
thrust into South Vietnam.

What I want to emphasize above any-
thing else, Mr. Chairman, is that we may
remain mired in Southeast Asia for dec-
ades unless the Congress acts today.

Can we tolerate such a chilling pros-
pect—indeed, such a terrifying prospect?

Can we continue debating and dither-
ing over this war while Americans die
on Vietnam's battlefields or fall into the
hands of enemy forces there?

I say we cannot.

I say we must end the bloodshed.

We have a clear mandate here today—
not only from Democratic Members of
the House, but from the American peo-
ple themselves: polls demonstrate that
up to 80 percent of them want the United
States to quit this futile war.

Let us honor that mandate.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Chairman, today, this
body of Congress has yet another oppor-
tunity to terminate American involve-
ment in the endless and destructive war
in Vietnam. This is a war in which Amer-
ican soldiers have been dying for more
than a decade, and yet, despite a tre-
mendous loss of American lives, we are
no closer to achieving our goals in Viet-
nam than we were a decade ago. It is
senseless to continue our support of a
military dictatorship in an area of the
world in which we have no real national
security interests.

The present administration apparent-
ly intends to continue the pursuit of some
kind of an elusive “secret plan,” a policy
which has not worked and which could
keep this country knee deep in the quag-
mire of Vietnam for an indefinite period
of time to come. This policy was actually
predicted by Prof. Hans Morgenthau in
an article written in March of 1970. At
that time, Professor Morgenthau wrote
that President Nixon would eventually be
forced to either disengage completely or
reescalate the war “to the point where
the complete destruction of the South
Vietnamese countryside will dispose once
and for all of the question of who will
govern it.”

The administration has apparently
chosen the destruction of South Vietnam
alternative. We have sprayed herbicides
on one-tenth of the South Vietnamese
cropland and on nearly one-third of the
total forest acreage of South Vietnam.
We have attempted to change the weath-
er in Indochina by seeding clouds with
silver iodide crystals. We have attempted
to cause large-scale forest fires in Viet-
nam’s rain forests through the use of
magnesium incendiary bombs. We have
leveled 3-acre areas throughout Viet-
nam through the use of 15,000-pound




27658

concussion bombs. We have leveled with
bulldozers some 800,000 acres of South
Vietnamese landi, an area roughly
equivalent to that of Rhode Island. Need-
less to say, the effect of these programs
and other similar ones on South Viet-
nam’s evironment and economy has been
simply staggering.

Mr. Chairman, I find the use of these
weapons to be particularly unconscion-
able, since our ultimate goal in this has
been and continues to be the preserva-
tion of a corrupt military dictatorship.
The regime which is presently in power
in Saigon has repeatedly imprisoned and
tortured political dissenters, has main-
tained inhuman “tiger cage” cells, has
protected and aided heroin sellers, and
has continually intimidated the South
Vietnamese press. In fact, just this past
weekend, the Thieu government further
restricted the freedom of the South
Vietnamese press by ruling that only
those publishers able to post bonds of
about $43,000 will be allowed to publish.
Surely this is not the type of government
for which we should allow our soldiers
to be maimed and killed.

Some defenders of our involvement in
Vietnam have argued that the North
Vietnamese have also ravaged the South
Vietnamese countryside and that the
North Vietnamese have also suppressed
individual freedom and freedom of the
press and that the North Vietnamese
have also tortured and murdered polit-
ical dissenters. But, Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe that these reprehensible ac-
tions by the North Vietnamese justify
some of the actions which have been
committed by ourselves and our allies.
I always have felt that America had to

act on a higher moral level than our
enemies. In the Washington Post of
August 2, 1972, Charles Yost, former
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations,
wrote:

It has always been the proud boast and
belief of Americans that our democracy em-
bodies certain principles which makes us
worthy of admiration and emulation by the
rest of the world. We have been the first to
clalm a *double standard” which distin-
guishes us from totalitarian states and our
behavior from theirs. Now much of the rest
of the world is beginning to see less and less
moral difference between us and the adver-
saries we seem more and more to imitate.

As the late Senator Robert F. Kennedy
said, “The danger of this war is that we
will become just as our enemy is.”

The need to terminate our involve-
ment in Vietnam is greater now than it
has ever been before. There is simply no
reason for the killing or maiming or the
capture of one more American soldier or
the expenditures of one more American
dollar. Yet, this administration refuses
to end the American involvement in
Vietnam.

No nation has ever done more for an
ally than we have done for South Viet-
nam. In terms of human lives, the cost
of America’s actions in Southeast Asia
since 1950 has been nothing short of
overwhelming: 56,000 American men
have been killed, 300,000 men have been
wounded or maimed, 1,126 men are miss-
ing, and 520 men are known to be pris-
oners of war. In addition, since fiscal
year 1965, we have spent $120 billion to
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finance our activities in Southeast Asia.
Finally, by 1973, we will have spent $20
billion for armament. for the South
Vietnamese. I for one do not know what
more can be done to demonstrate a com-
mitment to an ally. If the South Viet-
namese cannot make it on their own
after the expenditure of all of this Amer-
ican blood and treasure, then they will
never be able to make it on their own.

Thus, it is up to the Congress to act,
just as the framers of the Constitution
expected them to do. The Nixon adminis-
tration constantly argued that the Con-
gress does not and cannot know all of
the facts about the negotiations that are
going on between ourselves and the North
Vietnamese and that, therefore, the Con-
gress is likely to undermine those nego-
tiations if it does not follow the wishes
of the administration. According to this
logic, the Congress would have no greater
role in getting us out of Vietnam than
it had in getting us into Vietnam.

The framers of the Constitution di-
vided the war powers between the execu-
tive and the Congress for the very reason
that they stated in the debates on the
Constitution that:

It should be more easy to get out of war,
then into it.

And that they were:

For clogging rather than facilitating war;
but facilitating peace.

The right of Congress to act is clear.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of this
body must no longer abdicate this “duty
to act,” and, therefore, I urge the sup-
port of section 13—the end of the war
amendment—of H.R. 16029, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1972. The provisions of
section 13 of this bill are a particularly
good method for terminating our in-
volvement in the Vietnam conflict. The
“end the war"” provisions of this section
with a date certain are all subject to the
release of all American prisoners of war
held by the Government of North Viet-
nam and its allies, an accounting for all
Americans held by or known to those
governments, and finally, a cease-fire
between the United States and North
Vietnam and its allies. The emphasis of
these conditions is on the return of
American prisoners of war and the with-
drawal of American forces from Viet-
nam. In contrast, the President's pro-
posals emphasize the cessation of hostili-
ties throughout Indochina, an objective
which would undoubtedly prolong our
involvement in Vietnam both because of
its unacceptability to the North Viet-
namese and its ¥eliance upon the cooper-
ation of the Thieu Government, a gov-
ernment whose interests are very differ-
ent from our own.

Finally, as noted in the additional
views of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HamiLToN) and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WHALEN) in the committee re-
port on this bill, section 13 would allow
the President to “leave Vietnam with con-
gressional and bipartisan support, and
upon terms that a majority of Ameri-
cans find acceptable.”

Mr. Chairman, enough American boys
have died in Vietnam and enough Amer-
ican dollars have been spent on Vietnam
and enough American prestige has been
wasted on Vietnam. This war has divided
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our country in a way in which it has not
been divided since the Civil War, and in
so dividing us, it has eroded our spirit.
The time to end this war has come. Let
us move to end it, and then, at last, let
us begin the arduous task of fulfilling
the great potential of this country.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, on April 20, the Democratic caucus
charged the Democratic members of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, of
which I am a member, to report out leg-
islation setting a date certain for the
cessation of American involvement in
the war in Southeast Asia. I wish every-
one to note that I said the war in South-
east Asia. It used to be the war in Viet-
nam but it has spread considerably in
the last few years. That is the depressing
fact of the matter.

The committee prepared an amend-
ment, section 13 to the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1972, sponsored by Repre-
sentatives MorcaN, HaMmILTON and WHAL-
EN. I wish now to express my support for
this amendment.

As written, it contains three very im-
portant points: First, the release of all
American prisoners held by North Viet-
nam or its allies; second, an accounting
by an international body for all Ameri-
cans held by these Governments; and
third, a cease-fire between the forces of
the United States and North Vietnam
to the extent necessary to achieve a safe
withdrawal of remaining American
forces. I feel these proposals will allow
America to end its involvement in this
senseless conflict that is surely the wish
of the American people.

There is no need to go through the en-
tire record of this tragedy. But it is im-
portant to point out that the present
administration was elected with a “se-
cret plan” to end the war. We have yet
to see any evidence of that plan. We are
constantly reminded that the troop
levels have been reduced in Vietnam, but
it is just as appropriate to remind our-
selves that the intensity of the air war
has been increased. The simple fact is
that if you are killing effectively from
the air, you do not need a great number
of ground troops.

We are told repeatedly that the war
will be over soon if we will just be
patient. I would respond by say-
ing that we have lost 21,000 Ameri-
can lives, and more bombs have been
dropped than in any previous time in
man’s history. How much patience can
a country and its citizens have in the face
of all that has happened?

The administration is fond of saying
we are getting out. What purpose does
it serve then to continue the bombing
unless there is some ulterior motive?
What purpose does it serve to continue
spending millions of dollars tuv support
a dictatorial regime? What purpose does
it serve to lose more pilots and other
troops? These are the questions I have
to answer each and every day, posed by
those I represent.

Shall we sit by and do nothing while
we are told all is going well? Congress is
the only branch of Government author-
ized to conduct a war, if that is how we
can truly refer to this situation. And
Congress now has the opportunity to set
a date for our complete withdrawal as
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the people demanded in 1968 and as they
are demanding now.

It is not a case of leaving our allies
defenseless. If Vietnamization has worked
as well as we are told, then the Army of
South Vietnam is one of the best-
equipped in the world. All the more rea-
son for us to withdraw and allow them
to decide their political future. We have
sacrificed more than any nation can be
expected to sacrifice.

I call upon Members of this body to
support the end-the-war amendment
as a beginning in reordering our national
priorities and the start of new national
pride in America by its people.

Mr. KEMP. Mr., Chairman, I find my-
self opposed to section 13, the so-called
Hamilton provision, for a number of rea-
sons.

Looking back over the past year I think
we can all be gratified over the signifi-
cant new era in foreign affairs which
our President has initiated through his
visits to China and the Soviet Union. The
President has succeeded in reversing the
sterile attitudes inherited from the days
of the cold war and in moving toward a
significant reduction of the tensions
which have dominated international re-
lations. These developments have been
widely applauded, not only here at home
but throughout the world community.

It is incumbent on us now to consoli-
date these important advances by achiev-
ing peace—a just and a real peace—in
Indochina. Any Indochina solution short
of this would undercut these recent his-
toric breakthroughs in world relations
that offer such great promise for the
future.

Frankly, I do not believe that the pro-
visions of section 13 would lead to the just
and real peace that we are seeking in the
area. The limited cease-fire proposed
would not stop the fighting. Rather, con-
clusion of the arrangement envisaged
would almost certainly lead to a renewed
North Vietnamese effort to subjugate
South Vietnam by force. Retention of
this provision would represent a heavy
blow to the South Vietnamese people at
a time when they are literally fighting
for their lives. Our abandonment of these
valiant and long suffering people would
little serve to enhance respect for the
role of the United States at home or
abroad.

President Nixon is now embarked on
the most intensive and serious peace en-
deavors in Paris. He, like President Ken-
nedy in the Cuban missile crisis, deserves
bipartisan support. He has made a most
reasonable and generous proposal on
May 8 which might serve as the basis
for discussions. The United States is now
trying to determine whether Hanoi may
finally be prepared to move in the direc-
tion of serious negotiations. There is a
chance at least that this will happen
since the enemy cannot but realize the
futility of his military offensive as well
as the changed international environ-
ment following President Nixon's trips to
Peking and Moscow. Now is not the time
to cut our bargaining leverage and un-
dermine these difficult negotiations—
which would be the effect of the Hamilton
section. Now is the time to give every
support to the President in his quest for
a just and lasting peace in Indochina.
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Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, once
again this House faces the issue of Viet-
nam. This is not the first time the Con-
gress has expressed its dissatisfaction
with the continuing conflict in Southeast
Asia. Unfortunately, despite clear state-
ments of both the Congress and the over-
whelming majority of the American peo-
ple, the fighting goes on.

I fully support this proposal to legis-
late a fixed withdrawal date for U.S.
troops, subject only to the return of our
POW’s and the full accounting of those
men missing in action., I have con-
sistently supported this position since
coming to Congress.

This Congress must act to end the kill-
ing and maiming in Southeast Asia. The
President has been unable or unwilling
to end the war as he promised 4 years
ago. In 315 years, while the administra-
tion has ‘“‘Vietnamized” South Vietnam
and “wound down the war,” over 40 per-
cent of U.8. casualties have occurred,
20,000 Americans have died, and count-
less Asians have been killed or wounded.

Is the cause of peace any stronger for
our efforts in Southeast Asia? Is the se-
curity of the United States enhanced by
these efforts?

Tragically, the answer to these ques-
tions is no. The war in Vietnam has ac-
complished nothing positive and has led
only to a disasterous series of negative
domestic effects, and an impediment to
the efforts of our Nation and other world
powers to achieve world peace.

The time is long past for the end to
this war. Congress has the obligation to
act to end it. We must make our peace
today in Vietnam and get on with the
business of creating a condition of stable
world order and rebuilding our Nation.

I urge this Chamber to support the
provision which will set a fixed date to
end our military effort in Southeast Asia
to cut off funds for that war. The interest
of the American people, the interest of
those fine young men who have fought
and died in Southeast Asia, and most im-
portantly the interest of those brave
Americans in the prison camps of North
Vietnam demand that this Congress act
immediately.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to con-
gratulate the distinguished chairman of
the Foreign Affairs Committee, Doc
MorcaN. I believe that Chairman MorcaN
deserves our support because of his ef-
forts in bringing this legislation before
us today. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has heard this Nation’s call for
peace and has heeded it.

I believe that section 13 of the bill
before us is the most constructive amend-
ment to date to end the war, and I in-
sert in the Recorp at this time the word-
ing of this amendment.

Sec. 13. Notwithstanding any provision of
this or any other Act, the involvement of
United States land, sea, and air forces, for
the purpose of maintaining, supporting, or
engaging in hostilities in or over Indochina
shall terminate and such forces shall be with-
drawn not later than December 1, 1972, sub-
Ject to a cease-fire between the United States
and North Vietnam and those allled with
North Vietnam to the extent necessary to
achieve safe withdrawal of such remalning
forces, and subject to the release of all Amer-
ican prisoners of war held by the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam and forces allled
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with such Government and an accounting
for all Americans missing in action who have
been held by or known to such Government
or such forces. The accounting for the Ameri-
can prisoners of war and missing in action
referred to above shall be subject to verifi-
cation by the International Red Cross or by
any other international body mutually agreed
to by the President of the United States and
the Government of North Vietnam.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I have
consistently voted against Department
of Defense appropriations and foreign
assistance appropriations since Decem-
ber 1969 as an expression of my total
opposition to the Vietnam war. I hesi-
tated to do so from 1967 through 1969
though during that period I was also in
total opposition to our Vietnam policy. In
1969 I finally concluded the only expres-
sion of opposition to Vietnam that was
meaningful for a Congressman was to
vote against funds for that war. It was
and is my opinion that the Constittation
provides that control over the purse of
the Executive by the legislative branch
and if a Congressman truly wished to do
all he could to end the war he, in all
conscience, must vote against funding
of the war.

I regretted that the parliamentary
procedures prevailing did not permit sep-
arate votes on items within the military
appropriations bill and the foreign as-
sistance bill. There were and are many
worthwhile programs within those omni-
bus bills that I personally support.

For example, I am convinced that our
Nation’s security is closely bound to a
secure Israel; a secure Korea and other
areas in the world.

I would have supported such items in
these appropriations bills. Similarly, I be-
lieve a strong military is a necessary
item of national security and there were
many provisions in these bills that I
would have supported to further that
belief,

But I was not afforded the luxury of
selecting the good from the bad. When
the final vote was taken on all such ap-
propriation bills, it always included an
approval of Vietnam-related expendi-
tures. I believed during those years that
it was more important to register as
strongly and constitutionally as I could,
my objections to the Presidents’ war in
Vietnam whether that President was
Johnson or Nixon.

I still despise that policy. I still abhor
the persistenee of President Nixon in
sacrificing American lives and dollars;
in destroying a culture of long duration,
for no discernible American purpose
?ther than the ignoble one of “saving
ace.”

But I now believe the Mideast situation
has become critical. I am alarmed by the
bellicose statements of Egypt's leaders
of late. I am concerned that any lessen-
ing of American support of Israel would
encourage Egypts’ leadership to prolong
the tensions and the peril of the present
situation involving Israel and the Arah
countries.

I am hopeful that understandings will
ultimately prevail in the Arab leadership
that beginning negotiations directly with
Israel is the only route to a successful
and just resolution of the differences
existing between the states involved.




27660

That such negotiations is the only course
that will enable the peoples of that area
to live in peace, in harmony and in dig-
nity.

Such understandings will not come to
pass if American resolution on behalf of
the integrity and security of Israel is
deemed by Arab observers—or Russian
observers—to be faltering in any sub-
stantial way.

South Korea and North Korea now
seem to be taking small but important
steps that are in the direction of lessen-
ing the tensions between those nations.
Perhaps the dream of all Koreans is a
little closer, that being the unity of
Korea and the Korean peoples into one
nation once again. But certainly these
small indications of a lessening of in-
transigence on the part of the North Eo-
rean leadership would not have occurred
had any lessening of resolve on the part
of the United States to insist on the in-
tegrity and the strength of South Korea
been discernible.

These events seem to me to be hope-
ful and encouraging.

The defeat of the foreign assistance
bill might very well be interpreted by
observers as a lessening of the will of
America to assist its friends; Israel and
South Eorea.

Though I remain adamant in my view
that the Vietnam war is a disaster for
America, I now believe at this critical
juncture that an even greater disaster
might be threatening; namely the re-
newal of the Mideast war and the re-
newal of the Korean war if tensions in
those areas are not diminished.

I will vote for the Foreign Assistance
Act in its final form though I will do all
possible to enact the proposed end the
war amendment to that act.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the end the war provision
contained in H.R. 16029, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1972, and to urge my
colleagues to vote against a further
amendment to be offered to change the
date of October 1 established by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. This impor-
tant provision was included in the legis-
lation before the House following an ex-
pression of support for an end the war
amendment by the House Democratic
caucus. That expression of support rep-
resents, in my opinion, the feeling of an
overwhelming majority of Americans
who are frustrated and tired of the con-
tinuing U.S. military involvement in In-
«<ochina.

There is no logical reason, other than
the most partisan one, why the admin-
istration should oppose this provision for
it is consistent witk the stated objectives
and policies of the President and con-
sistent with Vietnamization of the war.
The Congress has a responsibility to ex-
press its desires and to see to it that the
President does not cease or change the
withdrawal of U.S. troops from Indo-
china.

The end the war amendment is con-
tingent upon the release of U.S. prisoners
of war and upon an internationally su-
pervised cease fire in Indochina. This
affords more than adequate protection
for any alleged U.S. interest in that area
of the world. Last week the other body
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passed a similar but even stronger end
the war amendment calling for total U.S.
troop withdrawal based only upon the
release of prisoners of war. I hope that
this Chamber will concur with the Sen-
ate and make clear to the President the
will of the Congress.

The question of a date for withdrawal
should not be a controversial subject as
this provision is drafted because the en-
tire provision is contingent upon the re-
lease of prisoners and the establishment
of a supervised cease fire. For that reason,
we should be more than willing to meet
our part of the bargain within weeks
rather than months. I therefore will vote
in favor of the end of the war provision
and against the proposed amendment to
change the date for withdrawal from
October 1 to December 1.

Mr. Chairman, in recent years the
number of Members of the House voting
to support various end the war amend-
ments has consistently increased reflect-
ing concern among all Americans for a
speedy end to this tragic war which has
claimed more than 50,000 American lives
and countless Vietnamese lives. The pol-
icy of Vietnamization has been slow to
implement as illustrated by the loss of
more than 20,000 American lives in the
past 3 years. It is time for Congress to end
U.S. participation in this tragic war and
to present a clear and unequivocal posi-
tion to the President. I have voted for a
number of the end the war amendments
in committee and on the House floor and
I will continue to support such measures
whenever the opportunity to do so is pre-
sented. May this be the winning oppor-
tunity and may we in the House respond
by calling for an end to the loss of Amer-
ican lives and the disruption of American
homes.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the Hamilton amendment and I am
going to vote against the motion to strike
this amendment from the bill. I voted for
the amendment in our committee where
it passed by a vote of 18 to 17. The
amendment constitutes a strong state-
ment to the President that in our opinion
the people of the United States want a
prompt and complete ending to our mili-
tary involvement in Vietnam. It pro-
vides that U.S. military involvement
would terminate on October 1 on con-
dition that American prisoners of war
be released that a cease-fire between
the United States and North Vietnam be
arranged to achieve a safe withdrawal of
U.S. forces.

I supported the amendment to change
the date from October 1 to December 31
but this proposal was defeated.

The resolution when it was originally
proposed accorded with the time period
set by the President and it should be
noted that the language of this section
includes a cease-fire even though one dif-
ferent in character from that advocated
by the President. Also contained in this
section is the vital condition that Ameri-
can prisoners of war be released.

I believe that the great majority of the
people of this country support the objec-
tive of terminating the war and would
find such termination acceptable if
reached on the conditions which I have
set forth in section 13 of the bill. This
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judgment has been recently confirmed by
the results of a questionnaire which I
sent to all the people in my congressional
district about 2 months ago and to which
68.2 percent of the first 1,000 responding
favored the setting of a specific date for
complete withdrawal of all American
forces contingent upon the release of
the prisoners of war.

I realize that to some extent any action
here is an action which cannot be trans-
lated into results. The capacity to achieve
results rests solely with the President.
Even if this language were to remain in
the bill and be passed into law the Presi-
dent could veto the bill and quite prob-
ably would do so. Nevertheless, it does
seem to me that our passage of this bill
would constitute an admonition to the
President that action is demanded and
that the time has come to bring our ac-
tivities in Vietnam to a conclusion.

I have come to this position by a slow
and somewhat painful process but I have
held it for some time and I take this posi-
tion without any feeling of disloyalty or
lack of patriotism.

The policy of bombing Hanoi into sub-
mission has been tried by two succeeding
administrations of different parties. It
has recently been carried on with fero-
cious intensity but it has not brought any
solutions and it seems clear that it will
not bring the solution which the Presi-
dent has proclaimed as necessary. Of
course, the private approaches of the
President and Mr. Kissinger have in the
past been characterized by a greater
willingness to compromise and this may
well be the case in the current exchanges.

As an expression of my personal views
and what I consider fo be the opinion of
the majority of the people of the country
I support the language of the bill and
hope that it will remain in the law as a
statement of the intent of the Congress.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port section 13 of the Foreign Assistance
Act, the Whalen-Hamilton provision to
terminate U.S. involvement in the war in
Indochina, including the amendment by
the authors to move the deadline to
December 31, 1972. I concur in the belief
that setting a postelection termination
date would eliminate any possible polit-
ical implication the earlier date might
have had.

I have stated many times in the past,
and repeat today, the importance of Con-
gress playing a role in ending the war in
Indochina. I applaud the President for
his many efforts to end the war. I know
his serious negotiations in Paris have
been rebuffed by the North Vietnamese.
But I feel that the United States should
provide the new inputs included in this
section into the deadlocked Paris peace
talks to achieve real progress.

An important bargaining point in the
bill is the request for a cease fire to the
extent necessary to proteect our with-
drawing forces. However, I do not sup-
port efforts which would attempt to pro-
vide for a total cease fire. Not only have
the North Vietnamese refused to accept
a total cease fire in the past, but any of us
would be hard pressed to define a total
cease fire, and describe exactly how it
would be accomplished.

Section 13 provides the best alterna-
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tive so far for Congress to participate
in the ending of the staggering U.S.
commitment of manpower and resources
to the seemingly never-ending war in
Indochina. I would urge my colleagues
to support its passage, with only the
change in deadline.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr, Chairman, I do not
intend to support the Hamilton-Whalen
end the war amendment attached to this
Foreign Assistance Act.

In view of my past support for several
similar amendments, < feel that a state-
ment on my part is in crder. First, my
personal views on the war in Vietnam re-
main unchanged. The United States
should end its participation in the war
by negotiating a cease-fire and having
all U.8. prisoners returned along with
a full accounting of those who are miss-
ing in action.

A number of things have changed
since the House last voted on an end-the-
war amendment, but the most important
factor is that the President's personal
representative, Henry Kissinger, is deeply
involved in secret negotiations with rep-
resentatives of North Vietnam. These
negotiations resumed after the House
vote on the so-called Harrington amend-
ment, and they are the first glimmer of
hope we have had since the President re-
sumed full-scale bombing of North Viet-
nam and mined the harbors.

Because negotiations are underway
now, I feel that it is a mistake to vote
on the Hamilton-Whalen amendment at
this time. It is important to remember
that the conditions set forth in the
amendment are similar to the ones stated
by the President. They are conditions
which can be met only through the proc-
ess of negotiation. They are conditions
which will have to be agreed upon, If
there is no negotiated agreement, there
will be no end fo the war under the
terms of the Hamilton-Whalen amend-
ment.

In other words, at this juncture, the
amendment has little meaning, because
it adds little to the present negotiations.
However, it is open to the misinterpreta-
tion that it is an effort to tie the hands
of the President at the negotiating table.

Such an interpretation of the amend-
ment is wrong and grossly unfair, but it
will be made. The President is firmly in
command of the negotiating process, and
it should be evident that he desperately
wants to reach an agreement.

In my view, then, Congress is well ad-
vised to give the President an unencum-
bered opportunity at this crucial juncture
in the negotiations to reach a settlement.
Even though the talks in Paris are secret,
we are given to believe that a break-
through is in the offing, and the Presi-
dent has made it clear that he does not
want to see a division created between
Congress and himself at this point in
the negotiations.

I feel that Congress can best cooperate
with the President by supporting the
current round of negotiations and by
praying fervently that there will be an
agreement. If there is no agreement, no
settlement, the American people will
have an opportunity in 3 months to ex-
press themselves on the way to end the
war, They may give their stamp of ap-
proval to the President’s approach or
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they may reject it. However, it will be
their decision.

I continue to believe that Congress has
an obligation to make contributions to-
ward a settlement, particularly when
there is little hope that progress is be-
ing made.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, Chairman, I
support section 13 of the bill because it
expresses in a practical and not dam-
aging fashion what the American people
want from this Congress. The argument
has been made that the Congress ought
to give the President a free hand in the
current negotiations. That prineiple is a
noble one which has stood the test of
many years and many wars.

At one time it even stood the test of
this one, or so it seems. At any rate, in
my view, it no longer does so. It should
recede, I think, before the steadily ad-
vancing tide of public disappointments,
frustration, and incredulity. The public
continues to hope that the President can
extricate us from this war, but it no
longer has the confidence that he can
do so without assistance from the Con-
gress even if that assistance should take
the form of broadening negotiating op-
tions he would prefer to narrow.

Section 13 gives him this opportunity.
He can reject it. He can veto the bill.
He can refuse, as he so often says, to
take the easy road, and he can limit his
offer and counteroffer in Paris to those
which spring full blown from his own
mind. In doing so he would be making
a judgment which all of us would have
to respect as being his best judgment in
the premises. That the best judgments of
American Presidents serving during this
confiict have presented the Nation with
a huge war debt, inflation, inattention
to domestic needs, a historic balance of
payments deficit, great loss of blood,
treasure, and confidence of our people
old and young in the “system,” does not
diminish the right and duty of the in-
cumbent President to exercise his judg-
ment. But neither does it absolve the
people and their other elected represent-
atives, the Congress, from offering alter-
natives to that judgment where they feel
and feel deeply that such alternatives are
essential to our security and welfare.

Thus to declare, or even ruefully wish,
the matter could be considered outside
of politics is to complete the gratuitous
slander accorded over the years to that
exercise of human will, intellect, and
organization which made Athens great
and freedom forever grateful.

Yet should there be regret that this
question is raised during an election pe-
riod, whose fault is that? Certainly not
that of the Members of Congress who
have raised it every year since this ad-
ministration took office. Their voices
have been clear enough in nonelection
years to be heard by the public, yet not
persuasive enough to move the Presi-
dent. Very well, what is the axiom of
election protocol that should silence
them now?

Are we all subject to the rules of some
kind of political parchesi where the Pres-
ident’s piece periodically moves onto
safe spaces, untouchable, and arrives at
1 to 3 months prior to the date of his
reelection? No, I think it is fitting, albeit
ironic, that the President’s campaign
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pledges of 4 years ago must be redeemed
with firm congressional help 20,000 com-
bat deaths and $60 billion later, and
within 2 months of the next election.

Moreover, unless some such effort is
made, what is to dissuade the next ad-
ministration from pursuing a similar
course? To those who would say “it can-
not be,” I would refer the record. It has
“been” and could well “be” again unless
we stand by section 13. I said at the
outset that the section was practical and
not dangerous. It is not dangerous be-
cause it widens the President’s options.
It does not diminish them. It is practical
because it assures every objective Amer-
ica could reasonably define at this junc-
ture—withdrawal, a cease-fire to protect
it, return of the prisoners, and an ac-
counting of the missing in action. Those
who argue that a limited cease-fire would
not stop all killing must be reminded that
there is no purely American initiative
that can accomplish that miracle. There
is no “made in U.8.A.”" seal of Good
Housekeeping that can serenely resolve
struggles and ambitions whose roots ex-
tend deep in time and history, predating
the Caribbean landfall of the Santa
Maria by 1,000 years or more.

That being so, what is the obligation
of Congress as an institution invested
with the power and duty, as and when
necessary, to levy taxes, raise armies and
declare war? What is the obligation of
the individual Member such as myself
who was grilled by a skeptical elector-
ate 4 years ago, and specifically asked
by it what I would do “to end the war”?
What of the congressional class of 1970,
which just 2 years ago, after the un-
declared wars in Cambodia and Laos,
became answerable to an even more
demanding constituency which insisted
on firm pledges and early action to end
our participation in that struggle?

Should we have promised only to
affirm Presidential initiatives smoothly
described by generals with maps and
pointers, and expertly explained by a
Presidential assistant virtually unknown
to the general public before Mr. Nixon
took office? Was that our mission? Or
was it to study to the limit of our means
and resources, the likely consequences
of various approaches to the cessation of
America involvement, choose one that
appeared to be the least harmful, and
argue for it?

What magic has attached to any
Presidential approach to this war that
renders it so compelling in concept, and
so sure of success as to warrant cheers
from this body, or even silence for that
matter? I say if Presidents want this
kind of blind support for undeclared
war policy they had better fashion one
that can be grazed at least by the wide,
groping sweep of our white cane.

No; this President of ours, who boasts
of his deescalation, has, in the name of
American honor, unleashed naval and
air actions unprecedented in fury and
risk in our entire history. Should it
bring our small but determined enemy
to his knees, before November, we shall
be grateful for release from the bondage
of this war, of course.

Whether we will or should be satis-
fled that the result, and the form it
takes, justify the blood and treasure
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spent to achieve it, is quite a different
question. It is a question whose answer
we once again anticipate by trying at
long last to share in the lonely burden
of decision. If “‘victory” it is to be, only
history can define its parameters. Let
us hope it does not occupy the niche
preempted to date by King Pyrrhus of
Greece.

The CHATRMAN., All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. WyYMAN) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING) .

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. HOSMER, Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. BoLrLinG, HaMILTON, FRELING-
HUYSEN, and FASCELL,

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 229, noes
177, not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 316]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—229

Abbitt Dennis
Abernethy Derwinski
Albert Devine
Anderson, I11. Dickinson
Andrews, Ala. Dorn
Archer Downing
Arends Duncan
Ashbrook du Pont
Baker Edwards, Ala.
Baring Erlenborn
Belcher Eshleman
Bell Findley
Betts Fish
Bevill Fisher
Blackburn Flowers
Boggs Foley
Bolling Ford, Gerald R.
Bow Fountain
Bray Frelinghuysen
Brinkley Frey
Brooks Garmatz
Broomfield Gettys
Brotzman Goldwater
Erown, Mich. Gongzalez
Brown. Chio Goodling
Broyhill, N.C. Griffin
Broyhill, Va. Gross
Buchanan Grover
Burke, Pla. Gubser
Burleson, Tex. Haley
Byrnes, Wis. Hall
Byron Halpern
Cabell Hammer-
Caffery schmidt
Camp Hanley
Carlson Hansen, Idaho
Carter Harsha
Casey, Tex. Hastings
Cederberg Hays
Chamberlain Henderson
Chappell Hillis

Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
MecClure
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKevitt
McMillan
Mahon
Mallliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nelsen
O'Eonskl
Patman
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie
Poage

Po!

Schneebeli
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.¥.
Spence
Springer
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak

Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, I11.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Curlin
Danlels, N.J.
Danielson
Dellums
Dent

Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dow

Drinan
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Stubblefield
Stuckey
Talcott

Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler

Ware

Whalley

White
Whitehurst

NOES—177

Fascell
Floecd
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gude
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.,
Hicks, Wash.
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeier
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Link
Long, Md.
MecCloskey
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
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Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Patten
Perkins
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schwengel
Selberling
Shipley
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stokes
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin

NOT VOTING—27

Aspinall
Davis, Ga.

Keith
Kluczynskl
Lennon

Nichols

Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de ia Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denhslm

Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Kazen
Keating

Kee

EKemp

King
Kuvkendall
Eyl

Powell

Price, Ill.
Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Baylor
Scherle
Schmitz

Dowdy
Edmondson
Flynt
Gallagher
Griffiths
Hagan
Hébert Metcalfe
Hunt Miller, Calif.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the defeat of the “end-
the-war” amendment has strengthened
my conviction that this bill should be de-
feated. This House has refused to take a
positive legislative stand which would

Long, La.
McCormack
MeCulloch
MecDonald,
Mich.
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have supported our efforts to terminate
our involvement in the war in Vietnam.
For us now to vote $2.131 billion in for-
eign military assistance is to add insult
to injury. We seem bent on pursuing a
course which says “military action can
solve the problems of the world.” I do
not believe it. At a time when we cry
peace we are placing tools of war in the
hands of those who find war to be a
way of life. We set nation against na-
tion. We insist on arming corrupt dicta-
torships. We provide for other countries
that which they do not find important
enough to provide for themselves. We are
on a course which every day is impugn-
ing our credibility as a peace-loving na-
tion. We have a determination to spend
money we do not have on a program void
of reason or understanding. Just yester-
day we engaged in earnest debate as to
whether to spend $1.8 billion more than
the administration asked for for the
health and education of the people of this
Nation. There is a threat of veto hang-
ing over that hill. The administration
spokesmen who ask us to vote against
funds for health and for education are
now not just asking but are insisting
that we now vote $2.131 billion in this
bill for foreign aid. Where arz our priori-
ties? Which is more important, the
health and education of the people of
the United States or the furnishing of
military assistance to Greece with its
military dictatorship, or Turkey, or
Thailand—the narcotics pipeline to
America—or Cambodia? For me, the an-
swer is not difficult. I would take the wel-
fare and education of my people first.
I shall vote against this bill and I urge
my colleagues to do the same,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, during the
general debate on this bill and amid all
of the amendments to the policy provi-
sions of the bill, there has been almost
no discussion of the amount of money
that the House will soon be called to
approve or reject.

This bill calls for $2.1 billion. The
comparable figure for last year was $1.7
billion. Thus, we are seeing here today
only part of the tip of the foreign-aid
iceberg.

Adding economic assistance, which is
already authorized and which was $948
million last year, the total in this bill
would be $3.1 billion, a billion-dollar in-
crease over last year’s outlay—an in-
crease that cannot possibly be justified.

There is no way that bills carrying
this kind of an increase can be made to
conform to the President’s request for
a $250 billion ceiling on expenditures in
this fiscal year. There ought to be a
drastic cut in the foreign-giveaway pro-
gram, not an increase, and the President
ought to have demanded it.

For 25 years, Mr. Chairman, and
through the various foreign-handout
programs, this Government, including
Congress, has tried to be all things to
all people. It has failed.

Foreign aid has made a contribution
to the deficits and debt of this country
of some $220 billion. It has made and
continues to make a substantial contri-
bution to inflation that has driven this
country to the brink of bankruptcy.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, the other
body has defeated the counterpart of
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this bill, and I do not propose here to-
day to breathe life into a foreign aid
corpse that has been laid to rest in the
Senate.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to my friend from
Missouri.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle-
man's yielding, Mr. Chairman.

I join in the gentleman’'s thoughts. I
am not much of an expert on icebergs
or how to get rid of them, but I know
a lot about amputation. Would the gen-
tleman not recommend that we ampu-
tate this bill right after the enacting
clause?

Mr. GROSS. That would be an excel-
lent idea, the best suggestion I have
heard today.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want the
Members to be on notice as to what they
will be voting on after the disposal of
the next amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this
bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted now,
after our recent differences to find my-
self again associated, I believe, in a bi-
partisan way with my distinguished
friend the chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs. I am sure he will
urge that this legislation be approved by
the House,

I strongly hope that for the national
security of the United States as well as
the well-being of the free world this leg-
islation is approved. 1 think it is in our
interest and the interest of all free na-
tions.

The amount of money that is author-
ized by this legislation, in my opinion,
is necessary and essential. The Commit-
tee on Appropriations will have an op-
portunity at some subsequent date to pass
judgment on the precise dollars, but we
need this authorization and we need fa-
vorable action on this bill.

I plead particularly in this instance
with my Republican friends and I hope
that by an overwhelming vote the House
of Representatives will approve this for-
eign aid military authorization bill.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 14. Sectlon 5(a) of the United Na-
tions Participation Act of 1045 (22 US.C.
287c(a)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Sec-
tion 10 of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act (60 Stat. 596; 50 U.S.C. 98—
98h), as amended by section 503 of Public
Law 92-156 (B5 Stat. 423), shall apply to
prohibitions or regulations established under
the authority of this section only upon 4
determination by the President that the
applicatior of section 10 to such prohibition
or regulations is required in the national
interest of the United States.”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DENT

Mr., DENT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DENT: On page
11, strike out line 7 and all that follows
through line 17.

Mr. DENT. My dear colleagues, I do
not intend to take a long time and be-
labor this question at any length.
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While it is a later date, the issue is
still the same; it is still the same issue
that we discussed in this House at length,
and by a large vote we decided in this
House that the issue then was to be
resolved by lifting the embargo on Rho-
desian ore.

Opponents of American trade with
Rhodesia in this area have once again
introduced legislation seeking to prevent
the importation of chromium from that
country. The importation of chromium
from Rhodesia is absolutely essential to
the welfare, the security, and the well-~
being of this Nation of ours.

I know that there are some underly-
ing emotions in this thing that deal with
something other than economics, but in
this day and age there can be nothing
but the economics of this situation to be
discussed here, and in my humble judg-
ment, it will be decided upon that is-
sue.

Immediately after the embargo was
placed on chromium ore we were forced
into the position of becoming entirely
dependent upon Soviet Russia for our
source of this very, very essential metal.

A minute ago or not more than 5 min-
utes ago, the Democratic majority lead-
er spoke about his trip to Red China and
in talking about it he made this remark:
He said that he could tell us without
divulging everything that was said in
their 6'2-hour discussion with the lead-
ers of Red China that there was a real
serious concern about Soviet Russia tak-
ing over many of the Eastern countries
and moving in. Those remarks from the
distinguished gentleman from Louisiana
ought to give each and every one of us
reason enough to accept my amendment,
because if there is a threat in that direc-
tion, then what kind of a threat do you
think it poses for this INatiorn that has
become so entirely dependent for its
source of chromium?

I have said on this floor before, and
I repeat, no nation can survive in war,
nor can it prosper in peace without spe-
cialty steel. A trip to the moon would
still be only a dream. Our everyday lives
would certainly be shallow if we did not
have the capability of producing specialty
steels.

The price of chromium went up over
100 percent within a few short months
after the embargo was placed. Seven
months ago the embargo was lifted. There
have been only two small shipments from
Rhodesia, but there was a reason for
that, we have opened up our stockpiles,
and we are going to diminish those stock-
piles to a very dangerous low and make
us even further dependent upon Russian
ore unless you adopt my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. DENT. Within a very short period
of time after the embargo was lifted
the price of chromium went down 7 cents
a pound, $140 a ton, which took from
Russia $50 million on the amount of sales
they made into the United States of
America.

Letters have been sent out to all of the
Members that do not contain facts. It is
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said in those letters, for instance, that
“We are only interested in protecting
the holdings of two American companies
in Rhodesia.”

Let me give you the record. These two
American companies in 1965, the year
before the embargo was placed, produced
625,000 tons of chromium. In 1971, after
the embargo had been on for 6 years,
they produced 650,000 tons, because they
had been taken over by the Rhodesian
Government and operated by them. Rho-
desia is working 7 days a week. There is
not 1 pound of chromium ore above
ground, it is being shipped out as fast as
it is being produced. Sixty-five percent
of all the chromium comes from Rho-
desia. Who is using the chromium? If
there is a sanction, and there are 104
nations of the U.N. against the purchase
of this chromium, then where is it going?
And included in these 104 nations are all
the nations in the world that produce
steel. They cannot produce it without
Rhodesian ore. There are only two coun-
tries that make a direct embargo on pur-
chasing directly from Rhodesia, and yet
these two countries have had to buy Rho-
desian ore through a third-party nation.
If you really want to put an embargo
and you mean to put a social aspect upon
it, and I do not say that is wrong, there
is only one thing to do, if you defeat this
amendment, then pass the next amend-
ment that I will give you, and that
amendment will bar the importation of
any chromium ore or chromium prod-
ucts, before or after manufacture, that
contain within them Rhodesian ore.
Then if you place that kind of a sanction
it is meaningful to those people, and you
will have a sincere and honest motive
in voting for an embargo, or in trying
to keep an embargo.

But this is a farce. The only sanctions
that have been placed by the U.N. are
upon the American steel industry, and
upon the American workers. That is ex-
actly how it has reacted; that is all it
has been.

I have been told that it does not mean
anything to a worker, but the regional
director of the steelworkers in my dis-
trict—where I have five plants that pro-
duce specialty steel—sent me g telegram,
and said flatly, “I urge you to defeat
section 14.”

I ask the Members to support my
amendment.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, it would be a tragedy if this
Committee were to vote on this amend-
ment under the representations that
have just been made by our distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DENT).

Let me make very clear what this
section says, and what the Dent amend-
ment would strike out. The Committee
language says the President shall have
the discretion to determine whether in
the national interest we are required to
observe United Nations sanctions against
the importation of chrome ore or
whether in his judgment the United
States should not be compelled to ob-
serve these sanctions.

That is the only issue before the com-
mittee this afternoon.
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Do you want to give the President some
leeway—some discretion—to determine
what the national interest is? Or do you
want to adopt the amendment of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DeNT) which takes that discretion away
and mandates that the United States
shall be in violation of international
law—in violation of its obligations un-
der the United Nations Charter and in
violation of a commitment to the world
community.

Who has the greatest interest in what
goes on here? Well, you would think that
the people who work in the steel plants
have that interest.

I have received a letter from Mr. I. W.
Abel, president of the Steel Workers. He
says that the United Steel Workers of
America support the intent of the em-
bargo and its continuation. :

Now mark you—we are not saying that
we want the embargo to continue as a
matter of law.

All we are saying is that we want to
restore to the President the right to
make that decision as to what the na-
tional interest requires.

If you pass the Dent amendment, you
destroy that discretion and you force the
President and this administration to vio-
late international law, no matter what
the findings are that they may make.

Now note one other thing. Imports
from the Soviet Union of chrome ore
were about at the same level in 1971 as
they were before sanctions were imposed.

The fact of the matter is that the So-
viet Union is no more an important
source of chrome under the sanctions
than it was before the sanctions began.

One of the principal reasons is that
Turkey has built up its production of
chrome ore and is now a major supplier
for the United States.

Now I might say, my friend, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, says that what
we ought to do then is to bar the import
of steel products which contain chromi-
um which comes from Rhodesia. I do
not think that is such a bad idea and I
think that is perhaps something that we
should explore. Because you know what
is at stake here. We are dealing with the
question of whether the United Nations
is ever going to have the capacity to deal
with international problems short of the
use of force.

Remember the League of Nations days
when Italy invaded Ethiopia and the
League of Nations imposed sanctions on
Italy, and then there was a disregard
because of economic considerations. That
spelled the end of the League of Nations
and it spelled the end of collective se-
curity.

This is precisely the same issue that we
have here today. Are the interests of
Union Carbide and Foote Mineral, two
steel companies in the United States, to
determine the U.S. policy in this field
irrespective of the findings of the Presi-
dent?

I hope this House will not agree. Let
us give the President some discretion.
Let us let him comply with these sanc-
tions if he finds that compatible with
our national interest. And if he finds he
must ignore or violate the sanctions
th;ln let us give him that discretion as
well.
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Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. REID. Is it not true that if we
are to be one of three member nations
of the U.N. in open violation of interna-
tional law that our relations with Africa
would clearly suffer and our moral posi-
tion in the world would be partly under-
mined?

But more than that—is it not true that
the United Steel Workers——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tfleman from Minnesota has expired.

(Mr. FRASER (at the request of Mr.
REem) was granted permission to proceed
for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. REID. If the gentleman will yield
further, is it not true that the steel-
workers union in its letter to you stated:

It may be argued that as Americans we
should have no concern for the rights of
people in other nations.

So be it, but the United Steelworkers
of America think we do, and for that
reason it supports the United Nations
sanction, Finally, did not that same let-
ter make this point:

The issue is not whether the imports of
chrome would affect American steelworkers’
jobs in the specialty steel industry. The
union maintains that it is the importation
of specialty steel itself that affects jobs and
rot the importation of chrome ore. It seems
to me the steelworkers’ position is clearly in
support of sanctions and clearly in support
of the United Nations keeping its pledge to
the United Nations.

Mr. FRASER. The gentleman is quite
right. Against the Dent amendment are
the AFL, the Steelworkers, the For-
eign Affairs Committee. Who is for the
Dent amendment outside of Foote Min-
eral and Union Carbide?

Mr, MAILLTARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MATILLIARD. I just rise to say that
I agree with the gentleman. There is
only one central issue if we are going to
be a member of the United Nations: Are
we going to abide by the provisions of
the charter or are we by law going to take
exception to the charter?

I realize the Congress made this judg-
ment, but I think it is the wrong judg-
ment, and if we proceed logically it gives
the United Nations absolutely no means
by which to bring any pressure to bear
in international problems except by re-
sorting to force. I think that is just
most unfortunate.

Mr. FRASER. I thark the gentleman.
I hope that will sustain the position.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
motion by my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania to delete section 14 from the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1972, HR. 16029,
and thereby enable the United States to
continue purchasing chrome from
Rhodesia.

I was the sponsor of bill, HR. 108386,
which was identical to the Byrd amend-
ment to the military procurement bill
last year which amended the United Na-
tional Participation Act of 1945 to pre-
vent the imposition thereunder of any
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prohibition of the importation into the
United States of any strategic and criti-
cal material from any free world coun-
try for so long as the importation of like
material from any Communist country is
not prohibited by law.

Section 14 of H.R. 16029 does not di-
rectly repeal the law passed last year—
the Byrd amendment—it leaves the issue
up to the President. The aim of the spon-
sors and supporters of section 14 how-
ever, is clear. They intend it to stop the
imports of Rhodesian chrome.

The Department of State supports sec-
tion 14 because they say we are now un-
der heavy criticism in the United Nations
and that our relations with key African
states are subject to considerable strain
as a result of our purchases of chrome
from Rhodesia.

Economic sanctions are not particular-
ly successful diplomatic weapons. The
U.N. sanctions against Rhodesia can
probably be regarded as a failure. The
Rhodesia sanctions have been in effect,
almost 5% years without, apparently,
achieving their objective. The sanction
has been frequently violated. More than
110 cases of sanctions violations have
been reported to the J.N. Sanctions
Committee, including 32 which deal with
chrome.

Sir Alec Douglas-Home, the British
Foreign Secretary, told Parliament on
June 12, 1972, that “exports from Rho-
desia have recovered to 97 percent of
what they were before sanctions were
imposed.” He also told Parliament:

A lot of exports are going to countries
which are members of the United Nations
and which are supposed to be support-ing the
sanctions. That 1s beyond dispute; 170 rec-
ommendations have been made that
breaches of sanctions should be looked into
and in only four cases, have prosecutions
been made.

There are important national security
considerations involved in our current
reliance on the Soviet Union for the bulk
of our national needs for chrome. We
have no domestic production of chrome
ore. The only domestic source for chrome
is from disposals from the U.S. stockpile
of strategic and critical materials. The
Soviet Union was the source of nearly
60 percent of U.S. chrome imports in 1969
and 1970. The Russians supplied more
than 40 percent in 1971, The other major
suppliers were Turkey and South Africa.
The purpose of the U.S. stockpile is de-
feated by reliance on the Soviet Union
as a major source of chrome.

Like other minerals, chrome must be
mined where it is found. Most of the
major sources of metallurgical grade
chrome ore are countries with which the
United States may have moral or political
differences. Rhodesia and South Africa
are both under the control of govern-
ments which practice discrimination
against blacks. The Soviet Union, of
course, discriminates against Jews, Lith-
uanians, and many other racial and reli-
gious groups. The United States, to put it
plainly, would cut off its nose to spite its
face if we refused to buy chrome pro-
duced in countries whose policies we do
not agree with.

As the dominate supplier of chrome,
the Russians have driven the price from
a presanction level of about $25 per ton
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to a 1971 high of more than $61 per ton.
Witnesses from the American Iron and
Steel Institute testified before Congress
that this increase in the price of chrome
cost U.S. consumers of stainless steel
more than $100 million a year.

The U.S. consumption of metallurgical
grade chrome was 911,000 tons in 1970.
Most of this went into stainless steel and
other types of high performance steels.
There is no adequate replacement for
chromium in the manufacture of these
steel products.

About 10 percent of the domestic pro-
duction goes directly into military and
defense applications. In the electric
power generating industry, stainless steel
is required for steam turbine blades be-
cause of its corrosion and heat resist-
ance properties. Stainless steel is essen-
tial to many transportation uses includ-
ing jet engine components. Stainless steel
is also used in industries where cleanli-
ness and sanitation are critical because
of its corrosion resistance. Household
appliance and kitchen tools also use
chrome, but only about 5 percent of the
domestic production.

Regrettably, foreign producers of
stainless steel have increased their pene-
tration of the U.S. steel market. This is
due in part to the fact that they bene-
fited from the sanctions against Rhode-
sia by buying from Rhodesia in defiance
of the U.N. sanction. In 1971, imports
of cold rolled stainless steel sheets ac-
counted for 32.9 percent of the domestic
supply, imported stainless steel wire for
48.3 percent of domestic supply, and im-
ports of stainless wire rod for 46.3 per-
cent of the domestic supply. Clearly, im-
ports at this level have a serious im-
pact on employment and production in
the domestic steel and ferroalloys in-
dustries.

The effect of the U.N. sanction has
been to help foreign competitors of the
U.S. steel industry and to hurt the do-
mestic economy. What is more there is
some reason to believe that the U.N. sanc-
tion has not hurt the Rhodesian economy
at all.

In the presanction era, chrome ex-
ports accounted for only 2 percent of
Rhodesia’s export trade. In 1964, for ex-
ample, Rhodesia’s total exports were val-
ued at $354 million but only $7 million
came from chrome. Rhodesia has never
stopped producing or marketing chrome
ore and the Byrd amendment did not
make more chrome ore available on the
world market. It only enabled U.S. firms
to legally import chrome that would oth-
erwise have gone to other steel producing
countries.

The Byrd amendment did produce a
reduction in the world price of chrome
ore. The published price of Russian
chrome ore today is $7 to $9 per ton
lower than the 1971 price. However, this
reduction does not help Rhodesia, it helps
the United States. Rhodesia is likely to
receive a reduced amount of foreign ex-
change for the sale of its chrome ore.

I believe section 14 of HR. 16029 is
not only unwise but leads to a policy
which is ridiculous. The purpose of any
economic relations with a foreign nation
should be to aid our own economic inter-
ests. Chrome is essential to our manu-
facturing. Why should we, therefore, buy

CXVIII——1743—Part 21

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

chrome from the Soviet Union and else-
where at higher prices than we can buy
it from Rhodesia? Economic sanctions
such as section 14 would impose are illog-
ical and gain us nothing. Instead, they
will tend to further impair our own inter-
national balance of payments and im-
pair our own economy at home.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, if I may have the at-
tention of the membership I promise I
will not take the 5 minutes. I just want
to correct the statement made by the
gentleman from Minnesota about the
importation of Russian chrome. The fact
of the matter is that the importation of
Russian chrome went from 210,000 tons
in 1965, steadily upward, to 365,000 tons
in 1970. As the United States became
more dependent on Russian chrome, the
price went up 200 percent. What hap-
pened when we started buying chrome
from Rhodesia? The price dropped that
very day 10 cents & pound.

The chairman of the committee is for
this Dent amendment to strike this gar-
bage out of the bill and let American
industry be competitive with the industry
in 38 other nations that are buying
chrome from Rhodesia, all of whom be-
long to the United Nations.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I am in
full agreement with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. I am presenting back-
ground and evidence as to why we should
all support the Dent amendment.

AVAILABILITY OF CHROMIUM

Metallurgical grade chromite ore (45
percent or more chromium content) is
found in relatively few places. Rhodesia,
with known reserves exceeding 300 mil-
lion long tons,' controls over 65 percent
of the world’s supply. The eastern bloc
countries, including the Soviet Union,
have reserves of about 26 million tons.?
No chromite ore has been mined in the
United States since 1961; this country
is entirely dependent upon imports for
its chromium reguirements.

HISTORY OF THE RHODESIAN SANCTIONS

In 1965 Rhodesia unilaterally declared
itself independent of British colonial con-
trol. After several months of unsuccess-
ful negotiations, Great Britain requested
the United Nations to impose economic
sanctions against its former colony. A
sanction resolution was adopted by the
United Nations in 1966. By Executive or-
der, President Johnson committed the
United States to abide by the sanctions
in early 1967.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the genfleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, the sanc-
tions resolution and concurrent Execu-
tive order effectively prevented all trade
between the United States and Rhodesia.
During the sanctions period, the United
States procured increasing amounts of its
metallurgical grade chromium require-
ments from the Soviet Union as illus-
trated by the following chart:

i Bureau of Mines Bulletin 650, 1970 Edi-
tion, Mineral Facts and Problems at p. 251.
s 1d.
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Imports of metallurgical grade chro-
mite from the Soviet Union *—Year,
gross tons, and percentage of all im-

35
42
56
68
87
57

As the TInited States became increas-
ingly dependent upon Russian ore, the
prices for Soviet chromite rose over 200
percent.*

During the sanctions period, the Amer-
ican-owned Rhodesian chromium facil-
ities continued to operate under Rhode-
sian Government control. Although Uni-
vex, the government corporation cur-
rently operating the facilities, has not
revealed production statistics during the
past 5 years, most observers® estimate
the following:

The price of Rhodesian ore increased
slightly during the sanctions period, but
was rarely more than half that charged
by the Russians to U.S. consumers. In
October 1971, the Senate adopted an
amendment to the Military Procurement
Bill (P.L. 92-156; 85 Stat. 423) which ef-
fectively lifted the embargo on Rhodesian
chromium. This legislation became ef-
fective on January 1, 1972,

In May 1972, an amendment was of-
fered to the Foreign Relations Authori-
zation Act which would have reimposed
the sanctions. By a vote of 40 to 36 the
Senate again refused to continue the em-
bargo.

Currently pending before the House of
Representatives is a provision which
would seriously compromise the present
lifting of the Rhodesian sanctions. Sec-
tion 14 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1972 (H.R. 16029) would require reim-
position of the embargo unless the Presi-
dent determined it is in our “national in-
terest” not to abide by such sanctions.

ISSUES

Several basic issues are raised by the
pending legislation.

1. ESSENTIALITY OF CHROMIUM

Chromium is one of the most important
strategic materials. In 1939 it was the
first metal to be designated for stock-
piling by Congress. The Bureau of Mines
has noted that—

Chromium is a strategic and critical com-
modity, essentlally steel orlented, whose im-
portance to defense and industrial needs is
unlikely to diminish by the year 2000, Stock-
piles of both ore and alloys will remain a
necessity and foreign relationships with pro-
ducing countries will remain essential to in-
sure a continued supply.®

s PT-246, Imports, TSUSA, Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1965-1970.

¢t See appendix A.

5 See, e.g., Washington Post, November 21,
1971, p. A-8; Metal Statistics 1972, American
Metal Market.

® Bureau of Mines Bulletin, supra.
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2., THE SOVIET UNION AS A SOURCE OF SUPPLY

Not only is our current dependence
upon the Soviet Union for this critical
material questionable from a national
security perspective, but the Russians
have exploited their position as prime
suppliers, to the detriment of American
consumers. While world prices—primar-
ily Rhodesian—for chromium remained
relatively stable during the sanctions
period, the price of Russian ore sky-
rocketed. As soon as the embargo was
lifted in January, 1972, the price of Rus-
sian chrome dropped over 35 percent.
This price decrease was not due to in-
creased U.S. imports from Rhodesia; our
trade with the Soviet Union has con-
tinued at about sanction levels and only
two small shipments of Rhodesian ore
have been imported in the past 7 months.
The price drop was caused by the de-
struction of the Russian monopoly,
graphically demonstrating the huge
profit margins the Soviet Union made on
United States sales during the sanctions
period. I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, let us cut
right through the verbiage and get down
to the facts. This amendment is before us
because Rhodesia is largely black and its
government is white. As a result of this
the United Nations imposed sanctions
and we were stupid enough to embrace
those sanctions. It is to our advantage to
trade with Rhodesia for a very particular
reason—strategic materials. I do not
know why we should be bound to the
semantics of the United Nations. Every-
one knows they are meaningless. Other
nations do a thriving business with Rho-
desia even though they are members of
the U.N. France and West Germany are
good examples. Never mind what the offi-
cial records show. In Rhodesia you can
see the name of the country of origin on
the rolling stock, the machinery and
equipment which are pouring in. Other
nations trade with Rhodesia simply be-
cause it is to their advantage to do so.

How far are we prepared to go in pro-
testing government by minority groups?
Are the proponents of this amendment
ready to offer an amendment to stop
trade with Russia? Russia has a minority
government. The Russian Government is
all Communist in its makeup, but there
are only a few Communists in Russia. If
we are going to be consistent, let us send
the Russian Ambassador packing, stop all
the efforts toward world peace and trade
with that nation.

The Byrd amendment permits U.S.
firms to resume importation of chrome
from Rhodesia despite U.N. sanctions.
The amendment before us would put us
right back where we were. It would stop
importation of critical materials from
Rhodesia. We must have chrome.

Do you know who will be the principal
beneficiary under this amendment? Red
Russia, the nation which still plans to
destroy the American system of free en-
terprise. During the time that we were
not buying chrome from Rhodesia we
were buying from Russia, but we were
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paying twice as much. Many people will
tell us we were buying Rhodesian chrome
through Russia and Russia was making
a whopping profit. The price has gone
down because we opened the market to
Rhodesia. Let us have the commonsense
to place America’s interests first and not
be led around by the nose by the U.N.
which never places America’s interests
first.

Mr. Chairman, may I say I also have
a copy of a letter from the Steelworkers
and I note this in the closing paragraph:

The debate on the embargo should turn on
its effectiveness as a tool and our responsi-
bility as a Nation.

The embargo was not effective. We
have a responsibility to America to look
after America’sinterests. That means we
should vote for the Dent amendment.

Mr. HAYS. I will just say in closing,
Mr. Chairman, I have a great deal of
fondness and respect for I. W. Abel. He
was born and grew up in my district.
I attended only 2 weeks ago tonight a
big homecoming for him in the little
town where he was born, the biggest
thing they have ever had.

I am one of two people from Ohio who
have a 100-percent vote, according to the
AFL-CIO. Of course, I voted for the SST
and I voted for a few other things, to
make jobs, and that is how I got that
rating.

But this is one time I am not going to
pay any attention to the letter from
the AFL-CIO. I am going to vote for
American jobs and American industry
and against the exportation of them to
other countries.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. I just want to say that jobs
have been mentioned, and who should
know better about jobs than a man who
has five plants in his district. I called one
plant yesterday. At the first of the year,
before the embargo was lifted, that plant
had gone from 1,800 to 1,300 jobs. In
tube steel that is a lot. By the time the
embargo was lifted, the first of this
month, they were back up to 1,500 jobs,
and that is $2 million.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that at this
hour further comments may be counter-
productive, but I cannot help but rise to
remind all of the Members that last
night this House alined itself with the
poorest, most imperialistic dictatorship
in all of Western Europe when it sup-
ported the amendment to take out the
references to the Azores.

Now my respected friend from Penn-
sylvania—and he is my respected friend
from the State, the home of Foote Min-
erals, one of the two biggest beneficiaries
of this entire Rhodesian chrome mat-
ter—wants us to aline ourselves with
racist Rhodesia, where 250,000 immi-
grant whites control the body, the soul,
the destiny of 5 million Africans.

That is what it is all about.

I would remind all of the Members, as
the gentleman from Minnesota pointed
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out, this merely passes along to the Pres-
ident the discretion to use this provision
when he feels it is in the national inter-
est. So all the talk we have heard in the
well here on this debate about jobs being
jeopardized and about free American
enterprise and all the rest is completely
irrelevant, unless, of course, one lacks
faith in the President of the United
States in his use of this discretionary
power.

I should like to say in conclusion that
I am shocked by the silence on this side
of the aisle, because I am unaware that
the President or the Secretary of State
or any other person who has anything to
do with the whole complex of matters
pertaining to this has been out here in
support of the amendment being offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. On
the contrary, they have worked vigor-
ously to try to repeal the so-called Byrd
amendment. This is not a repeal of that
amendment. This gives them an oppor-
tunity for expression.

Mr, MAILLTARD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MAILLIARD. I want to let the
Recorp show no one on this side has
spoken against the amendment.

Mr. DIGGS. I appreciate the gentle-
man's comment.

Mr, DICKINSON. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I would like to say it has been my
observation in the almost 8 years that I
have served here that any time a bill
comes up and it cannot stand on its own
merits there is always a tendency to make
it race related, that is, between black
and white, and I for one am tired of it.
I will vote for this bill on its merits and
not on that issue.

Mr. DIGGS. I hope the gentleman will
vote for it on its merits. I did not inject
this into the issue. It was injected into
the issue by the gentleman himself.

Mr. DICKINSON. Who else did it but
the gentleman in the well?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I find it rather amus-
ing at this point to find some of the same
people who just a few minutes ago on
the so-called end-the-war amendment
very much opposed to giving the Presi-
dent any discretionary authority that
might benefit this country and now they
turn around and take the opposite posi-
tion and advance the argument that all
they want to do is give the President
the authority to do whatever he thinks
is in the best interests of the United
States.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, the
closer one looks at the U.N. sanctions
on Rhodesia, the more ludicrous the U.N.
effort appears, and is. Several years ago
the Indianapolis News ran a short, to-
the-point editorial pointing out the dou-
ble-standard tactic of clobbering the
small, relatively powerless country while
ignoring or explaining away abuses of
giants such as the Soviet Union. The edi-
torial follows:




August 10, 1972

A DOUBLE STANDARD

Does the United Natlons Charter mean
anything in the world body's deliberations?

One wonders in view of recent U.N. actions
in the field of "human rights.” Displeased
by Rhodesia’s restrictive voting policies, the
U.N. has asserted the power to intervene in
the country's internal affairs and initiated
harsh diplomatic and economic sanctions.
But in responding to “human rights" viola-
tions in the Soviet Union, the U.N. stated
recently it has “no power" to interfere with
a nation's internal policies.

In October, relatives of imprisoned mem-
bers of Russia’s so-called “dissenting Bap-
tists” denomination presented the U.N. docu-
mentary evidence of suppression of religious
freedom by Soviet authorities. They told of
members sentenced to prison for exposing
children to religion, prayer meetings broken
up by police, homes and personal property
of bellevers confiscated, and a group of Bap-
tists beaten when they petitioned for redress
of grievances,

In January, the U.N. acknowledged receipt
of the appeal with a one-paragraph letter
stating the world body has no authority in
this area. The “dissenting Baptists” were told
that “the Commission on Human Rights rec-
ognizes it has no power to take any action
in regard to any complaints concerning hu-
man rights.”

The statement is, of course, impeccably
accurate. The UN, Charter forbids the orga-
nization to involve itself in a nation's Inter-
nal affairs.

In its relations with Russia, the U.N. has
acknowledged this fact. We wonder if the
world body will now apply the same stand-
ard to Rhodesia and lift its illegal economic
and diplomatic sanctions.

To put the situation in proper perspec-
tive as it relates to section 14 of H.R.
16029, which has been under considera-
tion for several days by the House, the
text of the so-called Rhodesian amend-
ment reads as follows:

BeEc. 14. Section 5(a) of the United Na-
tions Participation Act of 19456 (22 U.B.C.
287c(a)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Sec-
tion 10 of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act (60 Stat. 596; 50 U.S.C. 98-
98h), as amended by section 503 of Public
Law 02-1568 (B85 Stat. 423), shall apply to
prohibitions or regulations established under
the authority of this section only upon a
determination by the President that the
application of section 10 to such prohibition
or regulations is required in the national
interest of the United States.”.

As explained in the report on the bill,
section 14 of the bill amends the United
Nations Participation Act to provide that
section 10 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act as amended,
shall apply to prohibitions or restrictions
established pursuant to the former only
upon a determination by the President
that the application of section 10 is re-
quired in the national interest of the
United States. The effect of this pro-
vision is to restore the President’s author-
ity to prohibit or regulate the importa-
tion into the United States of strategic
madterials from such countries as South-
ern Rhodesia when the United States is
obligated to control or prohibit such im-
portation as a consequence of the con-
ditions of membership in the United
Nations.

When Rhodesia declared herself to be
independent of Great Britain in 1965,
the British requested the U.N. to impose
economic sanctions against her former
colony. In 1966, the U.N. adopted a
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“sanctions resolution” which was fol-
lowed in early 1967 by President John-
son’s Executive order, thus committing
the United States to follow the U.N.
action.

The U.N. resolution and President
Johnson's Executive order -effectively
boycotted all trade between the United
States of America and Rhodesia.

However, in October 1971, the Senate
adopted an amendment—by Senator
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.—to the military pro-
curement bill (P.L. 92-156; 85 Stat. 423)
which lifted the embargo on Rhodesian
chromium, effective January 1, 1972.

In May 1972, an amendment was of-
fered to the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act which would have reimposed the
sanctions. The Senate rejected this new
anti-Rhodesian amendment to restore
the embargo.

The United States is entirely depen-
dent upon chromium imports for its re-
quirements and has been since 1961, the
last year that the ore was mined domes-
tically.

Chromium is a strategic and critical
commodity, according to the Bureau of
Mines, and its importance to defense and
industrial needs is unlikely to decrease
by the year 2000. Its vital necessity is tes-
tified to by the fact that it was the first
metal to be designated for stockpiling by
Congress in 1939.

Metallurgical grade chromite ore is
found in but few areas. Rhodesia's known
reserves, exceeding 300 million long tons,
represent over 65 percent of the world’s
supply. By contirast the U.S.S.R. and its
Eastern European satellites have reserves
of 26 million tons.

From 1965 to 1970 the United States
became increasingly dependent upon
Soviet ore—which is a much lesser qual-
ity ore—as imports from the U.S.S.R. in-
creased from 210,658 to 365,312 gross tons
during that period. This represented, as a
percentage of all imports from the
U.S.S.R., an increase of 35 percent to 57
percent.

As the United States became increas-
ingly dependent upon Soviet ore, the
prices for Soviet chromite rose over 200
percent. The American-owned, Rhode-
sian chromium facilities, which con-
tinued to operate under Rhodesian Gov-
ernment control during the U.N. boycott,
only increased their prices modestly but
was rarely more than one-half those
charged by the U.S.S.R. to U.S. consum-
ers. The skyrocketing Soviet ore prices
decreased only after the embargo was
lifted in January 1972. However, the drop
in Soviet prices was not caused by any
significant increase in Rhodesian ore
imports here, but by the destruction of
the U.S.S.R. monopoly caused by the
huge profits realized by the Soviets which
were made on U.S. sales during the em-
bargo period.

The U.S. economic problem has been
compounded as a result of the sanctions
against Rhodesia because other major
Western Powers who compete with the
United States in products containing this
metal have reportedly not been abiding
by the U.N. resolution. Our loss has been
their gain thus placing this country at a
severe competitive disadvantage in such
areas as the specialty steel industry. This
industry, to mention but one, employs
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over a quarter million workers whose jobs
are now threatened by low-cost imports
from Western producers of such com-
modities as stainless steel products.

The embargo on Rhodesian chromium
has benefited, in short, only the U.S.S.R.
chromium-using industry, and the for-
eign steel producer.

The U.N. resolution has done more
harm to the United States than to Rho-
desia whose government has not fallen
as expected—and doubtless will not be-
cause of the increasing interest shown
in that area by European and Japanese
producers, U.N. members have purchased
millions of dollars of Rhodesian products
annually and are, therefore, in no posi-
tion to demand of this nation that which
they refused to deny themselves. Who
are the largest exhibitors at Rhodesian
trade fairs? The Germans and the
French. Who has recently constructed a
modern ferrochrome facility in Rho-
desia? An Italian consortium.

It was stated that if the United States
breaks the Rhodesian boycott it will af-
fect U.S. relations with other nations of
black Africa. If this is true, then why is
it that most of the black countries of that
continent traded extensively with Rho-
desia during the sanction period? Two
yvears ago, Rhodesia approved a $1.4 mil-
lion foreign aid loan to one black African
state. Last year Zambia purchased over
$2 million in maize. Malawi is dependent
on Rhodesian trade and, in fact, depends
on the latter to employ her workers.

The U.N. resolution branded Rhodesia
a “threat to world peace.” Indeed. When
and what countries has Rhodesia at-
tacked with her military forces?

Is it Rhodesia who is pumping tanks,
planes and missiles into Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, or Laos?

Is it Rhodesia who is building naval
facilities in Cuba or helping Castro to
build up a military force out of all pro-
portion to its needs.

Is it Rhodesia who so dominates the
Egyptian Army that the latter cannot
call its military forces its own?

Is it Rhodesia who is aiding and
abetting guerrilla warfare movements
throughout selected countries in the
three subcontinents of the world?

Was it Rhodesia who invaded Czecho-
slovakia in 1968—2 years after the U.N.
voted its sanctions? Has she completely
controlled a wide arc of nations stretch-
ing from the Baltic to the Black Sea?

Does Rhodesia possess sites for massive
missiles zeroed to the world’'s population
centers?

Who kidded whom with such a hypo-
eritical resolution? But perhaps it is only
fitting that the U.N.’s major supporter
should be the major beneficiary of that
body's major sanctions whose effects
cripple our industries—or that the U.N.’s
most degrading member should benefit
so handsomely by those same sanctions.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Dent amendment.

Whatever condemnation one may feel
for the policies of the Rhodesian Govern-
ment, certain facts are clear. The boy-
cott allegedly imposed against that gov-
ernment by the United Nations action
has not been observed in fact by most
nations.
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Apparently, only the United States
and Great Britain have taken it seri-
ously. One can observe in Rhodesia to-
day a brand new Italian factory produc-
ing chrome in a country filled with Ger-
man and Italian cars, doing an active
trade with the French and generally
prospering.

During the period in which we have
observed the boycott, the Soviet Union,
a pious party to the alleged boycott, is
apparently buying chrome from Rhodesia
and reselling it to us at a fremendous
profit.

Rhodesia is an important source of
chrome, a material important to our de-
fense. That country is not only selling all
she can produce at this time, she is form-
ing relationships with and moving into
commitments to other customers to
whom she may well be obligated in the
future for all the chrome that nation
can produce. Japan, France, Germany,
Italy, the Soviet Union, and practically
everyone else on earth is doing business
with Rhodesia, notwithstanding the al-
leged holy boycott.

The net result of this performance of
hypocrisy by other nations is that un-
less we take this honest action in protec-
tion of our national interest, we will lose
for our country an important present
and future source of supply for a mate-
rial important to our defense as well for
other purposes.

We likewise will rob our exporters of
a substantial amount of business and
American workers of jobs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we will render
ourselves dependent upon the Soviet Un-
ion as the source of a material for which
they have consistently overcharged us
but, more importantly, one which is vi-
tal to our own defense.

Such a situation is intolerable and I
urge the adoption of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. DENT, Fraser, Hays, and MAarL-
LIARD.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 253, noes
140, not voting 39, as follows:

[Roll No. 317]
[Recorded Teller Vote]

AYES—253

Bennett
Betts
Bevill

Abbitt
Abernethy
Alexander

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.

Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
Dak.

Annunzio

Biaggi
Blackburn
Blanton

Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown. Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carlson
Carney
Carter

Casey, Tex.

Cederberg
Chamberlain

Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Coughlin
Crane

Curlin
Dantel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davls, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Devine

Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain

Frey
Fulton

Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings

Hays

Heinz
Henderson
Hillis

Hogan

Hosmer

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I1l.
Ashley
Aspin
Badlllo
Barrett
Begich
Bell
Bergland
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Corman

Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Eazen

Kee

Eemp

King
Kuykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
MecClure
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEevitt
Madden
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.

Mayne
Mazzoll
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morgan
Myers
Nelsen

O
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage
Poff
Powell
Pucinski
Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.

NOES—140

Culver
Danielson
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Gaydos
Gonzalez
Green, Pa.
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
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Rostenkowski
Roush

Slack
Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Spence

Steed
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.

Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,

Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

Hannsa
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate

Johnson, Calif.-

Kastenmeier
Keating
Eoch
Kyros
Leggett
Link
Lloyd
MecCloskey
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Meeds
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Preyer, N.C.
Price, IIl.
Rangel
Rees

Reld

Mikva
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Monagan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, 11,
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher

Schwengel
Seiberling
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Staggers
Reuss Steele
Riegle Stokes
Robison, N.Y. §

Rodino
Roe Udall

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waldie
Whalen
Wolff

Yates

Roncalio
Rosenthal
Royhal

Ryan
St Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
NOT VOTING—39

Eeith Passman
Kluczynski Pelly
Lennon Pepper
Dowdy Long, La. Price, Tex.
Dwyer McCormack Pryor, Ark.
Edmondson MeCulloch

Flynt McDonald,

Foley Mich.

Gallagher McMillan

Grasso Metcalfe

Griffiths Miller, Calif.

Hagan Moorhead

Hébert Nedzi

Hunt Nichols

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman there has
been much debate here yesterday and
today on the question of our continued
presence of Vietnam and our support of
the government of President Thieu. I
have already spoken to that particular
point, and will not repeat myself here
excepi to note that to really accomplish
peace in Vietnam, we must withdraw our
men unconditionally and cut off all mili-
tary assistance to the Thieu regime. Only
then can we reasonably expect to see our
prisoners of war return home. Only then
can we really hope for peace in South
Vietnam under a coalition government
including representatives of the National
Liberation Front and the other groups
now excluded, as well as representatives
of the present government other than
Mr. Thieu.

In stark contrast to the puppet gov-
ernment of Mr. Thieu is the democrati-
cally elected government of Israel, which
would receive some $50 million in military
assistance and $300 million in military
credit sales under this legislation. No
one-man elections or press censorship
here—numerous political parties and
journalistic activities flourish in Israel,
and the people truly have a full voice in
deciding how they will be governed. In-
stead of supporting a one-man regime in
Saigon which cannot exist for a day
without our aid and which is completely
rotten from within, we should be offer-
ing aid to a nation which is fully pre-
pared to defend itself and which has a
government put there by its people alone.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, it must
be ironic that, having fought for various
provisions in this bill, I now intend to
vote against it.

It is true that there are worthy pro-
grams in this bill. We include certain as-
sistance to Israel which is necessary to
the maintenance of a balance of power
in the Middle East. We include a provi-
sion for trying to pick up the pieces in
Southeast Asia and give back to some
Vietnamese that which Americans con-
sider a birthright: An eye, a face, an ear,
or a bit of unscarred skin. Other funds
are earmarked for the children of South
Vietnam for their food, orphanages, and

Aspinall
Cotter
Davis, Ga.
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other benefits. We have added our help
to a world-wide effort to protect this
planet’s environment.

Why, then, with these provisions in-
cluded, do I intend to vote against this
bill? On June 20, 1848, Abraham Lincoln
stood before this body and said:

There are few things wholly evil, or wholly
good. Almost everything, especially of gov-
ernmental policy, is an inseparable com-
pound of the two; so that our best judg-
ment of the preponderance between them is
continually demanded. On this principle the
president, his friends, and the world gen-
erally, act on most subjects. Why not apply
it, then, upon this question?

The issue we consider now is different
from the one to which Lincoln referred,
but the question he posed is as applicable
to this as it was to the bill before the
House then. For reasons which I have
already explained at length, I believe
that the preponderance between good
and ill in this measure lies heavily with
the latter. The good points in this bill we
should sever and pass in other forms if
need be, but let us reject this bill.

Finally, I should like to say something
about the charge that those of us who
feel as I do are “new isolationists.” For
my part, there is nothing new in what
I advocate today; I have felt and voted
this way since I came to Congress in
1959. That leaves us with only the word
“isolationist” with which to deal.

We are not so simple as to believe
that America can once more retreat into
her infant-years solitude, building a sea-
wall and living like the Dutch behind
that. The world has become too close and
pressing for that. President Eisenhower
put it this way:

What we call foreign affairs is no longer
forelgn affairs. It's a local affair. Whatever
happens in Indonesia is important to Indiana.
Whatever happens in any corner of the
world has some effect on the farmer in
Dickinson County, Kansas, or on & worker in
a factory.

It is true that some of our motives in
this aid dispersal have been other than
altruistic. We were motivated by a fear
of a Communist shadow that was slowly
covering the earth, and we felt that sim-
ple self-interest demanded that we exer-
cise a degree of control, a leverage, over
other countries, which we implemented
through arms aid. But, for the most part,
I sincerely believe that our giving has
not been a purely egocentric thing. It was
done, as President Kennedy said in his
inaugural address, “not because the Com-
munists may be doing it, not because we
seek their votes, but because it is right.”
Americans are very caring and selfless
people who genuinely want to help others
if they believe others are endangered.
They have a very real sense of concern.

We have been like parents who have
seen fledgling countries emerge or re-
build themselves. And mnow, having
helped them come to adulthood, we must
be mature enough to perform what any
parent will agree is one of the hardest
acts of all—that of relinquishment.
We have helped when the situation was
critical militarily. These nations are now
in a position to provide for their own
defense, and it is time we turned our at-
tention inward and dealt with our own
needs. What is needed is a degree of in-
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troversion, but it is not isolation. I prefer
to call it not a “new isolationism,” but a
“new maturity.”

I urge you to vote against this bill.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, the adop-
tion by the House of my amendment to
suspend aid to Thailand because of its
major role in the international narcotics
traffic is a significant step in the battle
to halt the deadly flow of narcotics into
this country.

Since my return from a Far East nar-
cotics study mission some 9 months ago, I
have attempted to focus the attention of
the American people, and the efforts of
the Congress on the drug traffic through
Thailand. Increased public awareness
and congressional pressure has ungues-
tionably created the kind of atmosphere
that has led to recent successes by com-
bined United States-Thai narcotics
agents in the Far East.

However, much more must be done.
The Congress has today demonstrated its
complete commitment to the goal of
halting heroin traffic by enacting my
amendment. This is not necessarily a
punitive measure; rather it is an effort
to strengthen the representations which
our Government can make to the Thai
Government on this critical matter. I feel
very strongly that this expression by the
Congress will yield even greater coopera-
tion by the Thai Government and even
more success in the crackdown on the
illicit traffic.

Let the adoption of this provision of
the Foreign Assistance Act serve notice
not only on the Thai Government, but
upon all zovernments that the United
States considers the interdiction of nar-
cotics traffic, and thereby the protection
of our young people from heroin, to be
our most important priority. I hope and
trust that this message will be heard and
acted upon by the Thais, and that the
President will soon be able to resume the
aid programs based on positive action by
the nation.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to voice my support for the
provision of the Foreign Assistance Act
to cut off foreign aid to the Government
of Thailand until it is ready to cooperate
with us in ending the illegal growing and
shipping of heroin to the United States.

We have heard that it is not in our
best interest to stop sending money to
Thailand. We have heard that they are
an ally and that it would cause a chasm
in our friendship. If they were truly our
friends, they would do all within their
power to stop those who are trading in
narcotics. Instead, we receive token ges-
tures such as the burning of 25 tons of
opium recently and it remains to be
proven that the entire substance de-
stroyed was opium.

Let us not fool ourselves. When our al-
lies are in need of money, food or other
assistance, the United States is always
there with an open pocketbook. I believe
the American people are tired of foot-
ing the bill for other countries and not
getting any cooperation in return. For-
eign aid is a two-way street and we
should expect better results from other
governments when it is necessary.

Call it foreign assistance, foreign aid,
or whatever, the American taxpayers
bear the expense. They are tired of their
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children becoming dope addicts while
other countries let the drug trade flour-
ish when it is within their power to stop
it. I am totally against other countries
becoming rich using the needle-marked
arms of our young Americans.

Let me clarify one point: I favor most
foreign aid. I believe it is our responsi-
bility to help developing nations as best
we can, but I also believe we should ex-
pect some cooperation when our coun-
try is faced with a problem of this mag-
nitude. And we are not receiving that
cooperation from Thailand.

I believe the American people are tired
of reading day after day how we are in
the midst of a drug crisis, a drug menace
or whatever you want to call it, and we
are seemingly powerless to do anything
to stop it.

It is time we act. We know that opium
is grown and refined in Thailand, we
know it is shipped from there and we
know the Thai Government has done
little to prevent it whether intention-
ally or not. We must demonstrate that
America and its citizens are bewildered
over the lack of cooperation we are re-
ceiving. We must not allow a generation
of misery to grow up while others profit
from financial aid. The American people
will not stand for that kind of action
from the Congress. y

It should be noted that this amend-
ment gives the President the discretion
to give or withhold the funds as he sees
fit. But it is, in fact, an expression that
the Congress won't sit idly by as long
as narcotics represent a major business
in other countries.

Let us therefore pass this amendment
unanimously and initiate what could be-
come the first of many serious efforts to
urge other countries to cease drug traf-
ficking before it is too late.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1972. I should like to pay special trib-
ute to the committee for putting into
the bill a prohibition against giving aid
to Thailand until that country makes
substantial, effective action to prevent its
opium products from reaching foreign
shores, including ours.

The fact that Thai opium products are
produced on a large scale and find their
way into our country is no secret. On
Friday, July 28, on NBC, the television
public of this country viewed one of
many heavy-guarded mule caravans of
opium moving through the Thai coun-
tryside. On July 24, the New York Times
cited a February 1972 confidential report
of the Cabinet Committee on Interna-
tional Narcotics Control concerning air
and sea smuggling. The report was pre-
pared in cooperation with the State De-
partment and CIA. It is stated that there
is apparently no way to stop opium traf-
fie due to “corruption, collusion, and dif-
ference” of many government officials
involved, notably the Thais.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I am pleased
to support strongly this provision in
the committee bill. In addition to other
members of the committee, I would per-
sonally applaud the efforts of Congress-
men STEELE of ZConnecticut and Worrr
of New York. These men have led the
fight to keep drug poisons out of our
country.
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Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I am cer-
tain everyone in the House wants an
end to the war in Vietnam. The sup-
porters of the end-the-war section of the
bill are not alone in their desire for peace.
They are not alone in the desire to have
our prisoners released and a full account-
ing made for those missing in action. But
those who seek approval of the language
in the bill are unable to show the slightest
evidence that their procedure will ac-
complish an end to the war and a return
of American POW-MIA’'s. The Com-
munists have never agreed to anything,
They hope to achieve an American sur-
render. The things that have been said
on Capitol Hill have kept that hope alive.

The Communists have not said they
will return our POW-MIA’s if we stop
the fighting. They have not promised to
return them even if we withdraw all
American forces at a date certain. If
past experience is an indication of things
to come, we must assume that, once they
gain the objectives proposed in this bill,
they will simply raise the price for a re-
turn of POW-MIA’s. I don't know what
the new price would be. They have learn-
ed that their American prisoners possess
a very high value as hostages. They are
sufficiently inhuman to try to extract the
very last measure of tribute—the last
possible ounce of flesh for their return.
The language of the bill will serve only
to give new hope to the North Vietnamese
and to encourage them to continue the
fight.

Now let us look at the other side of the
picture, Those who oppose end-the-war
resolutions at a date certain—and Amer-
ican surrender !n Indochina—see a
shaping of events which can mean an
end to the war within the months
ahead.

The North Vietnamese have made it
clear that they want to talk. Secret talks,
the only kind that offer hope or progress,
are again underway. For the first time,
the North Vietnamese homeland is be-
ing made to feel in some measure the
pressures they have brought to bear on
the South Vietnamese. There has been
no brutal invasion, but there has been a
throttling of supply lines which make
effective fighting possible. The North
Vietnamese are now being told through
leaflets and radio exactly what is hap-
pening to their sons and fathers at the
fighting fronts and they are being told
about the objectives of their own lead-
ers. They are uncertain and uneasy. They
see the destruction of military installa-
tions and munitions plants. They hear
the bombs bursting. They know now it
is a two-sided war, even though we have
not warred on civilians.

Their ports are bottled up, their rail-
ways are cut, 50,000 and more of their
young men will never come home again
as result of the latest onslaught into
South Vietnam. At least as many more
will come home crippled if they get there
at all. North Vietnam is feeling the pinch
of war. At long last they have learned
that America is not a paper tiger.

Through all of this there has been an
open and generous invitation to end the
war on terms that are highly advanta-
geous to North Vietnam. All they have to
do is to stop the fighting, agree to mean-
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ingful negotiations and return our POW-
MIA’s. They will be left holding a very
substantial part of Indochina and Laos
and Thailand and even South Vietnam
while the negotiations are in progress.
You and I know they probably will never
agree to give up an inch of this captured
territory, but the Szhting would be
stopped and South Vietnam would have
its opportunity to continue to gain
strength under its own chosen govern-
ment. Anything further than that is out-
right surrender. You cannot change this
with faney language or pious hopes. Any-
thing further means turning South Viet-
nam over to North Vietnam for butchery
and persecution. That is what the war is
all about. That is what the Communists
have been fighting for. Do not make a
mockery out of the services and sacri-
fices of every American who served in
Vietnam. The language of this section
is a cruel hoax on the American people.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
as my distinguished colleagues may re-
call, I introduced the original bill from
which section 503 of the Military Pro-
curement Act ultimately followed. It en-
abled us to restore our trade in chrome
with Rhodesia and end the Russian mo-
nopoly on this critical material.

The vote at that time was 250 to 100.
The House felt that continuation of the
sanctions against Rhodesia as far as
chrome ore was concerned amounted to
an intolerable compromise of our na-
tional security, Mr. Chairman, our na-
tional security is still the issue. As long
as we spend billions on maintaining de-
fense parity with the Russians we cannot
possibly afford to put ourselves in a posi-
tion of reliance on Russia as our chief
supplier of chrome.

Chrome is essential to the production
of stainless steel and, therefore, utilized
in almost every kind of defensive weapon
from rifles to jet airplanes to missiles.
We have long recognized its strategic
military value. In fact, in 1939, when
Congress anticipated the need to stock-
pile certain critical resources, chrome
was the first on the list.

‘We have not mined chrome ore in this
country since 1961. We are totally de-
pendent on imports. And yet, the U.S.
chrome consumption each year is one-
quarter of the world's production of
5,635,000 tons.

It is not surprising that the Russians
jumped in to fill the vacuum left when
Rhodesian imports were cut off by the
U.N. sanctions of 1967. Rhodesia is the
source of over 65 percent of the world’s
supply of chrome. With Rhodesia out of
the way there was no competitive factor
in the world chrome market. Between
1967 and 1972, we were forced to rely
on Russia for 60 percent of our yearly
chrome requirements. The Russians took
full advantage of their monopoly posi-
tion. Our cost price for Russian chrome
zoomed from $31 a ton in 1965, to $75 a
ton in 1971.

With the enactment of section 503 and
the lifting of the sanctions against Rho-
desian chrome in January of this year
we have seen a fremendous turndown
in the price of Russian chrome. The Rus-
sians have recognized that their artificial
monopoly is over and have dropped their
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price 35 percent to bring themselves in
line with realistic market conditions.

Mr, Chairman, the Russians have made
tremendous profits in the past few years
at the expense of American consumers
and American National Security. We
were placed in this situation because the
United Nations Security Counecil has
ruled that the small country of Rhodesia
is & threat to world peace. This is the
same U.N. Security Council that refuses
to discuss Vietnam and does not recog-
nize that a crisis situation exists in Viet-
nam at all. If we fail today to eliminate
section 14 from the Foreign Assistance
Act, it will once again be the U.N. Secu-
rity Council and not the Congress of the
United States which determines Ameri-
can security policy.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
urge the passage of this legislation.

Earlier in debate, questions were raised
implying the President had not delivered
on his promise to lead this Nation to
peace and that he had no effective plan
which would result in an end to our
involvement in the Vietnam conflict.

The opposite is, in fact, the case. Mr.
Nixon has a plan in progress which gives
real hope for an honorable peace in
Indochina and a generation of world
peace in our time.

When he came into office, more than
550,000 Americans were committed to a
shooting war in Vietnam with no clear
plan in progress either to win that con-
flict or to extract them from it.

His Vietnamization and phased with-
drawal program now has reduced that
number to less than 50,000 with none
but air forces engaged in a combat re-
sponsibility and even those engaged be-
cause of a new invasion and incursion by
the North Vietnamese.

It is my conviction this House has ren-
dered a service to our country by voting
to strengthen his hand in this plan for
peace in Indochina a few minutes ago.

The President also has a plan in prog-
ress for a generation of peace. Essential
to it is the substitution of military and
economic assistance to nations to whom
we have commitments or which we deem
vital to our national security for the kind
of combat involvement of American
forces as has been the case in Korea and
Vietnam.

This, coupled with the new communi-
cation with Red China and a changing
relationship to the Soviet Union, forms
a valid basis for hope that we ecan
achieve with his leadership the genera-
tion of peace for which he strives.

As a part of this strategy for peace
this legislation deserves the support of
the Congress. I have come to a convic-
tion of the importance of foreign aid
generally in promoting U.8. foreign-pol-
icy interests in a large and vital area of
the world. As you know, the developing
countries contain fully two-thirds of the
world’s population. The most deep-felt
need in most of these countries is eco-
nomic development. They work hard at
it and they devote a good deal of their
resources to it. On the average, 80 per-
cent of the investment outlays in the
developing countries come from their
own resources. There is no doubt that, if
the United States were to disassociate
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itself with this effort by terminating the
aid program, our relations with the
underdeveloped world would suffer con-
siderable damage.

Our interests go beyond this, however.
We stand to benefit directly from what-
ever success is achieved by these coun-
tries, To the extent that they are able to
strengthen their economies and raise
their standards of living, they will be in
a better position to adopt sound and
pragmatic policies in the international
sphere and, also, maintain political sta-
bility at home. While this will not guar-
antee that these countries will always
act in our interest or that political dis-
ruptions will not occur periodically in
that part of the world, there is no doubt
that in the absence of economic develop-
ment in these countries political stability
cannot be maintained.

I think it is important to note
here that the U.S. effort to assist
the developing countries is not a uni-
lateral one. In the last decade the U.S.
share of total foreign assistance to these
countries has dropped from about 60 per-
cent in the early 1960’s to 43 percent in
1970. During this same period the per-
centage of our GNP that we devote to
foreign assistance has dropped from 0.6
percent to 0.3 percent which ranks the
United States 12th among the 16 major
aid donors in aid disbursements relative
to GNP. In other words, although the
United States has the largest per capita
GNP in the world, there are 11 other
countries that devote a greater share of
their GNP to foreign assistance than we
do. The issues of whether or not we
could do more can be argued but it is
obvious that we are not alone in our
efforts to assist the poor countries of the
world.

The part of our aid programs with
which we are concerned today is security
assistance. This covers military credit
sales, grant military assistance, and eco-
nomic supporting assistance. The bulk of
our credit sales goes to Israel to help
maintain a military balance in that part
of the world. The largest recipients of
our grant military assistance are Korea
and Cambodia. Our program in Korea is
directed at troop modernization and will
advance the time when we will be able
to terminate our large-scale military
presence in that country. In Cambodia,
our assistance provides the necessary
weapons and logisties for that country
to defend itself against continuing ag-
gression from North Vietnam.

Ninety percent of our security support-
ing assistance is for Southeast Asia:
Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, and Thailand.
These countries are spending large
amounts of resources for defense against
external threats and insurgency. Our
assistance enables them to continue their
efforts while maintaining a minimum
level of economic stability and growth.

The security assistance program is
one of the most important instruments
of U.S. national security policy. At a time
when the United States is altering its
role abroad, security assistance provides
the incremental resources to bolster the
self-defense capabilities of friends and
allies. As President Nixon has pointed
out, our assistance provides the founda-
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tion that permits these nations to “de-
fine the nature of their security and de-
termine the path of their own progress.”
In short, security assistance is the means
by which the United States expects to
move allied and friendly nations toward
increasing self-reliance.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to express my support of
section 13 of the Foreign Assistance Act.
The provisions of this section call for a
termination of all U.S. military involve-
ment in Indochina by October 1, 1972,
subject only to the release of all pris-
oners of war, an accounting of all serv-
icemen missing in action, and a cease-
fire between the United States, North
Vietnam, and its allies.

I have supported every effort that has
been put forth on the floor of the House
of Representatives to bring about an end
to the war and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to approve this effort today.

I believe these provisions set forth rea-
sonable and responsible conditions for
American withdrawal. The conditions
will not impair any current negotiations
because the ultimate responsibility for
determining how the conditions are to
be met still rests with the President.
Furthermore, these provisions will not
increase the risks to American troops
because they include adequate safe-
guards in the event of North Vietnamese
violations of any agreement.

However, for far too many years, Con-
gress has acquiesced to threats from the
White House that any attempts by Con-
gress to set conditions for troop with-
drawal would jeopardize peace negotia-
tions. And for too long, we have been
deluded by the administration’s false
promises that an end to the war is just
within reach.

Today, once again, Congress has been
called upon to exercise its constitutional
powers in an effort to redirect the course
of our policies in Southeast Asia. For 4
years, the American people have waited
for the unveiling of President Nixon's
“secret” plan to end the war, and for 4
years all we have seen is an expansion
of the war into surrounding countries, an
escalation of bombing, the mining of the
harbors of North Vietnam, and an ever-
mounting drain on the human and ma-
terial resources of our country.

It seems unbelievable to me that
after 4 years—and after the majority of
Americans have overwhelmingly ex-
pressed their desire to get out of Viet-
nam—we are still continuing to debate
this issue in Congress while the death
and destruction goes on in Southeast
Asia.

The length, cost, and horrors of this
war are almost incomprehensible. The
war has killed 56,000 Americans, 700,000
Vietnamese; 300,000 Americans have
been disabled or wounded; 6 million Viet-
namese have been made refugees; 1,600
prisoners of war or missing in action
have not been returned or accounted for;
and the expenditure of over $135 billion
has distorted our national priorities and
depressed our economy.

Furthermore, the country which we
have been fighting to “save” has been the
victim of incredible devastation to its
land and people, and our own country
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has suffered beyond measure from the
divisiveness within our society and from
the people’s increasing sense of distrust
of the Government as a result of the
continuation of the war.

It should be quite apparent to all of us
that whatever commitment we had to
South Vietnam has now been more than
fulfilled. At the end of this year, we will
have spent more than $20 billion to arm
South Vietnam and to train the South
Vietnamese army, which now numbers
close to 1 million men. It is time that
South Vietnam be allowed to determine
its own political future; and it is time for
the United States to redirect its resources
to meet our responsibilities here at home
and to face the challenges of a new era
of world peace.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, how
does a nation live up to its potential for
greatness? It does so by reaching back
into its history and extracting therefrom
the finest and the best principles and
applying these to its present and future
course of action. As we debate the com-
mittee report—Foreign Assistance Act of
1972, we in this House have an oppor-
tunity to reach into the past and apply
principles derived from integrity, and
decency and justice, and compassion to
our present and future course in inter-
national relations.

To vote down the end the war provi-
sion would be violative of all that is just
and decent and compassionate. There
have been too many deaths in this un-
wanted war. Too many have been phy-
sically and psychologically maimed to
the point that they may never again func-
tion as whole people in their respective
societies. Too many of us have been
duped by vague, politically expedient
promises to end the war in Southeast
Asia some day. But the killing goes on
day after day, week after week, year after
year. Too many, who were formerly
anguished by frustration have been lulled
into silence by the promise that “we are
winding down the war.” But the killing
and maiming and dying goes on, day
after day, week after week, year after
year.

My colleagues, human life—all human
life is precious. When shall we stop the
insanity of the war in Indochina? The
answer is “perhaps never"” unless—unless
this body finds within itself today the
capacity for greatness. Unless this House
finds today its capacity for integrity, de-
cency, justice and compassion. Let us
now act. Let us now set a date certain to
end the war. Let us here today provide
an answer to the question hundreds of
thousands of people are now asking, “why
did you let the madness continue?” If
indeed we act today, we can answer that
question not only for this generation but
for future generations. If we act then,
we can respond to the question by say-
ing, “we saw the madness and we stopped
it—we saw the destruction and we ended
it—we witnessed the tragedy but we
caught the vision of hope for peace.”

How does a nation live up to its poten-
tial for greatness? There are many ways
but there is one sure way to deny that
potential. That is to maintain economic
and political ties with those nations of
the world who continue to act out 18th
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and 19th century white supremacy, im-
perialist roles in these, the closing years
of the 20th century. To jeopardize the
Azores provision in this report would
mean that this House has given open,
unqualified support to the racist nation
of Portugal. Similarly, if we change the
provisions of section 14—the Rhodesian
chrome problem—we indicate that this
House gives open and unqualified sup-
port to the racist nation of Portugal.

Only because of a state of virtual
slavery existing in Zimbabwe did the
United Nations apply economic sanctions
on the Ian Smith regime. Until Septem-
ber of last year the only countries to
break that embargo were South Africa
and Portugal. But this was to be ex-
pected, because a minority dictatorship
exists in South Africa and because mi-
nority rule is maintained over the Por-
tuguese colonies of Angola, Mozambique,
and Guinea-Bissau. It was expected be-
cause Portugal and South Africa are
fraternal brothers with Rhodesia. The
three of them are the symbols through-
out the world of white supremacy and
black subjugation.

But in September of last year the Sen-
ate of the United States acted in such a
way that it brought the eyes of all of
black America and freedom loving people
across the world upon it. Our Senate
passed the controversial Byrd amend-
ment, which in effect permitted the
United States to import chrome from
Rhodesia and thereby reverse its previ-
ous stance of strict adherence to the
United Nations sanctions. With the pas-
sage of the Byrd amendment, the United
States joined Portugal and South Africa
as international outlaws. It was made
clear to us in the Congress that this pol-
icy change reflected the majority senti-
ments of the Senate when a negating
amendment introduced by the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGeE) was voted
down in May.

Black people around the world gave
pause then to consider the rationale be-
hind these actions. No black man in this
small world can consider himself free
while a black man anywhere is kept in
chains simply because of the color of
his skin. Whenever the U.S. Govern-
ment willfully and with a total absence
of concern for the human suffering in-
volved enters into collusion with a racist
government that oppresses people solely
because their skins are black, then we in
the black community of America can
never be safe.

Throughout the reign of madness in
the Senate during the making of this
racist foreign policy, one voice in par-
ticular rose in unison with black Amer-
ica. That voice was the voice of labor.

The president of the United Steel-
workers of America unequivocally stated
his union’s opposition to the Byrd
amendment. The AFIL-CIO went on
record as having strong reservations
about such a policy.

But the crucial rejection came from
the workers whose responsibility it is to
unload the cargoes, the International
Longshoremen’s Association. Their pres-
ident, Thomas Gleason, made clear the
dockworkers position in the strongest of
language:

We of the American trade union move-
ment are committed to freedom and democ-
racy of all peoples in our countries . . . we
will continue to enforce the United Nations
sanctions.

How does a nation live up to its poten-
tial for greatness?

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 16029) to amend the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1082, he reported the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY
MR. WHALLEY

Mr. WHALLEY,. Mr., Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. WHALLEY. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WHALLEY moves to recommit the bill
HR. 16029 to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 221, nays 172, not voting 39,
as follows:

[Roll No. 318]

YEAS—221

Brasco

3Bray
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carney
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Conable
Conover
Conte

Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, 111,

Corman

Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback

Dickinson
Dingell
Donchue
Dow
Drinan
du Pont
Dwyer
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Fascell

Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
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Findiey
Fish

Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Oreg,
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton

Helstoski
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Johnson, Calif.

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Adams
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Baker
Baring
Begich
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blanton
Blatnik
Brademas
Brinkley
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.

Burlison, Mo.
urton

Byron

Cabell

Camp

Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conyers
Crane
Dantlel, Va.
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Kuykendall
Eyl

Kyros
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Lloyd
Long, Md.
MecClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McKevitt
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann

Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga

Mayne
Mikva
Minish
Mink
Mollochan
Monagan
Morgan
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nelsen

Nix

O'Hara
O’'Neill
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Railsback
Rees

Reid
Rhodes

NAYS—172

Dayvis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fountain
Fraser
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gettys
Gibbons
Goldwater
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeier
Landgrebe
Link

Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Ruppe

Ryan
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shriver

Bisk
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.

Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Symingto

Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

n

Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Lujan
McClure
Macdonald,
Mass,
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Montgomery
Mosher
Moss
Myers
Natcher
Obey
O'Konskl
Pettis
Pike
Poff
Powell
Pryor, Ark.
Quillen
Randall
Rangel
Reuss
Riegle
Robinson, Va.

St Germain
Sandman

Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Scott
Shipley
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Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan Whalley
Taylor Whitehurst
Thompson, Ga. Whitten
Thomson, Wis. Winn
Ullman Wyatt

Van Deerlin gylte b
Veysey yma
Vigorito Zwach

NOT VOTING—39

Landrum Nichols
Lanno‘x:a ;aﬁsmsn
Long, La. elly
McCormack Pepper
McCulloch Price, Tex.
McDonald, Rarick
Mich. Rooney, N.Y.
McKinney Snyder
McMillan Stanton,
Mazzoll James V.
Metcalfe Thone
Miller, Calif.
Moorhead
Kluczynski Nedzl

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced
pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Hébert for, with Mr, Lennon against.
Mr. Moorhead for, with Mr. Passman
inst.
ag;.m. Grasso for, with Mr. Rarick against.
Mr. Cotter for, with Mr. Nichols against.
Mr. Price of Texas for, with Mr. Landrum
inst.
ag:ar. Tiernan for, with Mr, McMillan against.
Mr. Kluczynski for, with Mr. Snyder
against.
Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Dowdy against.

Until further notice:
; th Mr. Hunt.
::vg. ﬁm with Mr. Miller of California.
Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. McDonald
1 X

Ml\i‘l.??]].\:ldgggmmk with Mr. Keith.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. McCulloch.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Mc-
Kinney.

Mr. Davis of Georgla with Mr. Thone.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Mazzoll with Mr. Gallagher.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Curlin.

Mr. Hagan with Mr. Pelly.

Messrs. TEAGUE of Texas and
THOMPSON of New Jersey changed
their votes from ‘‘nay’ to “yea.”

Messrs. CARTER and O’KONSK‘.E
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.’

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded. :

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Waggonner
Wampler

Shoup
Sikes
Skubitz

Black
Smith, Calif.

Cotter
Curlin
Davis, Ga.
Dowdy
Edmondson

Tiernan
Wilson, Bob

the following

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days during which
to extend their remarks on the Wha.lgn
and Bolling amendments and on the bill
(H.R. 16029), the Foreign Assistance Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
fhe request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15692,
DISASTER RELIEF LOANS

Mr. PATMAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (HR. 15692) to amend the Small
Business Act to reduce the interest rate
on Small Business Administration disas-
ter loans:
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ConFERENCE ReErorT (H. REPT. NoO. 92-1332)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15692) to amend the Small Business Act to
reduce the interest rate on Small Business
Administration disaster loans, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted by the Senate
amendment insert the following:

That (a) subsection (b) of section 7 of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)) is
amended by striking out the matter follow-
ing the numbered paragraphs and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“No loan under this subsection, including
renewals, and extensions thereof, may be
made for a period or periods exceeding thirty
years: Provided, That the Administrator
may consent to a suspension in the payment
of principal and interest charges on, and to
an extension in the maturity of, the Federal
share of any loan under this subsection for
a period not to exceed flve years, if (A) the
borrower under such loan is a homeowner or
& small business concern, (B) the loan was
made to enable (i) such homeowner to re-
pair or replace his home, or (ii) such concern
to repair or replace plant or equipment which
was damaged or destroyed as the result of a
disaster meeting the requirements of clause
(A) or (B) of paragraph (2) of this subsec-
tlon, and (C) the Administrator determines
such action ls necessary to avold severe finan-
clal hardship: Provided further, That the
provisions of paragraph (1) of subsection (c)
of this section shall not be applicable to
any such loan having a maturity In excess
of twenty years. Notwithstanding the provi-
slons of any other law, and except as other-
wise provided in this subsection, the interest
rate on the Administration’s share of any
loan made under this subsection shall not
exceed 3 per centum per annum, except that
in the case of a loan made pursuant to para-
graph (3), (56), (6), or (7), the rate of inter-
est on the Administration's share of such
loan shall not be more than the higher of
(A) 23, per ecentum per annum; or (B) the
average annual interest rate on all interest-
bearing cbligations of the United States then
forming a part of the public debt as com-
puted at the end of the fiscal year next pre-
ceding the date of the loan and adjusted to
the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum plus
one-quarter of 1 per centum per annum. In
agreements to participate in loans on a
deferred basis under this subsection, such
participation by the Administration shall not
be in excess of 90 per centum of the balance
of the loan outstanding at the time of dis-
bursement.

“In the administration of the disaster loan
program under paragraphs (1), (2), and (4)
of this subsection, in the case of property
loss or damage or injury resulting from a
major disaster as determined by the Presi-
dent or a disaster as determined by the Ad-
ministrator which occurs on or after Janu-
ary 1, 1971, and prior to July 1, 1973, the
Small Business Administration, to the ex-
tent such loss or damage or injury is not
compensated for by insurance or otherwise—

“(A) may make any loan for repair, re-
habilitation, or replacement of property
damaged or destroyed without regard to
whether the reguired financial assistance is
otherwise available from private sources;

“(B) may, in the case of the total destruc-
tion or substantial property damage of a
home or business concern, refinance any
mortgage or other liens outstanding against
the destroyed or damsaged property if such
property is to Dbe repaired, rehabilitated,
or replaced, except that (1) in the case of a
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business concern, the amount refinanced
shall not exceed the amount of the physical
loss sustained, and (2) in the case of a
home, the amount of each monthly payment
of principal and interest on the loan after
refinancing under this clause shall be not
less than the amount of each such payment
made prior to such refinancing;

“(C) may, in the case of a loan made
unden clause (A) or a mortgage or other
lien refinanced under clause (B) in connec-
tion with the destruction of, or substantial
damage to, property owned,and used as a
residence by an individual who by reason
of retirement, disability, or other similar
circumstances relles for support on survivor,
disability, or retirement benefits under a
pension, insurance, or other program, con-
sent to the suspension of the payments of
the principal of that loan, mortgage, or lien
during the lifetime of that individual and
his spouse for so long as the Administration
determines that making such payments
would constitute a substantial hardship;

“{D) shall, notwithstanding the provisions
of any other law and upon presentation by
the applicant of proof of loss or damage or
injury and a bona fide estimate of cost of
repalr, rehabilitation, or replacement cancel
the principal of any loan made to cover a
loss or damage or injury resulting from such
disaster, except that—

“(1) with respect to a loan made in con-
nection with a disaster occurring on or after
January 1, 1971 but prior to January 1, 1972,
the total amount so canceled shall not exceed
$2,500 and the interest on the balance of the
loan shall be at a rate of 3 per centum per
annum; and

“(i1) with respect to a loan made in con-
nection with a disaster occurring on or after
January 1, 1972 but prior to July 1, 1973, the
total amount so canceled shall not exceed
$5,000, and the interest on the balance of
the loan shall be at a rate of 1 per centum
per annum.

With respect to any loan referred to in clause
(D) which is outstanding on the date of en-
actment of this paragraph, the Administrator
shall—

*“(1) make such change in the interest rate
on the balance of such loan as is required
under that clause effective as of such date of
enactment; and

“(i1) in applying the limitation set forth
in that clause with respect to the total
amount of such loan which may be canceled,
consider as part of the amount so canceled
any part of such loan which was previously
canceled pursuant to section 231 of the Dis-
aster Relief Act of 1970.

“Whoever wrongfully misapplies the pro-
ceeds of a loan obtalned under this subsec-
tion shall be civilly liable to the Administra-
tor in an amount equal to one-and-one-half
times the original principal amount of the
loan.”

(b) The last paragraph of the amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply only with
respect to loans made on or after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(¢) Any person who (1) suffers any loss or
damage as a result of a major disaster as de-
termined by the President which occurred
prior to the date of enactment of this Act,
(2) 1is eligible for assistance wunder the
amendment made by subsection (a), and (3)
is otherwise eligible for benefits greater than
those provided by the amendment made by
subsection (a), may elect to receive such
greater benefits.

Sec. 2. (a) Bection T(b) of the Small Busi-
ness Act is amended—

(1) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu there-
of *; and”; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (6) a new
paragraph as follows:

“(7) to make such loans (elther directly or
in cooperation with banks or other lending

institutions through agreements to partici-
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pate on an immediate or deferred basis) as
the Administration may determine to be nec-
essary or appropriate to assist, or to refinance
the existing indebtedness of, any small busi-
ness concern directly and seriously affected
by the significant reduction of the scope or
amount of Pederal support for any project
as a result of any international agreement
limiting the development of strategic arms
or the installation of strategic arms or strate-
glc arms facllities, if the Administration de-
termines that such concern is likely to suffer
substantial eo?glomlc Injury without assist-
ance under this paragraph.”.

{b) Section 4(c) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.B.C. 633(c)) is amended—

(1) by inserting “T(b)(7).,” immediately
after “7(b)(6),” In paragraph (1) thereof;
and

(2) by inserting “7(b)(5), T(b) (6), T(b)
(7),” immediately after “7(b)(4),"” In para-
graph (2) (A) thereof.

Sec. 3. The President shall conduct a thor-
nugh review of existing disaster relief legisla-
tion, and not later than January 1, 1873, he
shall transmit to the Congress a report con-
talning specific legislative proposals for the
comprehensive revision of such legislation in
order to—

(1) standardize the amount of benefits
available to persons affected by disasters so as
to achieve fairness and consistency with re-
gard to the amount of benefits provided to
such persons and to preclude the need for
separate legislation to aid persons affected
by future disasters;

(2) improve the execution of the Govern-
ment’s disaster rellef program by ellminating
unnecessary administrative procedures and
reducing the number of agencies Involved In
disaster relief or increasing individual agen-
¢y authority and responsibility; and

(3) prevent the misuse of benefits made
avallable under the program.

Sec. 4. (a) The Congress hereby finds and
declares that there has been substantial
damage to educatlonal institutions as a re-
sult of hurricane and tropical storm Agnes;
that disaster relief for public educational
institutions is adequately covered by legis-
lation heretofore enacted; that nonprofit
private educational institutions are not pro-
vided disaster relief benefits comparable to
those provided to public educational institu-
tions; that nonprofit private educational
institutions have a secular educational mis-
sion; that students attending nonprofit pri-
vate educational institutions that have been
damaged or destroyed will have to be pro-
vided for in public institutions if the former
institutions are not restored; and that these
facts compel enactment of special measures
designed to provide nonprofit private educa-
tional institutions which were victims of
this catastrophe with disaster relief benefits
comparable to those provided for public ed-
ucational institutions.

(b) To the extent such loss or damage or
destruction is not compensated for by insur-
ance or otherwlse, the President may make
grants to nonprofit private educational in-
stitutions in major disaster areas as desig-
nated by the President for the repair, res-
toration, reconstruction, or replacement of
educational facilities, supplies, or equipment
which have been lost, damaged, or destroyed
as & result of hurricane and tropical storm
Agnes, if such facilities, supplies, or equip-
ment were owned on the date of such loss,
damage, or destruction by an organization
exempt from taxation under section 501 (c),
(d), or (e) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 and the facllities, supplles, or equip-
ment were being used to carry out the pur-
poses for which such organization was ac-
corded that exemption; except that no grant
may be made under this section for the re-
pair, restoration, reconstruction, or replace-
ment of any facility for which disaster relief
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assistance would not be authorized under
Public Law 81-815, title VII of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, or the Disaster Relief
Act of 1970 if such facility were a public
facility.

(c) The amount of a grant made under this
section shall not—

(1) exceed 100 per centum of the cost
of—

(A) repairing, restoring, reconstructing, or
replacing any facillty on the basis of the
design of such facility as it existed immedi-
ately prior to the disaster referred to in sub-
section (b) and in conformity with applica-
ble codes, specifications, and standards; and

(B) repairing, restoring, or replacing equip-
ment or supplies;
as they existed Immediately prior to such
disaster;

(2) in the case of any facllity which was
under construction when damaged or de-
stroyed as a result of such disaster, exceed
50 per centum of the cost of restoring such
facllity substantially to its condition prior to
such disaster, and of completing construc-
tion not performed prior to such disaster
to the extent that the cost of completing
construction is increased over the original
construction cost due to changed conditions
resulting from such disaster;

(3) be used to pay any part of the cost of
facilities, supplies, or equipment which are
to be used primarily for sectarian purposes;
or

(4) be used to restore or rebuild any fa-
cllity used or to be used primarily for re-
ligious worship; replace, restore, or repair
any equipment or supplies used or to be
used primarily for religious instruction, or
restore or rebuild any facllity or furnish
any equipment or supplies which are used
or to be used primarily In connection with
any part of the program of a school or de-
partment of divinity.

(d) PFor the purposes of this section—

(1) the term “educational institution”
means any elementary school (as defined by
sectlon 801(c) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965) , any secondary
school (as defined by section 801(h) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965), and any institution of higher educa-
tion (as defined by section 1201(a) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965); and

(2) the term “school or department of
divinity” means a school or department of
divinity as defined by section 1201(e) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965.

Sec. 5. Subtitle C of the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1961-1967), is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new section:

“Sec. 828. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, in the administration of
this subtitle and the rural housing loan pro-
gram under section 502 of title V of the
Housing Act of 1940, as amended (42 UB.C.
1472), in the case of property loss or damage
or injury resulting from a major disaster
as determined by the President or a natural
disaster as determined by the Becretary of
Agriculture which occurred after June 30,
1971, and prior to July 1, 1973, the Secre-
tary—

“(1) to the extent such loss or
or injury is not compensated for by insur-
ance or otherwise, (A) shall cancel the prin-
cipal of the loan, except that the total
amount so canceled shall not exceed the
greater of (1) 50 per centum of the original
principal amount of such loan but not more
than $5,000, or (ii) the per centum that
would be canceled of a loan of the same size
by the Small Business Administration under
sectlon 7(b) of the Bmall Business Act, as
amended (15 U.S.C. 636(b)), and (B) may
defer interest payments or principal pay-
ments, or both, in whole or in part, on any
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loan made wunder this section during the
first three years of the term of the loan,
except that any such deferred payments
shall bear interest at a rate per annum to
be determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury under section 234 of the Disaster Relief
Act of 18970 (42 U.S.C. 4453), or that estab-
lished by the Small Business Administration
under section 7(b) of the Small Business Act,
as amended (15 US.C. 636(b) )., whichever 1s
lower: Provided, That no one borrower shall
be eligible to receive more than one such
cancellation for any single disaster.

*“(2) to the extent such loss or damage or
injury is not compensated for by insurance
or otherwise, may grant any loan for repair,
rehabllitation, or replacement of property
damaged or destroyed, without regard to
whether the required loan is otherwise avail-
able from private sources: Provided, That in
the case of any loan for refinancing, either
under clause (3) of this subsection or under
section 322 of this subtitle, require the bor-
rowers to demonstrate that they are unable
to obtain sufficient credit elsewhere to finance
their actual needs at reasonable rates and
terms, taking into consideration prevalling
private and cooperative rates and terms in
the community in or near which the appli-
cant resides for loans for similar purposes
and periods of time.

*“{3) may, in the case of the total destruc-
tion or substantial property damage of homes
or farm service buildings and related struec-
tures and equipment, refinance any mortgage
or other lien outstanding against the de-
stroyed cr damaged property if such property
is to be repaired, rehabilitated, or replaced,
except that the amount refinanced shall not
exceed the amount of the physical loss sus-
tained. Any such refinancing shall be sub-
Ject to the provisions of clauses (1) and (2)
of this subsection.

“(4) shall require the recipient of any
emergency loan made under this section to
execute the agreement to refinance required
by section 333(c) of this title: Provided,
That any such loan shall be reviewed at not
less than two-year intervals to determine if
the agreement to refinance shall become ap-
plicable.

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the provisions of subsection (a) of
this section shall also apply to the adminis-
tration of the programs referred to in such
subsection in the case of any property loss or
damage or injury, including loss or damage
to agricultural crops, resulting from flood or
excessive prolonged rain, drought, or other
natural disaster occurring after June 30,
1971, and prior to July 1, 1973, In any area
determined by the President to be a major
disaster area or in any area determined by
the Secretary of Agriculture to have suffered
a natural disaster during such period.

“(c) Any loan made under this section
shall not exceed the current cost of repairing
or replacing the disaster loss or damage or
injury in conformity with current codes and
specifications. Any loan made under this sec-
tion shall bear interest at a rate per annum
to be determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury under section 234 of the Disaster
Relief Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4453), or that
established by the Small Business Adminis-
tration under section T(b) of the Small
Business Act, as amended (15 U.S.C. 636(b)),
whichever is lower.

*“(d) In the administration of any Federal
disaster loan program under the authority
of this section, the age of any adult loan
applicant shall not be considered in deter-
mining whether such loan should be made or
the amount of such loan.

“(e) The benefits provided under this sec-
tion shall be applicable to all loans qualify-
ing hereunder, whether approved before or
after the date of enactment of this section.

“(f) The President shall conduct a
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thorough review of existing disaster relief
legislation as it relates to emergency loans
and housing loans administered by the
Farmers Home Administration of the United
States Department of Agriculture, and not
later than January 31, 1973, he shall trans-
mit to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
a report containing specific legislative pro-
posals for the comprehensive revision of such
legislation in order to—

“(1) adjust the benefits and the coverage
available to persons affected by disasters;

“(2) improve the execution of the program
by simplifying and eliminating unnecessary
administrative procedures; and

“(3) prevent the misuse of benefits made
available under the program.”

Sec. 6. Section 231 of the Disaster Rellef
Act of 1970 is amended by—

(1) Inserting “(a)" after “Sec. 281.”; and

(2) adding at the end of such section the
following new subsection:

“(b) Loans to which this section applies
may also be made for the purpose of provid-
ing small business concerns with working
capital, the payment of operating expenses,
and any purpose for which loans meay be
made under section 7(a) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.8.C. 636(a) ) .”

And the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the title of the bill and agree to the same.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
W, BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
HeNRY 5. REUSS,
WiLrLianm 8. MOORHEAD,
RoBerT G. STEPHENS, Jr.,
WiLLiaM B. WIDNALL,
ALBERT W. JOHNSON,
J. WILLIAM STANTON,
C.P. WyYLIE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
. HaRrISON WILLIAMS,
T. J. MCINTYRE,
WaLTER F. MONDALE,
ALAN CRANSTON,
JoHN TOWER,
RoBeErT TAFT, Jr.,
W. V. Rors, Jr.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R,
15692) to amend the Small Business Act
to reduce the interest rate on Small Business
Administration disaster loans, submit the
following joint statement to the House and
the Senate In explanation of the effect of
the action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

RETROACTIVITY, FORGIVENESS, AND INTEREST

RATE

The Senate receded to the House with an
amendment concerning the retroactivity,
foregiveness, and interest rate features con-
tained in H.R. 15692. The provisions agreed
to in conference provide for the following:

(A) For Presidentially declared and Small
Business Administration declared disasters
occurring during calendar year 1971 disaster
loans would have a foregiveness feature not
to exceed $2,500, and the remaining balance
of the loan would carry an interest rate of
3%.

(B) For the period January 1, 1972, to
July 1, 1973, the two categories of disaster
loans referred to in paragraph (A) would be
made with a forgiveness feature not to exceed
$5,000, and the remaining balance of the
loan would carry an interest rate of 1%.
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Where the interest rate is higher under
existing law than that agreed to by the Con-
ference Committee, the loans will be refi-
nanced at the new lower rate. The new rate
will apply to the balance on the loan out-
standing on the date of enactment of this
Act.

In addition, the requirement in the Dis-
aster Relief Act of 1970 that the borrower
must pay the first 500 of a loan before he
can recelve any forgiveness has been re-
moved retroactively to January 1, 1971.

CUTOFF DATE

The House receded to the Senate amend-
ment which provided for an expiration date
of July 1, 1973, and directed the President
to study all disaster programs and submit
legislative recommendations to the Congress
by January 1, 1973. ;

It was unanimously agreed by the con-
ferees of both Houses that no application
for disaster assistance should be accepted by
the Small Business Administration after six
months from the date of the declaration of
disaster, except that the six-month period
could be extended upon a determination by
the Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration of hardship or other valid
reasons.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

The House receded to the Senate amend-
ment dealing with loans made by the Farm-
ers Home Administration in connection with
elther Presidentially declared disasters or dis-
asters declared by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. The interest rate on disaster loans de-
clared by the Farmers Home Administration
will be the rate determined by the Secretary
of the Treasury under the Disaster Relief
Act of 1870 or the rate established by the
Small Business Administration, whichever is
lower. With regard to forgiveness of Farmers
Home Administration loans, the forgiveness
is limited to 50% of the original prinecipal
amount of the loan but not to exceed 85,000,
or the per centum that would be cancelled by
the Small Business Administration under
this Act. With regard to retroactivity for
Farmers Home Administration disaster loans,
the Senate amendment agreed to by the
House provides that the new law shall apply
to disasters occurring between June 30, 1971,
and July 1, 1873.

FLOOD INSURANCE

The Senate amendment to the House bill
contained a provision requiring all borrowers
to obtain Federal flood insurance, if avallable,
during the life of the disaster loan. The
House-passed bill contalned no provision.
The Senate receded to the House position.

ELECTION OF BENEFITS

The Senate amendment contained a tech-
nical provision which provides that a person
entitled to greater disaster benefits under
other laws may elect to obtain those benefits.
The House-passed bill contained no similar
provision, and the House receded to the Sen-
ate position.

AID TO ASSIST IN COMPLYING WITH NEW LEGAL
REQUIREMENTS

The Senate amendment contained a pro-
vision which would allow the Small Business
Administration to make loans to small busi-
nesses which incur certain expenses as a re-
sult of the need to comply with new Federal
or State law. Such loans would be made at
interest rates based on the cost of money to
the Federal government and there would be
no limitation on the amount of the principal
of the loan. The House had no similar pro-
vision, and the Senate receded to the House
position.

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION BUSINESS LOSS

LOANS

The Senate amendment contailned a pro-

vision which would allow the Small Business
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Administration to make small business eco-
nomic loans to small businesses adversely af-
fected by international agreements limiting
the development of strategic arms. The House
had no similar provision. The House receded
to the Benate position.

GRANTS TO NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The Senate amendment contained a pro-
vision which would allow the President to
make grants to non-profit private educational
institutions in areas declared a major disas-
ter by the President in connection with hur-
ricane and tropical storm Agnes. The House
language contained no similar provision.
The House receded to the Senate position.

In addition, the Senate amendment con-
tained a provision which provided that funds
appropriated to the President for “Disaster
Rellef” were to be made avallable for carry-
ing out the program of assistance to schools.
The House had no similar provision. The Sen-
ate receded to the House position.

KINDS OF DISASTERS TO WHICH BENEFITS

APPLIED

The House bill made assistance available
for Presidentially declared disasters and to
disasters in non-Presidentially declared areas
that arose from the same Presidentially de-
clared disasters. In addition the House bill
provided separate benefits for disasters de-
clared By the Small Business Administration.

The Senate amendment would make as-
sistance avallable for Presidentially declared
disasters and disasters declared by the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration and disasters declared by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. The House receded to
the Senate position.

REFINANCING OF HOME MORTGAGES

The House bill contained a provision that
would allow the refinancing of home mort-
gages, but would limit such refinancing to
the amount of the actual loss sustalned from
the disaster. The Senate provision provided
that home loans could be refinanced includ-
ing up to 100% of the outstanding amount
of the original mortgage but in no case could
the monthly mortgage payment be less than
the monthly payment on the mortgage prior
to the refinancing. The House receded to the
Senate position.

SUSPENSION OF PAYMENT FOR DISABLED OR

RETIRED PERSONS

The Senate bill contained a provision al-
lowing the Administrator of the Small Busi-
ness Administration to suspend for the life-
time of the borrower repayment of principal
on home loans if the borrower is retired or
disabled and is supported by disability or
pension insurance, provided that the Admin-
istrator feels that payment of the mortgage
would work hardship on the borrower. The
borrower would still be required to make in-
terest payments. The House had no similar
provision, The House receded to the Senate
position.

DISASTER LOANS FOR WORKING CAPITAL

The Senate amendment contained a provi-
sion that would allow disaster loans for work-
ing capital as well as for repairing, rebuild-
ing, or refinancing. The House had no similar
provision, The House receded to the Senate
provision with an amendment making it
clear that working capital loans would be
available to only small businesses as defined
by the Small Business Administrator and
only for operating expenses and working cap-
ital losses resulting from the disaster,

TITLE

The Senate title provides as follows: “An
Act to authorize for a limited period addi-
tional loan assistance under the Small Busi-
ness Act for disaster victims, to provide a
study and report to the Congress by the
President setting forth recommendations for
a comprehensive revision of disaster rellef
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legislation and for other purposes.” The
House receded to the Senate title.
WERIGHT PATMAN,
WM. BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
HeNRY 8. REUSS,
WiLLiaM S. MOORHEAD,
RoeerT G. STEPHENS, Jr.,
Wirriam B, WIDNALL,
ALBERT W. JOHNSON,
J. WIiLLIAM BTANTON,
C. P. WYLIE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
HARRISON WILLIAMS,
T. J. MCINTYRE,
WaLTER F. MONDALE,
Aran CRANSTON,
JoEN TOWER,
ROBERT TaFT, Jr.,
W. V. Rorx, Jr.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have requested this time for the pur-
pose of asking the distinguished major-
ity leader the program for the re-
mainder of this week, if any, and the
schedule for next week.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. In response to my friend,
the distinguished minority leader, we
have completed the program for this
week, and I shall ask unanimous consent
to go over until Monday shortly.

The program for next week is as
follows:

Monday is District day but there are
no bills.

There are nine suspension bills that
were previously scheduled, and they are
as follows:

H.R. 6618. Gunboat Cairo Restoration;

H.R. 15922. Railroad Retirement Act
Administration;

H.R. 12383. Mailing of drugs for
analysis;

S. 2956. War powers;

S. 596. International agreements;
transmittal to the Congress within 60
d

ays,;
H.R. 13792. Use of Government pro-

duction equipment;

HR. 15577. International
construction;

H.J. Res. 1257. International Agency
for Research on Cancer; and

H.J. Res. 1211. South Pacific Commis~
sion.

After the consideration of these bills,
there is for the consideration of the
House, H.R. 13694, American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission. We hope to
conclude consideration of that measure
on Monday.

For Tuesday, there will be the call of
the Private Calendar, followed by the
following bills:

HR. 16254. Disaster relief supplemen-
tal appropriations;

H.J. Res. 1278. Continuing appropria-
tions, fiscal year 1973;

H.R. 15375. Motor Vehicle Safety Act
with an open rule and 1 hour of debate;
and

bridges
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S. 3824. Public Broadcasting Corpora-
tion authorization, with an open rule and
1 hour of debate.

For Wednesday, H.R. 16071, Public
Works and Economic Development Act,
subject to a rule being granted.

H.J. Res. 1227. SALT Interim Agree-
ment subject to a rule being granted;
and H.R. 15003, consumer product safety
subject to a rule being granted.

For Thursday and the balance of the
week, there is for the consideration of
the House, H.R. 13915, the Equal Educa-
tion Opportunity Act, open rule, with 2
hours of debate.

There are a great many conference re-
ports which will be considered next week
from the various committees, including
the Committee on Appropriations.

It is quite certain that there will be a
session on Friday.

I would like to put the Members on
notice as to that fact.

After the conclusion of business on
Friday, we will go over until September 5.

Of course, Mr. Speaker, conference re-
ports may be brought up at any time,
and any further program will be an-
nounced later.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would the
gentleman from Louisiana like to make
an observation with reference to the re-
ception of the U.S. Olympic Team?

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further; yes, I shall be
glad to do so, but I have to get permis-
sion in order to do that.

RECEPTION OF U.S. OLYMPIC TEAM

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that it may be in order on any day next
week for the Speaker to declare a recess,
subject to the call of the Chair, for the
purpose of receiving in this Chamber
representatives of the U.S. Olympic
Team.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana? There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY

.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet on Mon-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the business in order
on Calendar Wednesday of next week
may be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent on teller vote 317. Had

I been present, I would have voted “no.”
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TO CREATE A NATIONAL PRIMARY
SYSTEM

(Mr. BLANTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, on June
8 of this year I introduced H.R. 15395,
the Presidential Elections Act, a bill to
abolish the electoral college and create
a national primary system. This bill was
referred to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration and as of yet, no action has
been scheduled.

Although this legislation has many
strong points, I would like to mention
just two. The bill mandates a 40-percent
plurality for both the national primary
and the general election in order to
achieve a victory. I consider this require-
ment essential to the success of any na-
tional primary legislation.

Second, in what I think is one of the
most needed aspects of the legislation,
the bill places a restriction on candidate
advertising before 30 days prior to the
primary and 45 days prior to the general
election. My bill is the only piece of legis-~
lation to contain such a provision.

Mr. Speaker, I am disturbed that no
action has been taken on this legislation.
A recent Gallup poll showed that 72 per-
cent of the voting public preferred a na-
tional primary, while only 18 percent op-
posed it. I think that there is a depth
of wisdom in the feelings of grassroots
America that is all too often ignored.

It is no wonder that the voters prefer
a change as presidential primaries con-
tinue to proliferate. This year we set a
new record with 23 presidential pri-
maries. I fear that within the next 4
years we will see that record broken
again as more States seek nationwide
recognition.

I think that all voters should have a
say in the choice of a party nominee. It
is true of course that under our present
system the public can work through the
local party machinery on behalf of a
candidate. In theory this sounds like the
epitome of participatory democracy, but
in practice we all know that the few who
know the system and have the time to
devote to it are the ones who control
the proceedings. I do not think that any
man or woman should be penalized just
because they do not have the time or be-
cause they may be unfamiliar with party
mechanics. Our Founding Fathers never
intended this democracy to be for the
elite few and it is time that we made it
easier for every American to exercise his
right not only to vote for President, but
also to choose the party nominee.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that this bill, along
with the recently enacted campaign
spending legislation, is a step toward true
electoral reform. The time to act on this
bill is now, not when the crush of the next
presidential race is upon us. We owe this
to the American people. They have waited
too long already for meaningful reform.
Let us not deny them again.

THE PLAN TO ABOLISH FARM
PROGRAMS

(Mr. ABOUREZK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. Speaker, on
June 16 of this year I chaired the region-
al hearings of the Democratic Platform
Committee on Farming and Rural Life
in Sioux City, Iowa. During the new hear-
ings, I was shocked by the disclosure of
a study, “New Directions for U.S. Agri-
cultural Policy,” which had been circu-
lating within the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. It was prepared by a Young
Executive Committee ' originally estab-
lished by Secretary Hardin and main-
tained by Secretary Butz.

That study was shocking because it
proposed an end to all farm price sup-
port programs and recommended that
farm policy disregard the incomes of
farmers as a policymaking criterion. Un-
der this study, policy should only con-
cern itself with assuring adequate pro-
duction to meet domestic and export
needs.

The Honorable JoEN MELCHER of Mon-
tana, placed this study in the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on June 21. I am sure
that he fully understands the implica-
tions of these policy recommendations by
the Young Executives and hope that this
study will become the object of careful
scrutiny.

Since July 16, I have looked this study
over very carefully and have tried to
learn as much about it as I could. Frank-
ly, what I have found out is not very
comforting.

To begin with, there is the background
of the group making up the membership
of the “Young Executives.” I have notf
been able to track down the background
of each member, but what I have found
is revealing.

For example, Willlam L. Ruble, the
representative of the ASCS—the farm
program agency—is a Ph. D. mathemati-
cian specializing in computers. He has
been with the USDA for about 3 years
and came to that agency specifically to
spearhead evaluations of ASCS activities
with the idea of designing a central com-
puter system to handle the agency’s busi-
ness and recordkeeping.

He was somewhat involved in a simi-
lar job for the Navy in regard to their
central personnel records computer. His
background in agriculture is spotty at
best, although I would hope that he
learned something about farms in the
past 3 years.

Jerome A. Miles of the Office of Budget
and Finance was also with ASCS for a
while as a management analyst. His
task, however, was to analyze operations
with the objective of improving the effi-
ciency of paperhandling. He had nothing
to do with program policy. He, too, is ex-
pert in computers.

Clarence R. Hanna represents the Of-
fice of Information Systems. This is a
whole new department set up to super-
vise computer operations. Odds are that
he is also a computer man.

We have then a group staffed with
people who may know a whole lot about
computers and modern computer tech-
nology. But I ean not help but wonder
what they know about farmers and
farming.

I note that when this report first be-

came public, the USDA tried to dismiss
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it as having “no official status” and be-
ing “developed independently” by the
Young Executives. However, I would
point out that this committee was set
up by an official, numbered Secretary's
memorandum. It cannot be considered a
simple study group.

Its recommendations will be given the
most serious consideration within the
Department and at the very least seem
to reflect the thoughts of the new, young
leadership brought into the Department
under the present administration.

The committee did, I understand, try
to broaden its knowledge of commercial
grain and livestock farming by visiting
south central Texas, Mississippi, Wash-
ington, and California. I have nothing
against those States and recognize that
they are important centers of American
agriculture. However, they missed the
entire “breadbasket of America.”

I do not understand how you can ex-
pect to review the state of American
agriculture without visiting Kansas,
Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
or South Dakota. That would be like try-
ing to examine American automobile
manufacturing without visiting Michi-
gan.

Even more frightening, however, than
the manner in which this report was
carried out, is the premises upon which
it is based. The following premises are all
wholly unacceptable and I completely
reject them. Nonetheless, they are the
basis of this report:

First. The farm income problem is
simply the underutilization of resources,
not that people are unable to make a de-
cent living.

Second. There is an adequate return on
resources now.

Third. The correct objective for USDA
is to assure ti.at farm income is con-
sistent with farmer investment of capital
and management ability and with re-
turns of investment elsewhere in the
economy.

Fourth. It is the statistics that make
farm income look bad. The statistics are
out of kilter because they recognize too
many farms, and if you jigger the num-
bers by slicing off the smallest 1.4 mil-
lion farmers, then everything will be all
right—never mind the people.

Fifth. If you can get rid of enough
farmers so that only about 600,000 are
left, the number will be small enough
that they can force better prices from
food processors in the market place,
since each, accordingly, will be a larger
farm unit.

In their own fashion, the committee
did deal with the problem that would oc-
cur in regard to land prices if com-
modity programs were eliminated. They
said, in effect, that land prices are too
high anyway, let them crash. But they
did not deal with other capitalization—
machinery, livestock, farm buildings and
so forth—mnor did they deal with what
would happen to business in rural areas
when the crash comes. Not only will you
be forcing 2.1 million farms out of exist-
ence, but you will close the doors of
countless smalltown businesses depend-
ent on farm families for their livelihood.

Further, the assumption of the com-
mittee that the crash in land values could
manage over a five-year phaseout is

27677

completely false. It would occur immedi-
ately upon the passage of the phaseout
program, and might even begin as soon
as it appeared that the Congress might
pass such a phaseout.

The committee also makes an assump-
tion that has always been popular, but
which has never been proven true;
namely that lower farm prices mean
lower food prices. If the two were tied
together as directly as that, food prices
would be very little higher than they
were 20 years ago. We all know better
than that.

Finally, the committee most cavalierly
dismisses the problem of what to do with
those millions of farmers that have been
displaced from the land. They recom-
mend that these farmers go to work in
other jobs. But we all know what the
state of the economy is today. There are
few other jobs, and widespread unem-
ployment. The suggestion that ‘“addi-
tional off-farm employment opportuni-
ties must be found” is nothing more than
a cruel joke. No wonder that the commit-
tee strongly supports the family assist-
ance plan, As they point out, “welfare
reform would serve as a basic element in
the development of programs to improve
rural America” when millions of farm-
ers are forced from their farms by this
cruel policy.

I am pleased that a result of those
platform hearings in Sioux City, where
this proposed crime against American
agriculture was revealed, the Democratic
Party adopted a plank which specifically
states:

We repudiate the Report of the USDA
Young Executive Committee which would
eliminate the family-type farm by ending
price support, loan and purchasing programs
on all farm commodities, and which would
put farm people on the welfare rolls.

I support that plank and am sure that
when American farmers learn what the
USDA has in mind for them, they will,
too.

“MANNY"” RIDGELL WILL BE MISSED

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permision to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, last Sun-
day evening the House of Representa-
tives lost one of its most dedicated and
competent servants. The sudden death of
House Office Buildings Superintendent
A. Emmanuel “Manny” Ridgell came as
a shock to all of us. He was as much of a
fixture around here as the buildings
which he oversaw.

Manny has served the House longer
than most of the Members have been
here—40 years. He began in 1932, at the
age of 20, as a messenger; held several
clerical jobs through 1947, when he was
appointed assistant superintendent;
and, in 1948, he was appointed superin-
tendent, the position he held until his
death this week.

During his tenure as superintendent
he served under four Speakers of the
House and three Architects of the Capi-
tol. His total career spanned the terms
of seven Presidents. His duties, in addi-
tion to the assignment of office space to
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the Members, included the responsibil-
ity for the maintenance, operation, and
structural mechanical care of the three
House Office Buildings and the subway
to the Capitol. He supervised 667 em-
ployees in overseeing this task.

The very length of his tenure bespeaks
the kind of job he did. He served thous-
ands of Members of this House during
his 24 years as superintendent. He did
an outstanding job, earning the appre-
ciation and respect of each of us. To
each of us he was an admired and dear
friend. The services he performed were
invaluable in making the daily task of
serving those we represent pleasant and
easier.

Manny had all the qualities of the
amiable Irish. He was a devout Catholic,
a family man, and had a ready wit. In
addition, he had a fantastic memory
which his friends said equaled that of a
modern computer.

It will be difficult, if not impossible, to
replace Manny. He is sorely missed by us
all. I join our colleagues in extending our
deepest sympathies to his wife, Mary,
their daughter, Sister Mary Ann, and
their sons, Charles and Father John
Ridgell.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from Florida making
these observations about our friend, Mr.
Ridgell. I was out of the city last week-
end when his death occurred and I did
not know of it until just this moment
when the gentleman from Florida in-
formed me of it.

“Manny” Ridgell was one of the most
dedicated men we had here. He worked
for years and years and was always tre-
mendously helpful to the Members of the
House.

I join with the gentleman from Flor-
ida in extending sympathy to the fam-
ily of “Manny” Ridgell.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the majority
leader.

THE HAMILTON-WHALEN PROVI-
SION IN THE FOREIGN AID ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1972

(Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I believe it is accurate to say at this time
that a great many of us in this body
today have undergone a great deal of
“soul-searching” and thoughtful delib-
eration on the question of whether or
not to support the Hamilton-Whalen
provision in the Foreign Assistance Aet. I
know I have.

With the indulgence of my colleagues,
I should like to comment briefly on the
relative merits and demerits of the Ham-
ilton-Whalen provision as I see them. I
do not think there is any question that
a great many people throughout this land
looked to this provision as a viable means
of ending the war in Vietnam or at least
cutting off funds for its continuance, in
spite of the fact that it would not cut
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off any funds and is conditional upon a
cease-fire, the exchange of POW's, and an
accounting of those Americans listed as
missing in action.

Because of its similarity to the Presi-
dent’s latest proposal for ending the war,
it is indeed tempting. Supporting it
would, no doubt, be politically popular
with some people in this important elec-
tion year. Many of us, however, have
been haunted by the question which I
kept asking myself over and over again—
is it right or is it merely a legislative
symbol of tokenism to & nation weary of
war?

On its own merits, the Hamilton-
Whalen provision, in my judgment, has
several inherent weaknesses that cry
out for understanding. First, is the pro-
viso for a cease-fire between the United
States and North Vietnam. Why were
the South Vietnamese excluded? South
Vietnam is a party to the conflict and
now is reported to have the largest stand-
ing army of any nation in Southeast
Asia. What about the South Koreans,
the Laotians, the Cambodians, the Thais,
and others? What good is a cease-fire in
this or any other war that does not in-
clude the principals? What genuine as-
surances do we have for success when a
cease-fire is not supervised?

Another question that one must ask, is
what a firmly set withdrawal date—one
fixed by an act of Congress—would do to
the United States bargaining position?
Who here can say that we may not be
only days or weeks away from an agree-
ment to end the war? Who here can say
with absolute certainty that this provi-
sion might not prolong the war or the
release of our POW’s? The key question
is, Who can guarantee that POW-MIA
situation can be resolved to where we
will see them return to their families and
their country?

The North Vietnamese have demon-
strated that they are tough, determined,
and skillful negotiators. For years they
have used American POW's as hos-
tages—knowing how much we care
about those men and how determined we
are to get them back. By setting condi-
tions which arbitrarily excludes an in-
ternationally supervised Indochina wide
cease-fire, what guarantees or assurances
exist that all the prisoners will be re-
turned, or that there will be, in fact, a
complete accounting of those listed as
missing in action?

Finally, there is the question of
whether or not the Hamilton-Whalen
provision, by tying it to an act of Con-
gress rather than a sense of the Con-
gress resolution—is acting contrary the
powers granted to the Congress. As my
colleagues are aware, a motion was de-
feated at the original Constitutional
Convention that would have given the
legislature the same power of peace, as
they were to have that of war.

I just wish it were possible to unite this
Congress and the American people be-
hind a common declaration of policy. If
we were united and if world opinion has
any value in influencing the people hold-
ing our POW’s as hostages for purely
bargaining purposes, I sincerely believe
we could anticipate some beneficial re-
sults.
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I do not believe that any Member of
Congress, deep down in his conscience,
honestly believes for 1 minute that you
can end a war by a legislative act alone.
Nearly all the Members I have talked to
on both sides of this issue and on both
sides of the aisle, agree with this state-
ment.

In my view, we have far too many peo-
ple attempting to “quarterback” U.S.
strategy on the withdrawal of American
personnel from Vietnam. With the Presi-
dent firmly and publicly committed to a
positive program of withdrawal, I be-
lieve it would serve the country’s best
interests and the interests of our POW-
MIA’s, if constructive suggestions were
chla;nneled directly to the President him-
self.

A recent editorial in the highly re-
spected and widely read newspaper, The
Christian Science Monitor, stated in very
clear and understandable words what I
believe to be a very constructive sugges-
tion that we in the Congress might read
and heed.

It states as follows:

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Aug. 4, 1972]
Don't RocKk THE BOAT

Past experience in dealings with Hanol's
leaders has shown it is risky to expect too
much from peace talks, The art of fine-
tuning interpretations from the shading of
words and phrases is a blurry one at best.
That sald, there are signs from the current
Parls peace talks that perhaps both Hanol
and Washington are showing just enough
flexibility to make an over-the-table settle-
ment possible.

The signs are admittedly sketchy: a mild-
er ring to the usual invective from Hanoi’s
representatives; hints that the North Viet-
namese insistence that a political settlement
precede any military agreement might be
altered if the way were opened to some Com-
munist participation in a new Salgon gov-
ernment; and a softened Insistence on
Hanol's demand for immedlate removal of
President Nguyen Van Thieu from office. On
the United States part, some flexibility has
also been shown toward Mr. Thieu's offer
to step down from office before new elections
are held.

It is reasonable to speculate that any
softening on Hanol's part reflects their ex-
pectation that they shall have to deal with
Mr. Nixon for another four years,

All of this needs to be kept in mind with
regard to the Senate vote Wednesday, in
which it passed an amendment by a 49-to-
47 vote requiring withdrawal of all American
forces from Indo-China in four months,
subject to release of American prisoners of
war. That amendment to the military pro-
curement bill must still go to a Senate-
House armed services conference committee,
where it Is not expected to pass. However,
it does underscore the growing possibility
of a showdown between President Nixon
and the Congress over the Vietnam war. And
it could bolster similar efforts in the House,
which next week considers a foreign aild au-
thorization bill to which the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has attached an antiwar
rider.

There have been many moments when the
Congress would have been well advised to
take courage In its hands and to bring its
powers to Dbear on halting the continuing
escalation of the Vietnam conflict. But it
chose instead to look the other way. Now,
at the most propitious moment in the his-
tory of the peace talks for some real settle-
ment. Congress is ill-advised to rock the
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boat by trying to recoup the reins it long
ago handed over to the President.

Having given the White House the lead
for so long in this miserable war, the Con-
gress would do well to let Mr. Nixon make
this last bid for peace without interference.
If he falls, then he must answer for it to
the electorate in three months. But for the
sake of the Vietnamese people, north and
south, and for the prisoners and their fam-
illes, even the dim possibility of a nego-
tiated settlement ought not to be jeopardized
by a vote that could not in any case end
the war.

CONGRESSMAN ORVAL HANSEN OF
IDAHO INTRODUCES HR. 16232,
THE COMPREHENSIVE CORREC-
TIONAL TRAINING AND EMPLOY-
MENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I have this week introduced H.R. 16232,
to amend the Manpower Development
and Training Act of 1962. This amend-
ment would provide financial assistance
for a special manpower training and em-
ployment program for criminal offend-
ers and for persons charged with crimes.
It also would permit presentencing op-
tions for the courts so as to help the of-
fender, rather than merely locking him
up and then trying to decide how to
rehabilitate him. In introducing this bill,
I wish to acknowledge and compliment
Senator Javirs and his colleagues for
their work in support of similar legisla-
tion in the Senate.

Action on new legislation to foster
truly rehabilitative programs that in-
volve real education and job training in
the correctional field is long overdue.
Since Attica and similar disturbances,
legislation has been introduced in both
Houses, but as yet we have had little or
no action. I would urge that this House
soon engage in extensive hearings on my
bill, calling upon expert witnesses in the
correctional field, including those with
real experience in developing education
and job training programs, to the end
that soon we will have the most effective
correctional legislation that can be de-
vised by the Congress. I add my voice to
the many correctional studies conducted
by Presidential commissions as well as
private groups, all of which underscore
the long and short-range benefits to be
accrued by a truly rehabilitative correc-
tional system. Such a system must neces-
sarily include education and job training
for market place jobs and not merely
prison jobs as is often the case.

Very recently a stady conducted by
RCA under contract with the Office of
Education's Division of Manpower De-
velopment and Treining came across my
desk. Although I have not as yet exam-
ined this report carefully, a cursory re-
view reveals that in one particular, at
least, it corroborates the findings of al-
most every correctional study in recent
yvears: That rehabilitative correctional
programs, for a variety of reasons, are
not given the priority at any governmen-
tal level that they should be given.

In 1966, the MDTA was amended to
include special education and training
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programs for persons in correctional in-

stitutions. Through this modest begin-

ning, a great deal has been learned about
effective practices in correctional educa-

tion and training programs. In 1968,

such programs were permitted to con-

tinue when the MDTA was again
amended.

Unfortunately, in recent years, funds
for correctional training under the
MDTA have not been provided by the
Congress. As a result, the already over-
subscribed discretionary funds available
under MDTA are levied against; and,
when these are not available—and this
is usually the case—the States must use
State-apportioned MDTA funds. This is
happening in my own State of Idaho and
I am sure this is not an atypical situa-
tion. The squeeze on State education
budgets is forcing some very difficult
choices on State legislatures. In 1973, for
example, in Idaho, we hoped that the
vocational education budget could sus-
tain some correctional programs as it had
been doing, and funds were requested for
this purpose. Yet a reassessment of pub-
lic school needs indicated this was not
possible, and for fiscal year 1973, the
State legislature was compelled to cur-
tail funding of these programs.

Because my State recognizes that
priority must be given to the rehabilita-
tion of those who have been convicted or
charged by the eriminal justice system,
a decision was made to use State-
apportioned MDTA funds for correc-
tional education and training programs.
With the limited MDTA State-appor-
tioned funds, however, the tradeoffs
must come; and, such decisions are
usually made at the expense of programs
in other critical needs areas.

I am pleased fo say that correctional
programs in my State have been success-
ful. One at the Idaho State Penitentiary
at Eagle, Idaho, has particularly proven
its worth. Through this program oper-
ated cooperatively by Mr. Raymond F.
May, the director of corrections, and Mr.
Roy Irons, State director of vocational
education, some 55 inmates have received
training in a variety of job-market rele-
vant skills, including forestry aide, air
conditioning mechanic and auto me-
chanic. As one State official put it, the
Idaho Penitentiary program has “served
the purpose” in that the program con-
tributed to the rehabilitation of a large
percentage of participating inmates. In it
inmates were given a chance as well as
a skill.

We need a stated national priority for
rehabilitation in the correctional field,
and a comparable commitment of funds.
This is why today I have introduced the
Comprehensive Correctional Training
and Employment Act. This national com-
mitment is justified for humanitarian
reasons and it is in the self-interest of
society to assure the successful reintegra-
tion of former offenders, and those
charged, into the community.

The act follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF HR. 16232,
THE COMPREHENSIVE CORRECTIONAL TRAIN-
ING AND EMPLOYMENT ACT
Sec. 2. This section amends title IT of the

Manpower Development and Training Act of

1862 to establish a new Part D entitled:

27679

“Comprehensive Correctional Training and
Employment Programs'’, as follows:

SEC. 251. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This section declares the principal objec-
tive of the U.S. correctional system to be the
rehablilitation of individuals confined in cor-
rectional institutions, sentenced to proba-
tion, or released on parole and states that
manpower tralning and employment pro-
grams have been identified as one of the
most critical elements of successful rehabili-
tation.

The purpose of the Part is to authorize the
provision of specialized manpower training
and employment programs for criminal of-
fenders and persons charged with crimes, as
an Integral part of the correctional process,
and with the assistance of the private sec-
tor, in order to improve employment oppor=
tunities for such persons, increase the ef-
fectiveness of the correctional process and
reduce recidivism.

SEC. 252. DEFINITIONS

This section defines the terms “eligible
Individual”, “eligible applicant”, “juvenile
delinquent”, “youthful offender”, “Secre-
tary”, and others.

“Eligible applicant” means any state or
local public agency or private agency or or-
ganization, or combination thereof.

“Eligible individual” means criminal of-
fenders, including youthful offenders, and
juvenile delinguents, and persons charged
with a crime.

“Secretary” means the Secretary of Labor.

SEC. 253. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION

Authorizes the Secretary of Labor to pro-
vide financial assistance to eligible appli-
cants for the planning or conduct of, or as-
sistance to: pretrial and other Intervention
programs offering eligible individuals par-
ticipation in training and employment pro-
grams prior to final disposition pursuant to
plans approved by the appropriate judicial
and prosecuting authority; manpower train-
ing and employment programs in correc-
tional institutions (including on-site and off-
site work experience projects); programs of-
fering a full range of employment opportu-
nities with public agencies and private busi-
ness concerns; professional and paraprofes-
sional tralning programs; research programs
assisting employment service personnel; pro-
grams for the provision of manpower training
and employment services in model commu-
nity-based centers and the provision of bond-
ing assistance.

SEC. 254. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR MANPOWER
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

Authorizes the Secretary to make grants to
eligible applicants, consistent with basic eri-
teria under Section 605: Each application
must ensure that supportive services are
provided along with training and employ-
ment; ensure that training is for a job for
which a demonstrated demand has been de-
termined to exist; provide wherever possible
for the involvement of industry, labor and
employment personnel from the private sec-
tor of the economy and for the use of train-
ing equipment comparable to what used in
th job for which training is furnished; in-
dicate prior arrangements for release of par-
ticipants upon satisfactory completion of
fraining and for follow-up training; and
meet certaln administrative requirements,.

‘With respect to tralning programs, this
section accords priority in funding as to
programs for which arrangements have been
made with public or private employers for
employment after release.

BASIC CRITERIA

Sec. 255. Requires the Secretary to pre-
scribe basic criteria in respect to labor mar-
ket information, suitable length of training,
the formulation of employability plans, the
establishment of advisory committees, and
the equitable participation in programs by
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all segments of the population of eligible
individuals, &

EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 256. Requires the Secretary to estab-
lish criteria assuring equitable distribution
of financial assistance among the States tak-
ing into account, among other fatcors, rela-
tive crime rates and the ratio of the number
of persons confined in correctional institu-
tions, on probation, on parole, or charged
with erimes within the state to those nation-
ally. No state shall recelve more than 15 per-
centum of the amounts appropriated.

LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 257. Limits federal financial assistance
to 90 percent of program cost unless the Sec-
retary, pursuant to objetcive criteria, decides
otherwise; non-federal contributions may be
in cash or in kind.

MANPOWER TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PRO-
GRAM IN FEDERAL CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Sec. 258. Authorizes the Secretary of Labor,
pursuant to agreements with the Attorney
General and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, to conduct special model
programs for eligible individuals in Federal
correctional institutions and in the federal
courts, consistent with the purposes of the
part.

AVAILABILITY OF EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Sec. 259. Requires the Secretary to ensure
due consideration for applications for pro-
grams serving eligible individuals submitted
under on-the-job training programs under
the Manpower Development and Tralning Act
of 1962, the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, as amended, and the Emergency Em-
ployment Act of 1971.

SEC. 260. COORDINATION AND PROGRAM
LINKAGES

(a) Requires the Secretary of Labor and
the Attorney General to enter into agree-
ments to assure the combining of resources,
maximum program coordination and joint
planning between programs conducted under
this Part, under Part E, of Title I of the Safe
Streets Act of 1968, the Juvenile Dellnquency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968 and other
federal laws; (b) requires the Secretary of
Labor and the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to enter into agreements pur-
suant to which the SBecretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare will provide education
to participating eligible individuals and will
insure programs linkage with vocational edu-
cation, vocational rehabilitation and similar
programs; (c) requires coordination, by ar-
rangement with the Director of ACTION, for
the use of volunteer programs; and (d) au-
thovizes the BSecretary to insure such
arrangements as are necessary to insure
maximum coordination and joint planning
between programs conduct-1 and assisted
under this Part within each State.

SEC. 261. STUDIES AND REPORTS

Authorizes the Secretary of Labor, In con-
sultation with the Attorney General and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to conduct a continuing study on the effect
of programs conducted or assisted under the
Part and to compile information on the em-
ployment opportunities of criminal offenders,
including research on impediments to em-
ployment. The Chairman of the Civil SBervice
Commission is also required to report on the
means of increasing employment opportuni-
ties for such persons in the Federal Service.

SEC. 262, PAYMENTS

Authorizes payment of the Federal share

of program costs.
SEC. 262. WITHHOLDING

Authorizes the Secretary to withhold funds,
after notice and hearing, in cases of an appli-
cant’s non-compliance with statutory pro-
visions of the Part.
SEC. 283. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

This section authorizes appropriations of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

$40 million for fiscal year 1972, $100 million
for fiscal year 1973; and $200 million for
fiscal year 1974.

Sec. 3. This section amends the Manpower
Development Training Act of 1962 to make
certain conforming changes.

Sec. 4. This section amends the Wagner-
Peyser Act of 1933 to require State employ-
ment service plans to include provision for
the designation and assignment of person-
nel for the promotion and development of
employment opportunities and placement for
criminal offenders and persons charged with
crimes.

SOYBEAN SALE TO RUSSIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr, Speaker, just 7
months to the day after my one-man
soybean mission to Moscow, the Soviet
purchase of 1 million tons of soybeans
was announced.

This is an historic event for American
agriculture. It represents a major deci-
sion by the Soviet Government to intro-
duce whole beans, meal and oil into their
feed and food system.

Soybeans have had such spectacular
acceptance elsewhere that I am confident
this will be just the first in a series of
substantial purchases in the years ahead.

In my calls last January on food in-

dustry, trade, and agriculture officials in
Moscow my emphasis was on prospective
food uses of soybeans as well as feed
uses.
During the months since my trip to
Moscow, critics have tended to discount
the possibility of a Soviet soybean pur-
chase, especially in light of the present
supply and price condition and the com-
petitive relationship of beans fo the sun-
flower product so popular in the Soviet
Union.

My confidence in the sale of soybeans
was based on the belief that Russian
leaders would recognize beans are the
best buy for meeting growing consumer
demand for high-quality low-price pro-
tein.

The Soviet decision is a special cause
for rejoicing by Illinois farmers, in addi-
tion to the great benefits it will bring to
our entire economy. The purchase rep-
resents the annual output of 1 million
acres or 14 percent of Illinois soybean
land.

The purchase shows the value of spe-
cial efforts to cultivate markets in the
Soviet Union along the lines of the up-
coming Illinois agricultural trade mis-
sion announced recently by Gov. Richard
Ogilvie.

LABOR AND HEW APPROPRIATIONS
BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KEmp) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 1
voted against the Labor and HEW ap-
propriations bill. I regret very much that
this nay vote was necessary, but increases
of the size called for in this bill will
eventually require a vote for higher taxes
which the taxpayers just cannot afford.
This appropriation bill includes much
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needed funds for many desirable pro-
grams, but this conference bill goes too
far and promises too much by providing
increases that are inconsistent with our
Federal revenues.

This appropriation bill is $1.8 billion
over the budget request; $958 million or
23 percent over the budget for the health
items, and $791 million, or 23.6 percent
over the budget for education. If I had
felt these additional dollars were going
to deal with our real health, education,
and welfare needs, I would have sup-
ported it and looked for other places to
make cuts in Federal spending, but this
was not the case. Much to the contrary,
one program, that for social services, is
a virtual open-ended raid on the Federal
Treasury and may cost an additional $3.5
billion or more over the budget request
in payments to the States for social serv-
ices. Expenditures for this program
doubled in the past fiscal year and may
quadruple this year into the range of $5
billion. There has been little or no ac-
countability from the States on how
much is spent for which services and
how well they accomplish these goals. In
some cases States are putting 75 percent
of moneys normally spent for social serv-
ices back into the State’s general fund
and then using the remaining 25 percent
as matching money to draw another 75
percent out of the Federal Treasury. I
think it would be very difficult indeed to
say that these expenditures are abso-
lutely essential and that solutions to our
great national problems are vitally de-
pendent upon them.

The largest dollar increase in the con-
ference report is $170 million in addi-
tional funds for mental health services.
I am not critical of these important pro-
grams, but just during this administra-
tion, funding for these mental health
services has increased by 83 percent while
overall budget authority increased by
only 27 percent, or at a rate only one-
third of that for mental health. Much
of the extra $47 million for health sery-
ices delivery is added to programs already
expanded in the budget request, as is the
case with the additional $52 million for
preventive health services.

The same is the case in the education
area. To the budget request of $3,335,-
597,000 for the Office of Education, the
Appropriations Committee added $301
million and the House, by adopting the
Hathaway amendments, increased the
appropriations by another $364 million.
Before voting for this amendment, I dis-
cussed it with many educators from my
district, from New York State’s educa-
tion department and representatives of
national groups. They encouraged me to
support the amendment and did not in-
dicate that it was inadequate, yet the
conferees added another $127 million To
what the House had already approved.

Mr. Speaker, last month I mailed to
my constituents a four-page “Congres-
sional Report.” My first paragraph read:

The critical necessity to curb spending and
inflation and provide jobs transcends politics.
Government at all levels must become more
efficlent and work toward spending reduc-
tions, especially at the federal level.

Inflation and jobs were the subject I
dealt with first in this report, because
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they are the subjects of deepest concern
to my constituents. I went on in this
report to remind them that I had earlier
introduced a bill which would limit Con-
gress and the executive branch to a
spending ceiling of $246 billion in fiscal
1973, the amount of the administration’s
fiscal 1972 budget request.

In this same “Congressional Report,”
as another means of curtailing runaway
Government spending, I proposed that
Congress consider the most economical
funding of each ongoing program and
discard the practice of basing authoriza-
tions on previously approved annual
levels. This HEW appropriation bill is an
excellent example of the need for a fresh
review annually of ongoing programs to
determine the level of funding needed
for the most effective operation of each
program.

In good conscience, I could not vote
for the HEW-Labor appropriations after
introducing these two measures. I want
the best buy for each Federal dollar spent
and to get it we must start judging pro-
grams on their merit and effectiveness
rather than their political popularity. If
we hope to enforce a ceiling on Federal
spending for fiscal 1973, and restore fiscal
discipline to this country, this HEW-
Labor appropriation bill would have been
a good place to begin.

RADIOLOGICAL EMISSIONS AND
STATES RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) is
recognized for 40 minutes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, section
274 a Nos. 4, 5, and 6 of the Atomic
Energy Act are entitled “Cooperation
with the States.” They read that:

It is the purpose of this section—

(4) to establish procedures and criteria for
the continuance of certain’ of the Commis-
sion’s regulatory responsibilities with respect
of byproduct, source, and special nuclear
materials, and the assumption thereof by
the States;

(5) to provide for coordination of the de-
velopment of radiation standards for the
guidance of Federal agencies and cooperation
with the States; and

{6) to recognize that, as the States im-
prove their capabilities to regulate effectively
such materials, additional legislation may
be desirable.

Mr. Speaker, it is my purpose today in
cooperation with my distinguished col-
leagues, Mr. Froop of Pennsylvania and
Mr. Worrr of New York, to introduce
some of that additional legislation which
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 calls for.
Therefore, we have today introduced a
bill, a copy of which is inserted here:

H.R. 16309

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
274 (¢) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is
amended by striking out “No agreement"
and inserting in lieu thereof “Subject to the
last sentence of subsection' (d), no agree-
ment”’,

Sec. 2. Section 274(d) of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by adding at the end
thereof (after and below paragraph (2)) the
following new sentence:

“Each State shall have authority to regu-
late the discharge of radioactive waste ma-
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terlals from atomic energy utilization facili-
ties, and in its discretion to set standards
which are more stringent than those adopted
by the Commission, if there is In force be-
tween such State and the Commission an
agreement under subsection (b), and if such
State has demonstrated its competence in
the administration of its responsibilities
under such agreement.

This amendment would allow those 24
States which have entered into mate-
rials license agreements with the AEC to
establish standards for other nuclear ma-
terials, if they have demonstrated their
competency in the initial licensing agree-
ments. These initial agreements provide
under section 3 of 274 that:

b. the Commission is authorized to enter
into agreements with the Governor of any
State providing for discontinuance of the
regulatory authority of the Commission un-
der chapters 6, 7 and 8, and section 161 of
this Act, with respect to any one or more of
the following materials within the State—

(1) byproduct materials;

(2) source materials;

(3) special nuclear materials in quantities
not sufficient to form a critical mass.

During the duration of such an agree-
ment it is recognized that the State shall
have authority to regulate the materials
covered by the agreement for the protec-
tion of the public health and safety from
radiation hazards.

Thus a State which has made an agree-
ment with the AEC, presently has com-
plete regulatory power over natural
radioactive material, X-ray medical,
dental, and industrial machinery, and
many of the artificially accelerator-
created materials used in American so-
ciety today. The crucial question centers
around those “special nuclear materials
in quantities not sufficient to form a
critical mass.”

At present that limit is defined as 250
grams which is a sufficient amount to
use in laboratory research, for certain in-
dustry uses, and for calibration settings,
but insufficient for fuel element creation
or fuel reprocessing. But the question
here is not whether one State desires to
reach critical mass or create an explosive
force, but rather how to control the pre-
cise amount of radiological waste mate-
rials and emissions which a State deems
desirable for its citizens. The artificial
barrier of 250 grams of these materials
seems unreasonable when discussing pub-
lic health. As I noted earlier, 24 of the 50
States have entered into, and competent-
1y performed, their regulatory duties un-
der these licensing agreements. Of these
24, 17 have nuclear powerplants and, un-
der this proposal, would be able to set
their own radiation standards. Fourteen
other States have reactors, but are with-
out the agreements, and could be expect-
ed to enter into these agreements should
this bill become law.

Even without this bill, however, a num-
ber of States already have facilities func-
tioning which operate under regulations
significantly different than the national
standards of the AEC. Notable among
these are Florida and Pennsylvania. A
major contention of those States which
desire the ability to create more strin-
gent standards is that specific geographic

situations dictate differing requirements.
In Florida, the AEC, of necessity, has
recognized this factor, and does permit
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differing standards due to the peculiar
water table in Florida. The opportunity
which the AEC extended to Florida has
not been extended to those other States
which feel that their environmental
needs and conditions dictate similar “ex-
ceptions.”

In Pennsylvania, on the other hand,
the State and private industry have co-
operated for over 16 years in setting
standards which have been consistently
10 percent to 100 percent lower—more
stringent—than those of the AEC. The
Pennsylvania operation is an example of
the spirit which should be developed on
a nationwide basis. But if it cannot be
developed, it must be legislated.

The Minnesota case of Northern States
Power against Minnesota was recently
decided when the Supreme Court upheld
the lower courts decision against the
State. It is just one example of Minne-
sota’s many attempts to set more strin-
gent standards for radiological waste.
The number of States which have speci-
fically protested the AEC’s right arbi-
trarily to set these minimum standards
in the Minnesota case include: Illinois,
Kansas, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri,
Pennsylvania, Vermont, Virginia, and
Wisconsin all of which filed amicus briefs
in circuit court. Arkansas, Delaware,
Mississippi, and West Virginia filed ami-
cus briefs as members of the Southern
Governors Conference, and six other
States flled supporting statements.

These States supported the Minnesota
case for varying reasons, but two stand
out most clearly: First, the States’ right
to safeguard the health and welfare of
its people; and second, the alleged “in-
adequacy” of AEC’s standards.

The Supreme Court decision sustains
the argument that Congress in the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 did preempt
State governments from regulating the
radioactive emissions from nuclear power
plants. But it does not change the under-
lying validity of our Federal system nor
our concept that the States are the pri-
mary units in our American political
system, and therefore have primary re-
sponsibility for the health and safety of
their citizens. If Congress legislatively
preempted the States in this matter, by
legislation Congress can restore to the
States their proper role in decisions af-
fecting the exposure of their citizens to
radioactive effluents of nuclear power
plants.

Throughout congressional history the
States’ right to protect the health and
welfare of its own citizens is clearly dem-
onstrated. As John Badalich, former di-
rector of the Minnesota Pollution Con-
trol Agency, testified before the JCAE
in 1970:

It is a long established concept that a
subordinate unit of the government has the
right to establish more stringent require-
ments in its own area when it feels it neces-
sary for the protection of its citizens by
reason of factors unigue to its area.

This concept is borne out in section 11
of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act, which in part reads:

It is hereby declared to be the intent of
Congress that any Federal department or
agency . .. shall . . . cooperate with . . . any
state or interstate agency or municipality
having jurisdiction over waters into which
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any matter is discharged from such property
in preventing or controlling the pollution of
such waters.

The Federal Air Quality Act of 1967
cites in section 101ta) (3) :

. . . that the prevention and control of air
pollution and its source is the primary re-
sponsibility of States and local govern-
ments ...

In this Congress we have passed the
noise pollution bill, the so-called boat
head amendments in H.R. 11896 and sec-
tion 109 of the Clean Air Act—all of
which allow the States the right to set
more stringent standards than the Fed-
eral minimum.

However, the States involved are not
protesting on any empty principle, but
because they are convinced that the AEC
has erected standards which are inade-
quate. An article from the Rutland Daily
Herald of September 12, 1969, concerning
an AEC meeting in Burlington, Vt.
reads:

BurLINGTON.—The scientific community
warned Vermont officlals Thursday that the
state should quickly adopt strict legislation
to limit the amount of radisactive discharge
from atomic plants.

A group of distinguished scientists in Bur-
lington, appearing on a panel discussion dur-
ing the Atomic Energy Commission’s con-
tference on nuclear power, also issued the
following warnings to state officials:

“The danger of catastrophic accidents at
nuclear plants is very real.

“If the AEC continues to allow nuclear
plants to discharge radioactive wastes at cur-
rent levels, the lifespan of Americans will be
reduced by at least eight years.

The state cannot look to the AEC to prop-
erly regulate nuclear plants because the AEC
has a bullt-in confiict of interest.”

Those warnings came from a group of
five of the Nation’s top nuclear scientists
gathered at the University of Vermont’s
Waterman Building Thursday morning
prior to the start of the AEC public hear-
ing.

The first stern warning of the session
came from Dr. Arthur R. Tamplin of
the University of California. Dr. Tamplin,
a specialist in radiological problems,
said:

There 15 no question that the levels of
radloactive discharge permitted by the AEC
should be substantially reduced. The even-
tual outcome of discharge at present levels
will be to reduce the average life span of
Americans by elght years—and that Is a
conservative estimate.

Further indication of the States con-
cern was made by Drs. John W. Gof-
man and Arthur R. Tamplin, of the
AEC's Livermore Laboratories, in a testi-
mony before the US. Senate Subcom-
mittee on Air and Water Pollution No-
vember 18, 1969:

We wish to apprise you that, in our opin-
fon, the crucial pre-sing problem facing
everyone concerned with any and all bur-
geoning atomic energy activities is to secure
the earliest possible revision downward, by at
least a factor of tenfold, of the allowable
radiation dosage to the population from
peaceful atomic energy activities. The Fed-
eral Radlation Council (FRC) allowable dose
of whole body ionizing radiation is 0.17 Rads
per year. We shall present to you hard evi-
dence that leads us to recommend that this
be reduced now to 0.017 Rads or even less,
And we shall present to you the estimated
disastrous consequences to the health of the
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public if this recommendation receives less
than immediate, serious attention.

When the AEC in 1963 requested our labo-
ratory to undertake long range systematic
studies of the effects of Man-Made Radiation
upon man, we told AEC Chairman Seaborg
and (then) Commissioner Haworth that the
results of our studies could very well suggest
restrictions upon ongoing or proposed AEC
projects. We sald further that we Intended
fully to disclose publicly any evidence de-
veloped, favorable or unfavorable to the AEC.
Both Commissioners assured us they were
perfectly happy about this project—all
they wanted was for us to be sure to provide
the truth.

Today, we have presented your Committee
with much evidence indicating that cur-
rent radiation exposure guildelines are in-
deed dangerous—much too high. It would
indeed be naive for us to believe that our rec-
ommendations will be received with enthu-
siasm in all quarters . . .

We intend to continue to provide critical
appraisal of questions of atomic energy
safety in such a manner that the evidence
can be examined by the sclentific and public
community at large. We do not subscribe to
the concern that the public might, thereby,
become unduly or prematurely alarmed. If
a real controversy concerning the evidence
exists, the public very well ought to be
alarmed, and ought to demand that we pace
our technical progress in such a way always
that unanswered questions are decided In
favor of the health and welfare of the pub-
liec.

The AEC's policy of establishing the
lowest practicable standards has been
roundly criticized. Recently the AEC has
begun to apply numerical measurements
as guiding principles, not enforced regu-
lations, to light water reactors. This is
a step forward but we, and the States,
wonder why these guides are not being
applied to breeder reactors, fuel reproc-
essing plants, and other nuclear instal-
lations.

The present doctrine of as low as prac-
ticable is vague, weak, uncertain, and
only intermittently enforceable. One of
the major concerns of our States is that
this policy will be excessively influenced
by the level of demands placed upon the
plant at power shortage points. However,
even if we accept this low as practicable
standard for present application, we
must still look to the future. According
to the Federal Power Commission, by
1990 our country’'s use of electricity will
be increased fourfold. According to their
calculations, over one-half of all the
electricity generated will be from nu-
clear installations. We can no longer
concern ourselves with one isolated
plant, but now must contend with large
groupings or concentrated “plantations"
of nuclear plants as advocated by former
AEC Chairman, Glenn Seaborg. When
that day arrives the capacity for admin-
istration of regulations must be far
greater than it is today.

Gentlemen, we are planning for the
future. With the cooperation of Gover-
nor Anderson of my State of Minnesota,
and the State governments of Pennsyl-
vania and New York, we are proposing a
bill which will give us a planning basis
for the future.

Congressmen WoLrF, FLoop, and I be-
lieve that this is a compromise bill. It
goes only part way toward giving States
control over radiological emissions. Min-
nesota, Pennsylvania, and New York are
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supporting it, not as a completely desir-
able solution, but as a politically possible,
first-step compromise.

We have proved this year, that we can-
not get more State control than this bill
would give. We have yet to prove next
year whether we can get this much.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to call this body’s attention to legisla-
tion being introduced today by my dis-
tinguished colleague, Congressman FREN-
ZEL, and of which I am a proud cosponsor,
along with the esteemed gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Congressman Froobp. This
bill would add an important new element
to the present licensing procedure which
is followed in the construction and op-
eration of nuclear power facilities by
giving the States a voice in the promul-
gation of operating standards. Similarly,
it would encourage the States to develop
their expertise in the area of nuclear
science so that they might play a greater
part in planning for future development
of nuclear resources within their juris-
dictional boundaries.

A number of months ago, when this
body considered the Water Pollution
Control Act amendments, I expressed
m, strong support for the States to ex-
pand their authority to participate in
the formulation of nuclear efiuent stand-
ards by offering an amendment that
would permit the States to set more strin-
gent requirements than the Federal Gov-
ernment for the discharge of wastes from
atomic powerplants. Unfortunately, this
amendment was not included in the final
version of the bill, with the result that
the States still do not have the privilege
or the authority to exercise control over
the amount of nuclear waste which will
contaminate their own land and waters.

While this new measure would not in
any way abrogate the authority of the
Federal Government to continue to es-
tablish and enforce pollution standards
for atomic facilities, it would instead
offer a strong incentive for State-Federal
cooperation in the development of sound,
practicable standards for nuclear dis-
charge. With the States being most im-
mediately responsible to their citizens for
the maintenance of protective public
health standards, it is only fitting that
the States be afforded the opportunity
to participate in the promulgation of
those standards. Additionally, for too
many years, the Federal Government has
held a monopoly on expertise in atmoic
energy development, yet the Atomic En-
ergy Act itself indicates that the States
should develop their own regulatory au-
thority. This bill which we are introduc-
ing today merely reiterates this goal and
encourages the States to develop and ex-
hibit competence in the nuclear field.

Mr. Speaker, the question of regulation
of nuclear effluent, as it is discharged
from operating powerplants, is but a
small part of the larger issue of overall
regulation of nuclear power. To protect
the health and safety of all Americans
as we turn more and more to the use of
atomic energy to meet our needs for
power in the future, we simply cannot
afford to continue to emphasize develop-
ment and growth and ignore the need
for sound, technologically feasible stand-
ards for the regulation of nuclear power.
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To do so is to court disaster, for in deal-
ing with one of nature’s most potent und
dangerous substances, it is imperative
that we develop the widest range of
knowlecdge and technology possible. En-
couraging the States to join in this ef-
fort, as our legislation would do, can
only result in added benefits for all
Americans as the use of atomic power is
expanded to serve this country’s energy
needs.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the subject of
Mr. FrENzZEL's special order and to in-
clude therewith extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

THE SAFE STATES ACT OF 1972

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing the Safe States Act of 1972.

This legislation will strengthen the
Disaster Relief Act of 1970, Public Law
91-606, whose enactment is proof of
congressional concern for safeguarding
the lives and property of victims of nat-
ural disasters. This law provides Fed-
eral grants to the States to develop com-
prehensive disaster preparedness plans
and expedite the efforts of the affected
States to give aid, assistance, and emer-
gency welfare service to the devastated
area.

The States however, have taken little
or no initiative in meeting their respon-
sibility to their citizens. Although the
Federal Government provides matching
funds for the development of State dis-
aster plans, fewer than one-third of the
States were participating in this pro-
gram at the end of 1971. Furthermore,
many of the States participating in this
program have formulated plans which
exist only on paper. I would go so far
as to say that no State provides for the
safety, or preparedness against disaster
that their citizens expect or deserve. In
fact, disaster preparedness is a very low
priority, then, for most States. Their
plans have never been adequately tested
nor has aid been given to local commu-
nities to coordinate their activities dur-
ing a disaster.

My home State of Pennsylvania is an
example of a State which has taken the
initiative of applying for a Federal grant
to develop a plan, but whose implemen-
tation has been totally inadequate. In
1971, Pennsylvania applied for a $14,850
grant although the maximum amount
available is $250,000. For this sum, the
State has in its possession, a plan, ap-
proved by the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness, whose stated objective is “the
development, maintenance, and opera-
tion of a fully coordinated statewide or-
ganization composed of State, county,
and local units capable of immediate and
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effective action aimed at the protection
of life and property and the alleviation
of human hardship and suffering in nat-
ural disasters.”

One had only to witness the develop-
ments before, during, and after the dis-
aster caused by Hurricane Agnes to re-
alize that this plan was not operable. An
illustration of the disparity between the
plan on paper and the reality of its im-
plementation—or lack thereof—was ex-
emplified by the needless damage to
property in the Pittsburgh area. The
Weather Bureau was not able to issue
flood warnings to communities situated
near the rivers until 4 a.m. Friday, June
23, only 4 hours before the flooding
reached the critical stage. Due to the
lateness of the hour, citizens were totally
unaware of the situation. During hearings
of the Government Activities Subcom-
mittee of the House Government Opera-
tions Committee on June 29, 1972, offi-
cials of the Weather Bueau stated that
there were no means available to them
to alert the people to the danger. Yet
the Pennsylvania Plan specifically states
that: “for emergency purposes, each city,
borough, town, and township is expected
to install and maintain a public warning
system which differentiates between the
attack signal and an attention signal
which should be used in natural disasters
followed by a public broadcast of essen-
tial emergency information.”

Numerous instances such as this oc-
curred throughout the State and this
situation is certainly not representative
in Pennsylvania alone. It points out not
only the ineffectiveness of the State's
leadership, but also the inadequacies of
the Disaster Relief Act of 1970.

The fact is that we have no means by
which to judge the effectiveness of any
plan which has been formulated through
Federal grants from the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness.

In its “Report to Congress on Disaster
Preparedness 1972,” the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness made the following
observations:

Every State in the Union is vulnerable to
some type of natural disaster;

State disaster planning is uneven in cover-
age and quality;

Planning is essentlal for any region ar
community likely to be affected by a disaster
in order to determine what preventive and
protective measures can and should be taken
before and at the time of a disaster;

State disaster plans should, above all, be
more concerned with the needs of local
communities, with greater emphasis on pre-
disaster preparedness. However, a review of
state plans reveals that omy 21 states provtde
funds to municipalities for this purpose;

Although all states have civil defense plans.
it has become evident that provisions which
are useful in a civil defense context are not
well suited to meeting all disaster problems
and responsibilties:

Falluras to make provision for disasters
invites heavy loss of life and severe property
damage.

It is obvious from these criticisms that
the Federal Government must take de-
cisive action to insure that the citizens
of this country are protected from nat-
ural disasters to the fullest extent pos-
sible. During the past 4 months two nat-
ural disasters have caused untold human
suffering. The damage wrought by the
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flood in Rapid City, S. Dak., and by Hur-
ricane Agnes on the east coast is in excess
of $3.5 billion. It is evident that the loss
of life and property damage which was
caused by these disasters could have been
substantially lessened if adequate pre-
disaster plans had been implemented.

Enactment of the Safe States Act will
make certain that the citizens of every
State are better prepared to fend off
disaster. This act provides for the man-
datory development and maintenance by
States of disaster preparedness pro-
grams. These plans must be in accord-
ance with the Pederal standards in-
cluding performance standards, for dis-
aster preparedness which are to be for-
mulated and, most importantly, enforced
by the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness. These standards will be applied on
a regional basis with special emphasis
given to preparedness of natural dis-
asters to which the region is susceptible.

Under this act, any State which does
not meet the minimum standards for
disaster preparedness established by this
act will not be eligible for any Federal
disaster relief assistance. In addition the
bill revises the formula for matching
funds to the States for the development
of disaster plans by increasing the Fed-
eral share to 90 percent if the plan is
approved by the Office of Emergency
Preparedness.

During the last decade all but six of
our 50 States were declared major dis-
aster areas. Yet only 14 of our 50 States
have taken even minimal first steps to
prepare disaster plans. It is time that we
came to grips with the notion that “it
cannot happen to me."” The States have
too frequently found an excuse to delay
the allocation of funds for disaster pre-
paredness. It is only after a tragedy oc-
curs that the pressing need for prepared-
ness becomes apparent to them. I do not
believe that we can allow this situation
to continue. We cannot permit people to
have the false sense of security that their
lives and property are protected when in
fact they are not. What'’s more, it is in-
excusable that Federal tax dollars are
wasted by providing assistance to States
who refuse to implement the necessary
precautionary measures.

Passage of the Safe States Act will
provide the precautionary measure
needed.

AN UNFAIR ATTACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, in to-
day’s Washington Post there was an
Evans and Novak column claiming that
Chairman WrIcHT PaTMaAN has been fili-
bustering the 1972 housing bill, and pre-
venting action on it. Any such charge is
unfounded, unfair, and untrue.

WricHT ParMan has been no czar and
no autocrat; he runs the Committee on
Banking and Currency with a fair and
even hand. He was the first chairman as
far as I know to institute the 5-minute
rule, which he devised in order to assure
that every committee member has a
chance to question witnesses. And if there
is not time for questions to be raised, he
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assures that every member has an op-
portunity to seek written answers to the
questions he might have. Chairman PaTt-
MaN bends over backward to accommo-
date the members, and I for one am
grateful for it.

With respect to the housing legisla-
tion, it is ironic that on the same day
that Chairman Parman is assaulted for
supposedly holding up action, another
newspaper tells about how the FHA pro-
gram is falling into red tape, disrepair
and disrepute. WricHET PaTMAN knows
this; he is concerned about our housing
programs—after all he was a pioneer in
devising many of our housing laws. What
he wants is the same thing evervbody
else wants—a program that will work.

I think that every member of the com-
mittee will tell you that a great many
markup sessions on the 1972 housing bill
have been delayed an hour or two by
waiting for a quorum, and by debates on
procedures. WRIGHT PaTMAN has been
there every day, on time. He has started
meetings as soon as a quorum appeared;
he has changed the rules so as to expe-
dite action.

But one thing Chairman Parman has
not done is to choke off consideration of
this bill, and he has good reason for it.
The bill is controversial, and it is com-
plex. Members have many questions to
ask, and many changes to suggest. He
wants to be assured that the members
are satisfied, and that we will have a
bill that will work and that we can
defend. That would be impossible with-
out full, fair and open consideration. If
allowing democratic procedure is to fili-
buster, then I do not know the meaning
of the word. How can a czar also be a
Democrat?

The committee was perfectly free, and
still is, to choke off debate. Evans and
Novak themselves admit that this was
refused by the committee itself. WricHT
Parman did not refuse to cut off debate—
the committee itself did.

Evans and Novak have been unfair in
their attack on our distinguished chair-
man. They would be the first to blame
him for a bad bill—but they demand
hasty action, too. It seems that men who
defend democratic procedure and full
debate are automatically relegated to
crusty curmudgeon status. This is unfair
and unfortunate, because if I know the
mark of distinetion, it is prudence and
patience in the face of demands for haste
and ill thought.

Let us consider the housing bill care-
fully. Let us work on it until we are sat-
isfied. Then we will have something that
might work, and serve this country better
than existing programs. Then we will
have something we can defend success-
fully. It would be wrong for us to bring
out a bill that even the Housing Subcom-
mittee has doubts about, a bill that has
not been fully considered. If it takes a
yvear to get a workable program, let us
take a year. But if it takes a year, let us
be realistic and blame the whole com-
mittee, not just its chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I make a part of the Rec-
orp the column to which I referred.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 10, 1972]

TYRANNY ON CAPITOL HILL
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

With the White House watching silently,

Rep. Wright Patman of Texas is using his
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power as chairman of the House Banking
Committee to strangle the $4 billion housing
bill behind closed doors iIn the most tyran-
nical performance by a committee chalrman
in years.

The struggle between Democrat Patman,
an oldstyle populist who turned 79 last week.
and moderate committee Democrats goes
back years. But the current episode carriers
glittering political dividends for President
Nixon's re-electlon campaign.

If, as now seems highly probable the hous-
ing bill is killed by Patman’s personal fili-
buster. Mr. Nixon can pin the blame on the
Democratic Party.

Little wonder, then, that although hous-
ing secretary George Romney has appealed
to committee Republicans to rescue the bill,
the White House has kept in the background.
Nor has Rep. Willlam Widnall of New Jersey,
the committee’s senior Republican, lifted a
finger against Patman's fillbuster.

The chance for that came Tuesday, when
Rep. Willlam A. Barrett of Pennsylvania,
chalrman of the housing subcommittee, fi-
nally forced a vote on his motion demanding
a full committee decision on the bill by Aug.
17, the day before the congressional recess.
That effort failled, 14 to 9, when not one
Republican voted with Barrett.

Having won that key test, Patman now
can continue the forced reading of every
work in the 271-page bill, The Patman-con-
trolled committee clerk started droning in
mid-July, on the specious grounds that
House rules require a bill to be read in its
entirely before voted on by a committee.

The bill-reading rule now being used as
the wunderpinning of Patman'’s legislative
tyranny is hardly ever followed. Patman him-
self, in fact, earlier this year whipped out the
&5 billion emergency public works bill after
& one-day hearing; 1t was marked up—that is
readied for a final vote—in a few minutes.

The apparent reason for Patman's dicta-
torial opposition to the housing bill is not
50 much the bill itself as Patman's lust for
revenge against insurgent committee Demo-
crats who reduced Patman'’s power five years
ago, led by Reps. William Moorhead of Penn-
sylvania, Thomas L. Ashley of Ohio and
Robert G Stephens, Jr., of Georgla. Patman
has never been reconciled to the independ-
ence of Barrett’s housing subcommittee.
Alone of subcommittee chairman, Barrett has
power to hire staff on his own.

But neither Barrett nor the insurgents
were prepared for the chairman'’s present dis-
play of raw power, For the first ten days of
the enforced bill-reading, with the commit-
tee’s 37 members sitting around the commit-
tee table trying to stay awake, tempers held.

Recently, however, tensions have risen.
Last Thursday Patman flatly refused a
routine request by three members—two Re-
publicans and a Democrat—to reserve the
right to amend portions of the bill covered
during their absence to vote in state con-
gressional primaries.

Patman flatly opposed this normal con-
gressional courtesy. When it was forced to
a test, he found himself alone on the 27-
to-1 vote.

Democratic Rep. Frank Annunzio of Il=-
linols, angry over Patman’s performance, re-
taliated with a loud demand that Patman
change his vote.

“I don't want to change my vote,” Pat-
man sanctimoniously replled. “We should
stay on the job every minute."

Furious now, the gravelvolced Annunzio
shouted back: “That 1s so obvious that it
didn't have to be said. I've never bull . . . my
colleagues in my life.” Patman ignored An-
nunzio, but the incident came close to spark-
ing a full-blown rebellion against the auto-
cratic chairman.

Revolt-minded anti-Patman Democrats
earlier sought help from Speaker Carl Albert
to force Patman to convene the closed-door
mark-up hearings in the first place. Patman
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had stalled the bill for two months follow=
ing approval by the Barrett subcommittee.

But with all the high political stakes of an
overwhelmingly Democratic Congress fail-
ing to pass an election-year housing bill for
the first time in a decade, even open revolt
might not succeed.

AMMUNITION, ASSASSINS, AND THE
GUN LOBBY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under &
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PopELn) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, when the
Senate voted yesterday to ban the sale
of cheap handguns it was both good news
and bad news.

The good news was that halting the
sale of these Saturday night specials
was long overdue. These guns serve no
useful purpose. They are made to kill.
They are involved in most gun murders.
There are millions of them already in
the stockpile of American arms, and that
collection of guns is the largest of any
nation in the world. There are guns
enough for every man, woman, and child
in the Nation.

And so, if the Senate bill becomes law,
their sale to the public will be banned.
Stocks of them remaining on dealers
shelves will be bought up by the Govern-
ment, and the killer gun market will be
reduced by something like a million a
year. That ic good news.

The bad news is that the bill contains
an amendment that pulls more teeth out
of the Gun Control Act of 1968. The
relentless and implacable gun lobby has
once again worked its will on Congress.
The amendment would remove from
recordkeeping requirements the sale of
all .22 caliber rimfire ammunition.

That amendment kills all restrictions
on the sale of the ammunition most used
in the millions of Saturday night spe-
cials already on the streets of America.
Now, those who have the guns need not
even identify themselves when they buy
ammunition. That is bad news.

Mr. Speaker, there is an interesting
story behind that amendment. It begins
in late 1968 even before the ink was dry
on the Gun Control Act of 1968 as it
was signed by President Johnson. The
law was passed after an 8-year legis-
lative battle during which there were
riots and killing in our streets, a Presi-
dent, his brother, and other important
public figures were assassinated. At every
turn in the legislative road there were
headlong battles with the professional
army of lobbyists fielded by the gun
lobby. The gun lobby opposes all restric-
tions on the ownership of firearms.

So in December of 1968, smarting from
defeat with the passage of the Gun Con-
trol Act, the lobbies regrouped and im-
mediately began an assault on the new
law. A detailed battle strategy was
formulated by the leaders and was com-
municated to the public in the first
editions of firearms and firearms-
oriented publications of the new year.
Top priority in that plan to gut the new
law was to remove the restriction against
the sale of .22 rimfire ammunition.

The restriction was placed in the law
when Senator Robert Kennedy, one of the
law’s chief proponents, was murdered
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with .22 caliber ammunition. Here in the
House the fight against restricting the
ammunition sale was led by the then
Representative Clark MacGregor. Dur-
ing the Senate-House conference, it was
learned that Federal Cartridge Corp.,
the largest maker of .22 ammo—is lo-
cated in MacGregor’s district near Min-
neapolis and that he had worked closely
with the munition maker's attorney to
draw amendments to eliminate ammu-
nition from controls. But the conferees,
headed by Judiciary Chairman EMANUEL
CELLER, dropped MacGregor's amend-
ments from the final bill and for the first
time in history the sale of ammunition
used in most street crimes was brought
under control.

But with the change of administra-
tions in 1969, the gun lobby became more
brazen. Richard Nixon was never more
than lukewarm to the notion of control-
ling firearms, and during his campaign
for the Presidency he said so. Those in
his administration were even cooler to
the idea. They were clearly determined
to see that the full potential of the law
was never realized.

Shortly after the Nixon administration
took over, a $50,000 public service film
explaining the operation of the new law
was killed even before it was released, on
the grounds that it made hunters and
sportsmen look bad.

G. Gordon Liddy, a New Yorker long
identified with gun lobby interests, was
named to a key position in the Treasury
Department which administers the law
and he took care of the film. Later, Liddy
appeared as a White House aide where
he was able to do more for the cause of
the gun lobby. Just last year he con-
vened in the White House a series of
meetings with top figures of the gum
lobby to discuss firearms legislation.
Some of the White House guests were
from the group that originally drew the
plans to gut the Gun Control Act. Mean-
while, Clark MacGregor had become the
administration’s chief lobbyist on Capi-
tol Hill and remained there until re-
cently.

And so the gun lobby, thought by
many to be the most powerful and effec-
tive special interest group in the Nation,
scored a big victory yesterday. It ac-
complished the first major legislative
step in dismantling the most comprehen-
sive gun control law ever adopted by
Congress. As you can see, they had a lot
of help in doing it. And we can expect
more attempts to water down the gun
laws from this same group of special in-
terests.

Public hearings have been held on
similar legislation by the Judiciary Com-
mittee of the House and it is possible
that it will come to a vote before the
close of this session. It is for that reason
that I call attention to the defect in the
Senate bill and suggest that we in the
House be alert to attempts by the muni-
tions makers to open up the sale of am-
munition to every crook, delinquent, and
assassin who would set society right with
a couple of shots from his Saturday
night special.

Crime in the streets is still our No. 1
national concern. Firearms crimes are
rising. Street gangs have armed them-

selves. Mob warfare is in the headlines
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everyday. We should not lend ourselves
to this madness by taking restrictions
off the sale of the ammunition most in
demand by the punks and spoilers who
assassinate our leaders and terrorize our
streets.

NATIONAL GRANDPARENTS DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. DANIELS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have today once again intro-
duced legislation which would in a small
way recognize a generation of Ameri-
cans whose lives too often seem hopeless
and forelorn. Ironically, our senior citi-
zens seem forgotten in an age when more
and more Americans are living longer
and in better health.

We have done a few things to protect
the interests of senior citizens and to
make their lives somewhat easier. Medi-
care and medicaid programs, although
not all they could be, do provide assist-
ance for many older people. We have
provided special services and facilities
for older persons through OEO, HEW
and Department of Labor programs.

But these are physical programs that
touch the outer portion of the lives of
older people. Throughout the last few
decades families have drifted apart and
older people often cut adrift. Even
though their outer lives and physical
needs may be satisfied, many feel lost
and neglected. Indeed, the 1971 White
House Conference on Aging, for which I
drafted the authorizing legislation, rec-
ognized that “among the primary char-
acteristics of aging persons today are
loneliness and emotional deprivation . . .”

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced today
legislation that costs absolutely nothing
but sume effort on the part of the Con-
gress and the President to take a few
moments to provide for official recogni-
tion of “National Grandparents Day’
to be designated as the second Sunday
in October of each year.

TAX POLICY REVIEW ACT
OF 1972

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing a bill originally intro-
duced by my colleague from Arkansas
(Mr. MrLrs) and known as the Tax Pol-
icy Review Act of 1972, which would
terminate 54 provisions of the current
Federal income tax law allowing deduc-
tions or exemptions from tax. During this
period, the Congress would have to re-
enact any of these provisions which it
decided, after careful review, should be
continued.

The American public and the Congress
are fed up with the inequities of the cur-
rent tax system. Loopholes in the present
law allow the rich and the corporations
to get away with paying very little taxes
while the average wage earner, who can
ill afford it, bears the brunt of high Fed-
eral costs. It is high time for the Con-
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gress to assume its responsibility and
take a sweeping look at a situation that is
unfair to the majority and beneficial to a
select few.

With the country facing an $87 billion
budget deficit over the next 3 years, I
feel it is imperative that we find ways of
cutting expenditures and increasing rev-
enues to stave off a potentially eritical
national fiscal situation without placing
an unbearable burden on the average
citizen.

IRVIN P. MAZZEI GREAT CIVIC
LEADER PASSES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANIELSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON, Mr. Speaker, the
labor movement in Los Angeles, the
State of California, and our Nation has
lost a great leader. It is with a deep sense
of sadness that I bring to the attention
of the House, the recent passing of Irvin
P. Mazzei.

Mr. Mazzei was a man of extraordinary
ability who devoted much of his energy
and constructive efforts to the cause of
the working man. He began his union
career as a member of the American
Guild of Variety Artists in 1939. Later
he was the western regional director of
AGVA, vice-president of the Los Angeles
County Federation of Labor, and then he
served as the president of the Los Angeles
County Federation of Labor for more
than 8 years. His record as a union leader
shows that he stood for principles and
that he worked hard and conscientiously.

Mr. Mazzei also had an impeccable rec-
ord of selfless service as a community
leader. He made outstanding contribu-
tions to young people while serving as
president of the Southern Area Boys
Club, president of the Economic and
Youth Opportunities Agency of Greater
Los Angeles, and as a member of the
Los Angeles County Delinquency and
Crime Commission, the National Coun-
cil on Crime and Delinquency, and the
Los Angeles County Area Council, Boy
Scouts of America.

This fine man also made contributions
to society in the areas of health and
community relations while serving on
numerous community, civic, and philan-
thropic boards and agencies. His human
qualities, his kindness, his charity, and
above all his deep concern for the com-
munity will long be remembered by the
entire Los Angeles community.

SIXTH ANNUAL CONSTITUENT POLL
OF THE EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

(Mr. BIESTER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to report that the results of my
sixth annual constituent poll of the resi-
dents of the Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania have been tabu-
lated. The breakdown of responses on
each question is printed below for the
information of my colleagues in the
House.
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MEETING THE CHALLENGE OF
FOREIGN TRADE

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing two bills dealing with
problems posed to our economy by chang-
ing world economic conditions. These
bills would accomplish three basic objec-
tives:

First, they would provide a new pro-
gram of adjustment benefits and services
to workers affected by imports and other
economic factors beyond their control;

Second, they would revise the tax laws
to eliminate the indiscriminate granting
of tax subsidies to American corporations
exporting capital and technology; and

Third, the bills would amend the cus-
toms laws to simplify and make more
effective the antidumping and counter-
vailing duty procedures, laws presently
so cumbersome as to be almost useless.
The proposed changes would facilitate
prompt and effective action against im-
portation of foreign products at discrim-
inatively low prices or under special
foreign government subsidies.

These two bills, the Trade and Eco-
nomic Conversion Adjustment Act, and
the Foreign Trade Amendments Act of
1972, will, I hope, offer some significant
legislative answers to the problems of un-
employment and economic dislocation
increasingly associated with imports and
U.S. foreign investment.

In an already tight job market, the
American worker perceives the rising tide
of imports as a serious threat to his secu-
rity. Concern about jobs lost to imports
has provoked calls for a review of our
foreign trade policies and for a reversal
of the open trade philosophy which
guided these policies through the last
three decades.

For the most of the period since World
War II, these policies have worked well.
This period has seen a phenomenal
growth in the world economy and the
economy of the United States. This
growth has brought with it a significant

rise in real living standards in the de-
veloped countries, including the United
States. However, the very success of our
international trade and investment poli-
cies, together with certain negative facts,
such as the Vietnam war and enormous
military budgets, have led to a basic
shift in America’'s competitive position.
Secretary of Commerce Peter G. Peter-
son, then Assistant to the President for
International Economic Affairs, speak-
ing last December, summarized this de-
velopment as follows:

The old policies were based partly on early
postwar realities, and sometimes reflected
lags between changes in those realities and
the world's perception of those changes. The
central fact of the past twenty-flve years
had been the conviction—ours as much as
that of other countries—that the U.S. was
dominant, both in size and competitiveress
in the international economy and that the
practices, Institutions and rules governing
international trade and payments were struc-
tured to fit that fact. We as a nation and
the world as a whole were too slow to real-
ize that basic structural and competitive
changes were too slow in responding.

Some people have reacted to this situ-
ation by proposing that the United States
abandon its open trade philosophy and
embrace a restrictive philosophy, adopt-
ing such protectionist measures as im-
port quotas and drastic controls and tax
penalties over foreign investment by
American corporations.

Those who advocate freezing imports
and restricting the export of American
capital do so out of a legitimate concern
for the welfare of the American worker.
It is a concern which is shared by many
of those who have misgivings about the
imposition of such controls. The disloca-
tion of any worker is a personal tragedy
and a loss to the community and the Na-
tion. On the grounds of simple compas-
sion for people in distress, it cannot be
ignored.

At the time I became a Member of Con-
gress, hundreds of workers in my con-
gressional district were unemployed.
Hundreds of them are still unemployed.
Many more live in fear of unemployment.
To say that I am concerned about their
situation is putting it mildly. Since being

in this House, I have spent a very large
portion of my disposable time attempting
to get a clear understanding of the
causes of their distress and possible leg-
islative action to remedy the situation.

The problem is not a simple one, and
there are no simple solutions to it. The
effects on the whole economy, if wrong
legislative choices are made, could be
severe and could actually create more
unemployment and a lower standard of
living. For this reason, and because I am
not an economist, I have declined to
take a fixed position on some of the more
drastic legislative proposals relating to
foreign trade and investment, These pro-
posals, such as the Burke-Hartke bill,
should be the subject of thorough and
searching legislative hearings before they
can be considered for submission to the
Congress as a whole.

I took the liberty months ago of urging
the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee to hold such hear-
ings. So far, no such hearings have been
held and, as far as I know, none are
scheduled. In the meantime, the dollar
devaluation and other measures to al-
leviate the situation have been put into
effect. But the problem has not gone
away and is not likely to go away until
our national policies—and those of other
countries as well—are brought into line
with the economic realities of the new
era.

As a result of my own study of the
problem, I have concluded that the need
for certain types of legislative action in
this area is sufficiently clear and the
implications of such legislation are suf-
ficiently limited that it could be adopted
without waiting for the extensive hear-
ings that are needed for some of the
more drastic proposals. This is the pro-
posed legislative package that I am
offering today.

Before describing the legislation in
detail, let me make a few general ob-
servations. These may be obvious to any-
one experienced in this field, but I think
they bear repeating.

THE FUTILITY OF UNILATERAL ACTION

First of all, I think we must recognize
that the United States cannot, acting by
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itself, solve the international trade and
investment problem. Our Nation’s econ-
omy is still the keystone of the arch of
the free world’s economy, but it cannot
function effectively independent of the
other members of the structure. We can,
by unilateral action, disrupt the econ-
omy of the free world—and impoverish
ourselves in the process. But in today’s
world, we cannot unilaterally solve all of
our Nation’s economic problems, and our
ability to solve any of them unilaterally
diminishes with each passing year.

Already the United States imports $4.4
billion worth of raw materials to keep our
factories operating and to produce the
goods needed to maintain our standard of
living, and the trend is toward greater
imports in the future. By 1985, economists
have estimated, imports to keep our
economy operating will have to undergo
a sixfold increase. Obviously, we will
have to earn the foreign exchange to
pay for these materials. There are only
two ways to earn the foreign exchange:

First, the export of our goods and
services, and

Second, earnings from our foreign
investment.

The United States will be severely
hampered in its ability to increase its
earnings in foreign exchange unless it
can break down many of the artificial
restrictions that other nations have im-
posed on imports and foreign invest-
ment. To accomplish this will require
multilateral agreements or understand-
ings between the United States and
other nations.

This does not mean that we should
not equip ourselves with all reasonable
means of combating unfair trading prac-
tices by other nations, such as dumping
their products in our markets at artifi-
cially low prices or subsidizing their
exports to an unreasonable degree.

Nor does it mean that we should not
provide ourselves with bargaining chips
to use in negotiating with other nations
to lower their barriers to our exports.
However, we must be aware of the dan-
ger that such chips, if they take the
form of additional restrictions, may
evolve into permanent trade restrictions,
which would have the effect of constrict-
ing rather than expanding our ability to
export,

NEGATIVE IMPACT OF TRADE RESTRICTIONS

This brings me to the other side of
the foreign trade coin. Not only is a go-
it-alone policy likely to be unproductive
in promoting our exports; it is likely to
be counterproductive if, as is usually the
case, it involves long-term, large-scale
restrictions on foreign imports. This is
why I have serious misgivings as to
whether protectionist legislation will
really protect American jobs.

Having grown up during the great de-
pression of the 1930’s, I have a strong
sense of the danger as well as the futility
of attempting to export unemployment.
Many economists have expressed the be-
lief that the protectionist Smoot-Hawley
Tariff Act of 1930 was & major contribut-
ing factor to both the severity and length
of that depression.

The trouble with creating new restric-
tions against foreign imports is that they
are likely to provoke retaliation by other
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nations, creating additional restrictions
on American exports. If this approach
turned out to be disastrous in the 1930's,
what reason have we to believe it would
be any less disastrous today? Certainly
the jobs likely to be saved through im-
port quotas and similar protectionist leg-
islation must be balanced against the jobs
that are likely to be lost because of re-
duced exports. My readings on this sub-
ject indicate that the result is likely to be
a net loss of jobs in the United States.

State Department economists have es-
timated, for example, that if import quo-
tas such as those proposed under Burke-
Hartke are imposed, and there is an
equivalent retaliation by our foreign
trading partners, the immediate impact
on the U.S. job market would be a net
loss of nearly 8,000 jobs. The number of
jobs lost in U.S. export industries and
industries supplying them would exceed
the number gained in other industries
presently competing with imports by that
amount. That is only the immediate
effect.

Lost jobs mefin lost income, reduced
consumer spending, and ultimately, the
loss of still more jobs. This debilitating
sequence of events is one that could be
repeated many times before the shock
waves of the initial job loss finally sub-
side. In their report, the State Depart-
ment economists estimated that by the
time the ripples died down, the net loss
of jobs could be as high as 30,000 to
80,000.

While other economists may present
different figures, the consensus appears
to be that the net impact of restrictive
trade policies on domestic employment
would only be negative.

Clearly, this is a very serious obstacle
to be overcome by the proponents of re-
strictive trade legislation. They must, at
the very least, demonstrate that their
proposals will not produce an overall net
loss in employment in the United States.
For while it is possible for such legislation
to protect certain jobs in certain indus-
tries, the Congress could not be expected
to protect the jobs of some American
workers by creating unemployment for
an even larger number of other American
workers.

THE DOMESTIC SOURCE OF OUR ECONOMIC
PROBLEMS

A third basic observation I would make
is that the primary solution to our un-
employment problem lies in the adoption
of domestic economic programs to insure
full employment. Despite the seriousness
of the threat of imported products, most,
if not all, of the unemployment in my
own congressional district, a highly in-
dustrialized area, is the direct result of
failure in our own domestic economy. I
believe the same could be said for the
country as a whole. Whether foreign
tariff barriers are reduced—or U.S. tariff
walls are raised—the internal problems
which plague our economy and make
American goods less competitive abroad
and at home will remain. The American
worker will not be secure in his job until
they are solved.

What are they? There is one expres-
sion which seems to have gained general
acceptance as a catchphrase describing
the whole complex of problems facing
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American industry and the U.S. econo-
my—failing productivity. Since 1965 the
United States has experienced a rate of
productivity increase much slower than
those enjoyed by Japan and Western Eu-
rope. In the period 1965-1970, U.S. pro-
ductivity increased at an annual rate of
2.1 percent, while Japanese productivity
expanded at the phenomenal rate of 14.1
percent per year In this same period the
French showed annual productivity gains
of 6.6 percent; German and Italian pro-
ductivity rose at better that 5 percent an-
nually. Even Great Britain, with its sup-
posedly sluggish economy, experienced a
higher annual rate of increase in pro-
ductivity than did the United States—3.1
percent. Is it any wonder that American
goods have become less competitive?

The blame for our poor productivity
performance and our consequently weak-
ened competitive position can only be
laid at our own doorstep. Some business
leaders and public officials have sug-
gested that it is all the fault of the
American working man. “His wages are
too high, he is not producing enough,”
they say. “He is pricing American goods
right out of the domestic and world
markets.” These charges may be true in
some cases. But the objective facts do
not bear out these charges for the econ-
omy as a whole. In the period 1957 to
1970, unit labor costs increased at an
annual rate of 1.9 percent. But our
yvearly rate of inflation was substantially
higher than this; prior to the freeze,
consumer prices were increasing at bet-
ter than 5 percent annually. Clearly it
is misleading to place the blame for ris-
ing prices on labor. It is equally mislead-
ing to blame the workers for our poor
showing in productivity. Their output is
ultimately limited by the technology at
their disposal.

Is the rising tide of imports and the
decline in our exports the fault of Amer-
ican businessman, then, for not having
modernized their plants fast enough to
keep pace with foreign competition? In
some cases it is. The steel industry is a
case in point. While the absence of re-
strictions has made possible the entry of
foreign steel, particularly Japanese steel,
it is primarily superior technology that
has made it competitive. The Japanese
produce 80 percent of their basic steel
by the new basic oxygen process. In con-
trast, only 48 percent of American steel
is produced this way—the process, inci-
dentally, was invented in Austria. On the
whole, however, American industry leads
the world in managerial skill and cre-
ativity.

Mr. Speaker, if the blame for our sag-
ging productivity lies anywhere, it lies
right on our own doorstep. The Federal
Government itself is the biggest single
contributor and source of both inflation
and the lag in productivity growth.

Since 1946, the Congress has author-
ized and the executive branch has spent,
nearly a trillion dollars—$1,000,000,000,-
000—on the military. It is well recognized
today that this massive investment in
economically unproductive military pro-
grams has come at the expense of do-
mestic social needs and programs, which
have gone begging as our military budg-
ets have continued to grow. It is prob-
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ably no coincidence that the great Swed-
ish economist, Gunnar Myrdal, has
stated that it will cost at least a trillion
dollars and require at least a generation
for America to rebuild its cities, end
poverty, and heal all of the many social
deformities that have dislocated our so-
ciety in recent years and are generally
lumped under the heading of the urban
crisis.

What is not as well perceived is that
the tremendous expenditures we have
made for weapons and weapons tech-
nology have diverted our scientific and
technological resources from civilian to
military pursuits. This domestic “brain-
drain,” I believe, has contributed sig-
nificantly to the poor productivity record
of America's civilian economy.

Higher productivity depends on both
capital investment and technological im-
provements. Industrial technology is im-
proved through scientific research and
development—R. & D. The rapid growth
of federally supported defense and space
research and development in the post-
war period has promoted a rise in the
overall costs of R. & D. both to the Gov-
ernment itself and to private industry.
Government demand created a seller’s
market for scientific and technical per-
sonnel and bid the cost of their services
up. As a result, R. & D, has become pro-
hibitively expensive for many private
firms. This, combined with the diversion
of the best of our scientific and technical
talent to defense and aerospace work,
has slowed the growth of civilian R. & D.
over the last two decades.

If American industry is to become more
competitive, it must become more pro-
ductive. This will depend to a large meas-
ure, on the successful conversion of a
substantial portion of our economic re-
sources from military to civilian uses. A
comprehensive economic conversion pro-
gram, combined with an outward-looking
trade policy which seeks the relaxation of
trade barriers as the best way to gain
entrance to foreign markets for Amer-
ican products, will, in my view, best serve
this country’s economic interests in the
long run.

But this is still cold comfort to the
worker who loses his job because of in-
creased imports in the short run. If it is
to be our national policy to seek freer
trade, it is also our responsibility, as a
humane nation, to see that workers dis-
located by foreign competition, through
no fault of their own, are not left out in
the cold while the rest of the Nation pros-
pers. Those of us who believe that there
are great benefits to be reaped from the
expansion of international trade must
recognize that there are costs as well. It
would be grossly unfair to permit the de-
velopment of a situation in which society
enjoys the benefits of freer trade while
particular groups of workers are bur-
dened with the costs.

Congress recognized the Government’s
obligation to assist workers laid off as a
result of our foreign trade policies—at
least in principle—when it made adjust-
ment assistance part of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962. In practice, however,
the present adjustment assistance pro-
gram has not worked. It is difficult for
workers to qualify for benefits, and the
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assistance that is available is inadequate.
Although the effort has been less than
successful, the concept behind it is still
sound. I believe that the principal of pub-
lic responsibility for the consequences
of national economic policy can and must
be made to work.
TRADE AND ECONOMIC CONVERSION ADJUSTMENT
ACT

The Trade and Economic Conversion
Adjustment Act, which I am introducing
today, is intended to translate that prin-
cipal into reality. This bill is much more
comprehensive than the present adjust-
ment assistance program. It would im-
prove on it in three basic ways.

OBJECTIVE ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS

First, it would be easier to invoke. Un-
der the present law, a worker’s eligibility
for adjustment assistance is setfled on
the basis of two subjective judgments—
that increased imports are a “major fac-
tor” contributing to an industry’s de-
cline, and that these imports resulted in
major part from trade concessions. The
gray area here is considerable. When do
imports cross the threshold from being
a minor nuisance to being a major dis-
ruptive factor? How often can it be
shown that particular increases in im-
ports have resulted in major part from
trade concessions? The answer has
proven to be almost never. In case after
case, the Tariff Commission has decided
against workers seeking assistance.

Under the new law I am proposing,
workers would only need to show that a
decline in their firm's output was ac-
companied by an adverse change in the
industry's trading position—either an in-
crease in imports or a decline in exports,
or both. In the event that the industry-
wide export-import pattern remains un-
changed, workers could still qualify for
assistance if they could show that a de-
crease in their employer’s production was
accompanied by reduced sales to custom-
ers who made increased purchases of the
product from foreign competitors.

These new criteria would tie the de-
termination of eligibility to specific,
readily correlated economic data. They
would eliminate the contentious issue of
what is major and what is minor. Ad-
justment assistance would be based on
the bedrock of sound economic analysis.
This, more than anything else, will pro-
mote fair and equitable administration
of the program.

MORE GENEROUS BENEFITS

The second important improvement is
in the size and scope of the benefits pro-
posed in my bill. Even if a worker can
pass the difficult eligibility requirements,
the present adjustment assistance pro-
gram provides unemployment compensa-
tion of up to 65 percent of the national
average manufacturing wage for a
maximum of 1 year. It seems to me that
our people are entitled to something
better than this and that we can and
should provide it for them.

The benefits provided by my bill would
sustain workers and their families with
minimal erosion of their economic status,
and no loss of their self-respect, for a
period long enough for them to find new
jobs. Briefly summarized, the adjust-
ment benefits I am proposing would
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compensate workers at the rate of 80
percent of their own previous wages
while they remain unemployed. If they
take new jobs at reduced wages, they
would be compensated for the entire
difference between their new earning
levels and their old, guaranteeing them
100 percent of their prelayoff earnings.
Their health benefits, as well as the em-
ployer’s portion of their contributions to
social security, would also be maintained.

In addition to these basic benefits, dis-
located workers would, under my bill, be
eligible for job retraining and relocation
assistance.

Finally, the maximum period during
which most senior workers would receive
benefits would be greafly extended. Any
worker employed by a firm for at least
4 weeks prior to being laid off would
be eligible to receive benefits for 12
months. Workers would receive an addi-
tional month’s benefits for every addi-
tional year of past employment by the
firm which laid them off, and an addi-
tional 2 months’ benefits for every year
of employment in excess of 10. Older
workers, who are likely to have a more
difficult time finding new jobs, would
thus be afforded extra protection under
my bill.

EXPANDED SCOFE OF COVERAGE

The proposed act improves on the
present adjustment assistance program
in a third important way: it significantly
expands the scope of coverage.

If our civilian economy is to become
truly healthy and viable again, if the
fires of inflation are to be checked, and
the chill of unemployment ended, our
national resources must be redirected.
We must significantly scale down our
public investment in the implements of
war and substantially escalate our spend-
ing on the tools of peace. A major shift
in Federal spending from military pro-
grams to meeting human needs will, I
believe, yield tremendous benefits for
our economy as a whole,

But these benefits will not accrue to
all sectors of the economy immediately,
and in faect, in the short run some mili-
tary contractors will suffer and some
workers will lose their jobs. The Federal
Government set the spending priorities
which created the present surplus of
defense jobs and made thousands of
workers and their families dependent on
Government military contracts for their
livelihoods. In resetting those priorities,
the Government must accept the respon-
sibility for the welfare of those workers.

In recognition of this obligation, my
bill would extend the benefits I have al-
ready outlined to workers who lose their
jobs because of cutbacks in Government
space and military programs. This would
assure laid-off defense and aerospace
workers real income security in the diffi-
cult interim period between the disap-
pearance of their old jobs and the emer-
gence of new job opportunities. And it
would do more than that. It would also
help stabilize the economies of the com-
munities in which these workers live,
where thousands more people are em-
ployed in service industries catering to
their needs.

The act I am proposing also extends its
coverage to another group of workers not
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covered by the present adjustment assist-
ance program. They are employees of the
so-called multinational corporations.
The existing program does not take into
account the plight of workers who may
have been laid off as a result of a decision
by their employers to invest abreoad. In
most such cases the workers cannot
qualify for benefits under the present
law. Yet, when top management decides
to invest overseas rather than produce
at home—as, for example, Chrysler Corp.
did when it decided to import Colts and
Crickets from Japan—workers may lose
their jobs, their families suffer, and local
economies may be hurt. Workers dis-
located by overseas investment are just
as much victims of our open trade and
investment policies as workers displaced
by foreign imports.

The eligibility of defense and space in-
dustry workers and employees of mul-
tinational corporations for adjustment
benefits under the new act would be
determined on the basis of hard economic
data—not subjective judgments. Dis-
located workers would qualify for as-
sistance upon demonstration that a de-
cline in the domestic production of their
firms is associated with either a cut-
back in U.S. space and defense contracts,
or the firm’s decision to invest abroad.

FINANCING

The question will no doubt be raised
as to how the adjustment benefits I have
just outlined are to be financed. The pro-
posed act contains no special provision
for financing the adjustment benefits
that would be payable under the act. Ob-
viously, the number of workers eligible
for benefits and the amount of benefits
could vary considerably from year to
year. As the bill is written, funds to pay
for adjustment benefits would have to
come from the general revenues as
neceded.

However, alternative financing meth-
ods could be worked out by Congress
after experience has been gained in the
administration of the act. For example,
it might be possible to give the Secretary
of the Treasury power to impose a small,
across-the-board tariff on imports at a
rate that could be varied from year to
year, as necessary, to pay for adjustment
benefits resulting from foreign trade and
investment. I intend to continue to ex-
plore possible methods of financing such
benefits, and would expect to have some
specific proposal to make by the time the
bill is reached for consideration in com-
mittee. However, the question of financ-
ing is not essential to the enactment of
the bill and should not delay consider-
ation of this urgently needed protection
for the working people of America.

FOREIGN TRADE AMENDMENTS ACT OF 18972

But we must do more than merely
provide assistance to cushion the shock
of unemployment. We can also act now
to eliminate provisions in our tax laws
and tariff laws that subsidize and en-
courage foreign investment, even though
it may be at the expense of domestic in-
vestment. We must also have more effec-
tive legal tools for combating unfair
competition by imported products. To
this end, I am also introducing today the
Foreign Trade Amendments Act of 1972.

The act would make the following

CXVIII—1744—Part 21

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -—HOUSE

changes in our tax structure and tariff
laws:

It would end blanket tax deferral on
unrepatriated, foreign-source income.

It would close, for the future, tariff
loopholes for products assembled abroad
from U.S.-made components, except
where competitive necessity can be
shown.

It would require the Overseas Private
Investment Corp., to evaluate its' deci-
sions in the light of their impact on the
domestic economy, and prohibit it from
subsidizing or guaranteeing foreign in-
vestments which could have an adverse
effect on the U.S. economy.

It would strengthen our antidumping
and countervailing duty laws and make
them easier to invoke against subsidized
imports.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT TAX AND TARIFF
REFORM

Mr. Speaker, some of our present tax
laws and tariff rules still reflect the
philosophy current in the days when it
was our national policy to encourage U.S.
foreign investment—in the aftermath
of World War II, when the prostrate
economies of Western Europe and Japan
desperately needed massive infusions of
American capital. Our national policy-
makers wisely recognized that rapid eco-
nomic recovery was the key to political
stability in these countries, and that in
the longrun our own economic inter-
ests would be well served by the develop-
ment of healthy, expanding foreign econ-
omies and the new markefs for U.S.
products which they could provide.

It is a testament to the success of those
policies that today we are in a whole new
ball game when it comes to international
trade. The economies of Western Europe
and Japan are thriving as never before.
American capital is no longer an essen-
tial ingredient to their success, but the
manner in which it may be used or
abused in the world is vital to our con-
tinued success.

While once justified by world eco-
nomic and political conditions, indis-
criminate artificial incentives to for-
egn investment, such as those provided
by our present tax rules, tariff prefer-
ences, and investment guarantees, no
longer serve our economic interests.

Certainly the time has come to adopt a
tax and tariff policy that is best for our
own longrun economic interests. That
is a policy of neutrality. Foreign invest-
ment decisions which are made in an at-
mosphere of complete tax and tariff neu-
trality are most likely to be made on the
basis of the real economies underlying
the proposed investment, such as the
availability and cost of raw materials,
and labor, capital, and transport costs.
Such foreign investment, made by bal-
ancing the real economic advantages and
disadvantages as compared with similar
domestic investment, is most likely to
bring the maximum benefits to all seg-
ments of our economy—the opening of
new markets for American exports and
the creation of more jobs for American
workers.

Present laws deferring U.S. tax on in-
come earned abroad by foreign subsidi-
aries of American companies, and tariff
loopholes giving special vreferences to
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products assembled abroad by U.S.-
based corporations, are not conducive
to the most economically sound invest-
ment, These tax and tariff preferences
tend to encourage American firms to
close down at home and set up abroad,
depriving American workers of jobs and
income for reasons which may have very
little to do with sound business practice
or the long-run interests of our own
economy.

Their repeal would create a more in-
telligent tax and tariff policy, which
would neither subsidize nor penalize U.S.
foreign investment. We would have an
economic environment in which there
would be no U.S. tax benefit from send-
ing investment capital overseas to take
advantage of lower foreign tax rates, or
tariff preferences for setting up final as-
sembly plants abroad to take advantage
of cheaper labor.

However, while complete U.S. tax and
tariff neutrality toward U.S. foreign in-
vestment should be our guiding prin-
ciple, we must recognize that there are
likely to be times when theory, no matter
how sound, will clash with other im-
portant considerations. We may adopt a
neutral tax and tariff stance, but there
is no guarantee that other countries will
follow suit. American firms, seeking to
invest abroad for the best of reasons,
but carrying the full burden of U.S.
taxes, could find themselves at a com-
petitive disadvantage with foreign com-
panies whose governments do not tax
foreign source income.

For this reason, the tax and tariff pro-
visions of this act would end the indis-
criminate granting of such tax and
tariff preferences but would not go the
whole road to total repeal of the present
tax deferral on foreign earnings or tariff
preferences for goods assembled abroad
from United States made components,

If a firm must invest overseas to re-
main competitive with foreign compan-
ies at home or abroad, or if it seeks to
enter new markets which U.S. exports
cannot reach, and if it can show that its
investments would have no adverse ef-
fect on our trade and payments balances
or on domestic employment, then, under
the provisions of my bill, it could seek
and obtain such tax deferral and tariff
relief. In all other cases, the tax and
tariff laws would be neutral, neither en-
couraging nor discouraging foreign in-
vestment by U.S. firms. Foreign source
income would be taxed in the year it is
earned, and products assembled abroad
from U.S.-made components would face
the same tariff obstacles encountered by
100 percent foreign-made goods.

Criteria similar to those I have just
outlined would be applied by this bill to
investment guarantees the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation—OPIC.
The Federal Government should not be
in the business of subsidizing or guar-
anteeing foreign investments which are
likely to deprive American workers of
jobs, or are otherwise adverse to the
American economy. There is presently no
requirement in the law that OPIC eval-
uate its decisions in the light of their
impact on the American worker or the
domestic economy. This is a serious flaw,
which this bill would remedy.
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SIMPLIFIED ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTER=-
VAILING DUTY PROCEDURES

The greater the freedom to trade, the
more necessary it is to have effective
means of insuring fair trade. There will
always be some foreign firms which will
try to gain a competitive advantage by
dumping their products on the American
market at artificially low prices. There
will be some foreign governments which
will seek to subsidize their export indus-
tries. We have antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws on the books now to
cope with such unfair trade tactics, but
in practice, administrative procedures
have made them difficult to invoke.

The proposed act would simplify the
procedures and set a time limit of 4
months for the Tariff Commission to
complete its deliberations and come to a
decision. These changes would assure
U.S. manufacturers and U.S. workers of
timely relief in the event of unfair for-
eign competition.

Mr, Speaker, the two bills I have intro-
duced today represent an attempt to
come to grips with at least some aspects
of the highly complex and controversial
question of how far the Government
should inject itself into regulation of for-
eign trade and foreign investment. Those
who would go farther and have the Gov-
ernment drastically restrict imports and
curb and control U.S. foreign investment
bear the burden of demonstrating that
such controls would not become self-
defeating, stagnating our economy and
destroying more jobs than they save. Un-
til full public hearings are held on their
proposals and the pros and cons have
been thoroughly and objectively debated,
there is no way for the Congress to decide
whether that burden has been met.

But to those who insist that there is
no need for change, that we live in the
best of all possible economic worlds, it is
only necessary to point to the rising tide
of imports and the huge gaps in our bal-
ance of trade and balance of payments
to suggest that this just is not so. Like-
wise, the anguished cries of workers who
feel their jobs are threatened by imports
and by multinational corporations are
eloquent testimony that our present
trade and investment policies are not
serving all sectors of our economy
equally well.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the
Trade and Economic Conversion Adjust-
ment Act and the Foreign Trade Amend-
ments Act of 1972, which I have intro-
duced today, will afford some meaning-
ful progress toward a more workable and
humane foreign trade and investment
policy. 1 include a section-by-section
analysis of the bills, along with the text
of the bills, to be printed in the REcorp
at this point:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

“Trade and Economlc Conversion Adjust-
ment Act of 1972."

Section 3 establishes a separate Office of
Adjustment Benefits in the Department of
Labor to administer the Adjustment Bene-
fits -
Bection 4 establishes an advisory board
composed of labor leaders and the chairmen
snd ranking minority members of the Joint
Economic Committee, the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Committee, and the House
Education and Labor Committee to review
the administration of the Act and to make an
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annual report to the President and to Con-
gress. Board members will have full access
to all records, data, memoranda, and other
documents of the Office. This section ensures
that the administration of this Act will be
conducted in a completely open manner.

Section 5 establishes the criteria for deter-
mining workers’ eligibility for benefits under
this Act. The criteria tie eligibility to easily
obtalned and readily correlated objective,
economic data, assuring that eligibility deter-
minations under this Act will be fair and
equitable. This section also extends eligibility
for Adjustment Benefits to employees of
U.8. firms with foreign investments and firms
with government defense and space contracts.
The existing adjustment assistance Pro-
gram, established under the Trade Expan-
slon Act of 1962, covers only workers dis-
placed by import competition.

Section 6 establishes the amount and du-
ration of cash benefits under this Act. The
benefit levels established are higher than
those avallable under the present Adjustment
Assistance Program. Unemployed workers
would recelve 80% of their own former
weekly wages. Eligible workers taking new
Jjobs at reduced wages would recelve compen-
sation to bring them up to 100% of their old
earning levels, giving workers an incentive
to seek new employment as quickly as pos-
sible. Workers deemed eligible for Adjust-
ment Benefits would receive them for at
least one year, and longer depending on their
previous length of service with the firm
which lays them off.

Section 7 provides for job retraining for
workers deemed eligible for Adjustment
Benefits.

SBectlon B provides for assistance for eligi-
ble workers in relocating within the United
States, if such relocation is necessary to ob-
tain suitable employment.

Section 9 authorizes the Director of the
Office of Adjustment Benefits to contract for
health insurance coverage in behalf of work-
ers deemed eligible for Adjustment Benefits.

Bection 10 requires U.8. employers engaged
in interstate and foreign commerce to give
their employees at least three weeks advance
notice of any impending lay-offs or reduc-
tions in working hours. Failure to give such
notice under this section would be punish-
able by a 85,000 fine.

“Foreign Trade Amendments of 1972."
TITLE I—TAX LAW AMENDMENTS

Section 102 provides for the taxation of
earnings and profits of controlled foreign
corporations.

Section 991 requires that earnings and
profits from foreign investment be reported
with a breakdown as to the source of the in-
come (l.e—from each country) for the year
in which profits were earned; and that re-
ported earnings and profits follow generally
the rules now applied to corporations within
the U.S., with adjustments for prior year's
deficits, and exemptions for reporting of in-
come where foreign legal restrictions make
such reporting unrealistic or U.S. laws make
such reporting unfair,

Sec. 992 defines the U.S. corporation as
one with 10% or more of the foreign com-
pany's stock and defines "control’ as owner-
ship of more than 50% of the stock. It de-
fines the forelgn corporation with provisions
for assuring that indirect control shall be in-
cluded.

Sec. 993 establishes the mechanism for de-
termining what is considered stock owner-
ship, either direct or indirect.

Sec. 994 provides against double taxation
by exempting income that has already been
reported for taxes in the U.S. or abroad
through a chaln of relationships which would
be taxed anyway. Proof is required for this
exemption, so that information on relation-
ships will be available.

Sec. 995 makes provision so that the U.S,
stock has a taxable value related to the new
provisions. The basis or the taxable value of

August 10, 1972

the corporate stock will be adjusted by what-
ever amount is included or excluded in the
gross income of the U.S. corporation. This as-
sures that U.S. Income abroad does not escape
proper capital gains or other revenue collec-
tion. The adjustment in the “basis” may be
upward for inclusions or downward for ex-
clusions.

Sec. 996 provides that the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission may grant an exemption from the
provisions of sections 991-8956 to any U.S.
firm with respect to its foreign-source earn-
ings, if it finds that the firm's foreign invest-
ments and operations do not adversely affect
the U.S. balances of trade and payments, or
U.S. domestic employment, and that the firm
could not domestically produce the articles
it is producing in whole or in part abroad and
market them competitively with like or simi-
lar articles produced by foreign-owned firms.
TITLE II—ANTIDUMPING ACT, COUNTERVAILING

DUTY LAW, TARIFF SCHEDULES AMENDMENTS

AND OTHER PROVISIONS

Sections 201 and 202 amend the Antidump-
ing Act and countervailing duty statutes of
the Tariff Act to expedite antidumping and
countervailing duty procedures by placing
their administration in one agency and set-
ting a time limit of three months for the
processing of a complaint.

Section 203 amends the U.S. Tarlff Code to
provide that those items permitting the im-
portation of articles assembled abroad from
U.S.-made components at reduced tariffs
(items 806.30 and 807.00) shall apply only in
cases where the U.S. Tariff Commission finds
that the importation of such articles will not
adversely affect U.S. exports, the U.S. balance
of payments, or domestic employment, and
that the importer could not produce the
article domestically and market it competi-
tively with like or similar articles produced
by foreign-owned firms.

Section 204 stipulates that the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation may not pro-
vide any insurance, guaranties, loans or any
other assistance it is authorized to provide
to U.S. firms seeking its assistance for pur-
poses of overseas Investment unless the U.S.
Tariff Commission first finds that the over-
seas Investments or operations of such firms
will not adversely affect U.S. exports, the
U.S. balance of payments, or domestic em-
ployment, and that firms applying for such
assistance could not domestically produce
the articles they intend to produce overseas
and market them competitively with like or
similar articles produced by foreign-owned
firms.

| ee—————

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
WILKES-BARRE VETERANS' HOS-
PITAL DURING “AGNES"

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the tragic
devastation caused by the flooding of
Agnes has, in some way, affected each of
us. Despite the loss of homes, businesses,
and communities there was a bright spot
in all the destruction.

Faced with disaster, man showed his
compassion for those unfortunate
erough to have been stricken by the
flood by contributing to countless assist-
ance programs. I would praise specifi-
cally the efforts of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration Hospital in Wilkes-Barre,
Pa., and its director, Dr. Leon Ross.
Superb staff efforts in this hospital
coupled with the cooperation of respon-
sible citizens enabled the hospital to
function close to normal. In addition,
the Wilkes-Barre facility received
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patients from other hospitals who were
forced into below normal operations be-
cause of the flooding conditions.

The Veterans’ Administration also of-
fered immediate assistance to veterans
in securing and maintaining G.I. loans
which would enable them to rebuild after
the tremendous amount of destruction
began to clear away.

As a longtime member of the House
Veterans’ Affairs Committee and one
who considers himself a guardian of the
Nation’s programs for veterans, I am
proud to be associated with the Veterans’
Administration and I compliment them
on their humane efforts in serving not
only veterans during this recent disas-
ter, but the entire citizenry.

The three articles which follow ex-
plain in more vivid detail the commend-
able actions of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion during the devastation of Agnes:

Froop Herp

“The Wilkes-Barre VA Hospital brought its
full operational force to bear to serve Wyom-
ing Valley in its flood emergency,” reported
the Wilkes-Barre Independent, adding:

“The big hospital on the bill, despite its
quiet appearance to those who visit there,
was deeply involved in the medical program
of the valley. As the waters of the Susque-
hanna rose, patients from Mercy and Nesbitt
Memorial Hospitals were the first to be
evacuated to the big facility. Advance emer-
gency-type preparedness paid off, in that a
smooth, well-functioning organization was
put into operation.

“Lack of power for a time, lack of tele-
phones at VA for over a week, and other in-
conveniences did not stop us from function-
ing well,” sald Dr. Leon Ross, hospital
director,

“Amateur radio operators who came from
all over Pennsylvania and New Jersey served
as the only communications link. They were
most effective,” the story said.

Accldent victims and serlously {11 patients
were transferred to the VA hospital by heli-
copter. Many landings were made in dark-
ness, The baseball field behind the VA hos-
pital was rimmed with parked automobiles,
Their headlights were turned on when the
helicopters approached to outline the feld.
Ambulances with blinking lights showed the
emergency landing pad.

During the critical stages of the flood, the
helicopter served as the most effective emer-
gency vehicle and made landings to bring in
35 patients. After they landed the hellcopters
again took off carrying VA-supplied drugs,
food and badly needed emergency medicines
to flood rellef headquarters center at
Misericordia.

From Leader Nursing Home in Kingston,
35 patlents were sent to the VA hospital.
These were older women, the news story said
and all required extensive nursing care. Not
only were these people taken care of but
theilr names were broadcast over the radio,
80 their families would not worry.

The president of the county medical society
set up his emergency flood headquarters at
the VA hospital. More than 150 homes and
offices of physicians were washed away by the
flood and their communications were han-
dled at the VAH, added the Independent.

The Pennsylvania Department of Public
Welfare was also glven space at the VA hos-
pital, as well as the Holy Savior Church and
veterans organizations for their flood rellef
work.

Even though their own homes were lost
and damaged, many VA hospital workers
stayed at the hospital working around the
clock during the emergency, the newspaper
sald.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Loans To Froop VicTIMs

Veterans in the flood area who suffered
property loss or damage due to the storm
were asked to contact their nearest VA office
for help. Steps were taken to: reinstate,
wherever possible GI loan benefits when
properties were totally destroyed; extend rea-
sonable leniency to veterans with VA loans in
default due to the disaster; make supple-
mental loans to veterans, where economically
feasible, for repalrs on partially destroyed
properties obtained by VA loans; and to pro-
vide counseling and assistance on obtaining
repair or reconstruction loans from non-VA
sources.

The VA also made available to the Office of
Economic Preparedness VA-owned properties
to house fiood victims.

[From VAnguard, Aug. 1, 1972]
VA HosprraLs Herp NEIGHBORS IN WAKE OF
TROPICAL STORM “AGNES"

“Agnes” was a complex storm that started
as a hurricane in the Caribbean. She was
downgraded to a tropical storm as she moved
inland only to gather new strength and to
eventually cause more wide-spread flood
damage than any other one storm in the
nation's history. (The Johnstown flood had
more casualties, but was limited in area.)

VA statlons throughout the storm area,
while suffering only minor damage them-
selves, did not hesitate to come to the aid of
nelghboring communities in any way they
could.

VA HOSPITAL WILKES-BARRE

“The Veterans Administration Hospital,
East End Boulevard, brought the full force
of the U.S. Government and its facilities to
bear on the flood disaster offering a haven
to seriously ill from institutions all over
Wyoming Valley . . .” praised the Wilkes-

Barre Record in their report of the flood dis-
aster.
Seriously i1l persons, especially those need-

ing surgery, were brought to the VA Hospi-
tal in Wilkes-Barre via ambulance and heli-
copter from nearby hospitals. Most of the
helicopter landings were made after dark.
“They landed on our baseball field,” re-
ported Dr. Charles Bishop, Chief of Staff,
speaking of the airlifts. “The fleld was
rimmed with automobiles with their head-
lights turned on and our ambulances used
their blinking red lights.,”

Through advanced Civil Defense plan-
ning, a portable emergency hospital had been
stored at College Misericordia. At the time of
the storm It was stocked by the VA Hospi-
tal with supplies carried by helicopter. This
portable hospltal quickly became the only
operative hospital on the west side of the
flood swollen river.

Dr. Leon Ross, Hospital Director, had high
praise fo his staff and for Irving Winkler, a
Volunteer, who put himself into service as
& “runner”. He kept the VA in touch with the
outside when other communlcations could
not be used, and transported urgently needed
employees to the hospital in his own car
when they had no other way of getting there.

TO AMEND THE ALASKA NATIVE
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing legislation to amend Public
Law 92-203, the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act. The purpose of my bill is
to extend the time for the Secretary to
review and select the lands withdrawn
under section 17(d) (2) of that law.

If my colleagues will recall, the Alaska
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Native Claims Settlement Act as it passed
the House on October 20, 1971, withdrew
all unreserved public lands in Alaska for
an indefinite period and permitted the
Secretary of the Interior to classify the
withdrawn areas or open the same to
entry in the public interest. It was my
amendment in committee which pro-
vided this authority in the Secretary. I
proposed that amendment in commit-
tee because I and many others were con-
cerned about the land rush that could
occur in Alaska following the revocation
of Public Land Order No. 4582, as amend-
ed, which froze all public lands in Alaska
pending the settlement of the Alaska
Native land claims.

In my judgment, the action of the:
House in retaining this language in the
bill was responsible action in the public
interest. It was good judgment because
the law as we passed it retained in the
Secretary of the Interior the existing au-
thority to manage the public lands re-
maining from the land settlement pro-
vided in the bill. Without retaining this
authority in the Secretary, the remain-
ing public lands in Alaska were left up
for one of the greatest public land grabs

.in the history of this country.

The conference committee, however,
changed this language to require the
Secretary of the Interior to withdraw
up to 80 million acres of unreserved pub-
lic lands for the purpose of recommend-
ing to the Congress areas suitable for
additions to or creation of new units of
the national park system, national for-
ests, wildlife refuges, or the wild and
scenic rivers system. The conference
committee further required that the
lands so withdrawn had to be withdrawn
within 9 months of the date of enact-
ment.

During the conference on this act, I
opposed the stringent time limit imposed
upon the Secretary to review these 80
million acres and make recommenda-
tions to the Congress. At that time, I was
unable to subdue the zeal of some of my
colleagues to carve up and give away
the public lands in Alaska.

Now we have a request for more time
from the Federal State Land Use Plan-
ning Commission for Alaska, created by
this law, to review and make recom-
mendations to the Congress on the 80
million acres withdrawn in accordance
with existing authority. I am pleased to
advise my colleagues that the request of
the Commission has the support and
concurrence of the Secretary of the
Interior.

For the purpose of fully informing my
colleagues of this request, I incorporate
as part of my remarks a copy of the let-
ter directed fo the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
which is as follows:

PEDERAL-STATE LaoND UsE PLANNING

CoMMISSION FOR ALASKA,

Anchorage, Alaska, August 1, 1972.
Representative WAYNE ASPINALL,
Chairman, House Commitiee on Interior and

Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: We urgently
request the support of the House Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs for an amend-
ment to Section 17(d) (2) (B) which would
provide for an additional six months for the
Secretary of the Interior to withdraw lands
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in Alaska for recommendation to the Con-
gress for inclusion in National Park, Forest,
‘Wildlife Refuge and Wild and Scenic Rivers
Systems.

This request is made with the unanimous
concurrence of the Federal-State Land Use
Planning Commission created under the Act.
It also has the full support and concurrence
of the Secretary of the Inferlor who met
with the Commission at its first meeting in
Anchorage yesterday.

The need for the State of Alaska to adopt
conforming amendments in its companion
legislation and to appropriate funds for the
Federal-State Land Use Planning Commis-
sion necessarily delayed organization of the
Commission. State legislation became effec-
tive July 6; Commission appointments were
made shortly thereafter; and Commission
members were sworn in and began work July
81,1972.

The critical importance of this withdrawal
to the State of Alaska and the Nation cannot
be, over estimated. Eighty million acres rep~
resent one-quarter of Alaska, an area twenty-
five per cent larger than the State of Colo-
rado. Areas being studied for this withdrawal
contain among the highest scenic, mineral,
wildlife and recreational values in the Ameri-
can Arctic and sub-Arctic. Given the magni-
tude of the withdrawal and the value of its
resources, it is obviously of paramount im-
portance that sufficient study time be al-
lowed to insure that National, State and local
interests are most optimally realized.

If the Commission is to make meaningful
recommendations, to the Secretary of the In-
terior so that he, in turn, may make the
best recommendations to the Congress, an
extension beyond the present deadline of
September 17, 1872, is imperative.

We propose that the words “within nine
months of the date of enactment of this
Act” be stricken from Section 17(d) (2)(B)
of the Alaska Native Clalms Settlement Act
and the following words substituted: “by
March 17, 1973."

We make this proposal with full recog-
nition of the difficult time constraints upon
the Congress, if action is to be taken prior
to September 17, 1972.

Sincerely,
WinLiam A, EGAN,
State Cochairman.
JACKE HORTON,
Federal Cochairman.

Mr. Speaker, the introduction of this
bill once again places me in that enviable
position which I continually find myself
in of being able to say to my colleagues
“I told you so.”

DOMESTIC VERSUS FOREIGN
COMPETITION

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, those who
are not exposed to import competition
and know little or nothing about it are
prone to say that competition from im-
ports is the same as every company ex-
periences on the home front in its regu-
lar order of business. Competition, they
say, is the same regardless of its sources,
foreign or domestic.

It is also said that the disruption that
may be caused by foreign competition is
no greater than the upset caused from
time to time by a new product coming on
the market or some modification of an
existing one. In either case the domestic
mantifacturers must adjust and get on
with their business or suffer the conse-
quences.
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It is refreshing to have an analysis
of the differences between competition of
the domestic variety compared with the
foreign. In a paper on this subject, Mr.
O. R. Strackbein, Nationwide Committee
on Import-Export Policy, who is known
to many of us for his analytical approach
to the import problem, discusses the dif-
ference in the effects of import compe-
tition from the domestic variety.

I offer these remarks for the REcorp
at this point and hope that all will read
it who are interested in the subject:

DomesTic VERsUS FOREIGN COMPETITION

(By O. R. Strackbein)

The virtues of foreign competition are often
equated with those of the domestic variety.
If competition on the domestic scene is good,
for whatever reason, the same value, it is
held, must apply to competition from sources
beyond our borders.

In order to test this effort to equalize the
benefits of competition regardless of its
source, it is desirable to ascertain what the
virtues of competition are in the first place
and to ask whether the circumstances under
which competition is carried on may alter
the judgment.

We look to competition in the market
place to produce utmost exertion among
producers or manufacturers, no less than
distributors, who compete with each other
to gain their objective, which is maximum
sales and profits. However, of itself such
exertion is not necessarily directed to ends
that are desirable. Plunderers may rival one
another to gain their ends, but their com-
petition would not be looked upon with
favor.

Competition in the market place may
therefore not always necessarily be directed
toward desirable ends. In this country we
outlawed child labor because of its encour-
agement of a form of competition that came
to be abhorred. We also came to look upon
some forms of competition as being wasteful.
Duplicate services such as parallel railroad
lines could lead to excessive capltal invest-
ment in relation to the total service to be
performed.

We long ago permitted monopoly in public
utilities, such as power and gas companies
and telephone service, power and pipe lines,
etc, thus avolding uneconomic duplication of
facilities. In place of competition we insti-
tuted governmental rate regulation.

To say that domestic competition is good
per se, is therefore a generalization that does
not bear analysis.

MONOPOLY VERSUS COMPETITION

Mistrust of monopoly power was a natural
reaction in a democracy that was born of
rebellion against the exercise of autocratic
power. As a people who held that govern-
ment received its own power from the con-
sent of the governed and wrote into their
organic law the principle of checks and bal-
ances in a friune form of public authority
(legislative, executive and judicial) we looked
upon monopoly as a breeder of economic evil.
Its thrust was the opposite of that generated
by competition. It meant special privilege
and unresponsiveness to the needs and wel-
fare of the people. The question of monopoly,
however, did not become acute until the post-
Civil War period when capital formation
gravitated toward concentration in the form
of “trusts” and combinations whose very pur-
pose was broad economic control centered in
unregulated private enterprise.

The first concrete national response in the
Congress resulted in the Sherman Anti-Trust
Act of 1890. In its combinations in restraint
of trade were condemned. The law was made
more explicit in the second decade of the
twentleth century in the form of the Clayton
Act and the Federal Trade Comm/ssion sta-
tute, followed yet later by the Robinson-Pat-
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man Act. These enactments did Indeéd attest
to our faith in competition, so long as it was
fair and not unduly wasteful.

As it turned out this anti-monopoly stance
became a vital supporting pillar of the eco-
nomie system that was taking shape in this
country'at the turn of the century, marking
a sharp departure from the system we in-
herited from Europe, most notably England.

Our inventlve genius led to a technological
approach to production and other forms of
economic activity, We glimpsed the possibili-
tles of mass production as opening an era of
economie plenty in the form of an increasing
variety of consumer goods produced in such
great quantities that they could be sold at
prices low enough to reach the masses of peo-
ple whose income was not of the highest
leyel. Even workmen could aspire to enjoy-
ment of goods to which they were not accus-
tomed if more goods ¢ould be made available
at lower prices.

Monopoly power in the hands of mill and
factory owners and financiers could withhold
or hinder the flow of these benefits to the
millions of potential consumers. Mass pro-
duction would thus have been stifled. Com-
petition, meaning fair competition, alone
would open the way, but would not reach all
the way because it would not of itself as-
sure the higher consumer income needed to
absorb ever larger outpourings of goods from
mass-production lines.

What indeed does constitute the market for
goods that might be produced in rising quan-
titles was not self-evident, As a practical
matter the connection between such goods
and the market had to be probed empirically
by those who were committing their capital
to new or old ventures that could soon turn
out veritable torrents of goods.

If ten milllon marbles could be produced
while only a milllon were made before, by
invention and development of machinery that
turned out marbles like a rain of hallstones,
the entrepreneur might be burled in marbles
if he gave his machinery full rein. Merely
being able to turn out torrents of goods was
clearly not enough. Who would buy all those
marbles? What, again, constitutes the po-
tential market for goods?

Is it merely human desire? If so, why is
window-shopping such a prevalent pastime?
If every window-shopper should immediately
go into the shop and buy to his heart's de-
sire, the whole stock would socon be sold.
Rather, the potential market is measurable
prineipally by the amount of money at the
disposal of the potential consumer,

The immediate question then is whence
arises purchasing power, and how gauge its
magnitude? Is it measured by population-
count? If so, China and India should be the
greatest markets in the world!

What was it then in the United States that
was to separate us radically not only from
India and China, but also from Europe?
Evidently someone who pondered the mean-
ing of the developing mass production also
pondered the gquestion of avoiding hopeless
surplus accumulations. Who would take the
goods off the retailers’ hands? Surely not peo-
ple without money! Yet if only those who had
disposable income beyond that needed for
the necessities, such as bread and potatoes
or beans, could be counted as potential con-
sumers, how many of them might become
buyers of the goods the entrepreneur was
now coming into a position to supply in large
quantities?

The question was a puzzle since no one
had been up that road before. An entrepre-
neur such as Henry Ford lived and breathed
questions such as these. The evidence is that
he and possibly he alone saw clearly what lay
before him. He had received sufficlent back-
ing to feel assured that he could sell many
more “‘tin lizzles” if he could bring down the
price radically. Nevertheless there was a risk.
Mass production would indeed reduce the
cost but in order to accomplish that feat he
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must ralse his production schedule very
sharply. If the product did not sell as he
hoped it would he would find himself In
bankruptey for his pains.

He did take the risk and sold enough cars
to remain solvent. As an act of faith and
enlightenment he raised the wages of his
workers to $5 per day. That was a high level
for the times but his action proves that he
had indeed come to see what is the principal
constituent of a market: Consumer purchas-
ing power in the form of employee compen-
sation.

Yet, had Mr. Ford been a wheat farmer, his
enterprise would not have prospered as he
did in the automotive world unless, of
course, he had driven many other farmers
out of business.

Why? How does wheat differ from the
automobile in terms other than molecular
composition, which is to say in terms of a
saleable product on the market?

Probably the first looming fact differenti-
ating the two products is that human beings
have only one stomach. They can eat only
so much per day. Therefore the market for
wheat 18 quite strictly limited by the popu-
lation count. As a result, the demand for the
product is quite inelastic. Reducing the cost
from $2 per bushel to $1 will not lure many
more people to eat more wheat if that is al-
ready their diet. Even if they should all eat
wheat or feed it to meat- or dalry-producing
animals, the limitation would still stand.

Had Henry Ford cornered the wheat mar-
ket and then increased his production sev-
eral-fold, he would have learned a stern les-
son while contemplating his accumulating
surplus of grain. Yet, once established in
his own industry he increased his produc-
tion of automobiles far beyond the increase
in population; and he was not buried allve
or dead in surplus automobiles. Of course,
even the automobile now verges on a satu-
rated market, but for different reasons.

People did not need automobiles but
could use them in ever rising numbers if the
machines performed their function and (1)
if potential buyers came to have more money,
or (2) if the price of the machine came to
low enough a level, or both. Demand for the
product was elastic. More money hand in
hand with lower price spelled increasing con-
sumption not limited by physiological capac-
ity as is food consumption,

THE FUNCTION OF COMPETITION IN THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

The function of competition under these
circumstances is obvlous. It is to induce the
manufacturer of consumer goods to exert
himself to the utmost to reduce costs to ac-
complish two objectives, namely, to satisfy
the needs of more people and at the same
time to increase his own profits. It is, of
course, the latter objective that motivates
the producer. Competition lends a hand by
promising that if one producer does not exert
himself effectively to these ends one or more
of his competitors will do so and leave him
behind.

Once more, however, we early recognized
the need for an initial restraint of competi-
tion lest the inventor-developer-entrepreneur
be left under-motivated as he comtemplated
the risk of others immediately taking advan-
tage of his invention and going into produc-
tion simultaneously with him, thus depriving
him of the fruits of his labor.

In order to avold such impairment of in-
centive the patent system was provided for
in our Constitution. The protection it pro-
vided gave the patent-holder time to estab-
lish himself and thus to reap his reward
before the doors of competition were thrown
open. In other words, competition was treated
as an instrument and not a supreme good
in and of itself.

Once the vision of a mass-market in re-
sponse to invention, development and radi-
cal cost reduction had proved itself Ameri-
can enterprise was indeed set on a new road.
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The driving incentive was the comprise of a
mass market if acceptable and desirable but
nonessential goods were offered to the public
at prices within the reach of the mass pocket-
book. In time veritably thousands of prod-
ucts gqualified. The mass market itself had
been enriched by progressive Increase in
wages as productivity Increased hand-in-
hand with technological advancement. Per
capita income in this country left compara~
ble incomes in other countries far behind
(Canada excepted). The production and con-
sumption of goods surpassed all historical
precedents. Instead of one pair of shoes or
one television set or radio multiple units
could be and were used.

Why was this development left to the
United States?

The factory system was not originated in
this country. England, in particular, moved
ahead In this field before American industry
was well-established. While no incontestable
answer is perhaps available, it seems safe to
say that the persistence of the attitude of
British factory owners and economists, such
as Ricardo, toward wages, which was un-
friendly and negative, blinded the manufac-
turers and merchandisers to the market-
potential that lay fallow in the uncultivated
field of workers’ wages.

Also it may be observed that the popula-
tion of the individual European countries was
not large enough to assure a mass market
such as lay before manufacturers in this
country. In 1910 we already had a population
of 91 million, Moreover our Constitution lay
the basis for a truly national market by pro-
hibiting the establishment of duties on trade
among the States.

Had Europe and other countries indeed
come with us in recognition of the market-
function of rising employee compensation
the gap that developed between us need not
have developed—at least not in the dimen-
sions it reached after World War II.

It is doubtful that the Europeans could
have followed our example with full success
because of their relatively lower population
levels; but they might have moved ahead
more rapidly than they did. After World War
II they did indeed elect to adopt our mass-
production system and undertook to widen
their markets by customs unions. However,
they did not follow through on the vital
mass-consumption part of the formula. They
are now coming into a position to rival us In
breadth of market (population), but not yet
in the avsorption of goods at home. Hence
their thirst for foreign markets for manufac-
tured goods.

For this reason a wide gap developed be-
tween our system and that of other industrial
countries, including Japan. They achleved a
great productivity leap but not so great a
leap in employee compensation.

NEW COMPETITIVE DIMENSION

The classical function of competition as-
sumed a new dimension as the other indus-
trial countries adopted our system. They did
not make their way by self-development and
competition with us but by dint of heavy
subsidy from us. Rising productivity shot
ahead of their low wage levels and soon
widened existing foreign competitive advan-
tages that had already been sharpened by
our tariff dismantlement since 1934.

To understand the effect of the new com-
petition it is necessary to address ourselves
further to the unigueness of the productive
system we had built.

The effect. of import competition is not ef-
fectively measured by the direct displacement
of workers, such as the job loss incurred if
10 million tons of steel that previously was
manufactured here, are imported. That is
only part of the measure. Jobs that do not
open because of a discouraging outlook create
unemployment as surely as job displacement.

Ours is an economy not only of essentials
for subsistence; it goes very far beyond that
level—so much so that the exhaustibility of

27693

essential resources already looms high in
some very bothersome sectors.

Because ours is Indeed an economy based
at least 80% on products that, strictly speak-
ing, are not essential, as a glance at some
other countries verifies, it is also a sensitive
economy. In the countries of subsistence level
of existence, consumption is reduced only by
famines, floods, etc., which is to say by priva-
tion, disease or starvation. Here, in this coun-
try, consumers may curtail their purchases
for a yariety of reasons, some of them psycho-
logical. Uncertainty, a psychological factor, or
visible adversity may produce both consumer
hesitancy to buy and investor hesitancy to
expand plant capacity and other financial
commitments. Thus may employment oppor-
tunities vanish while the labor supply, aris-
ing from population growth, still expands.

The sensitivity of our system should be no
cause of surprise, In a state of euphoria and
optimism such as we experience from time to
time the consumer loosens his purse strings.
When all about him are employed and no
dark clouds, threatening storm or woe tower
on the horizon, the consumer demonstrates
in his alry way the indefinite expansibility
of human wants. He even buys ahead on such
occasions—so fast do his or her desires for
material, comfort, plenty and luxury burst
into bloom in the sunshine. Taking note of
this euphoria, business men, producers of
consumer, goods of all varietles, bullders,
merchants, purveyors of services, insurance
houses, bankers, dealers, advertisers—the
whole spectrum of the commercial world im-
bibes the wine of optimism and soon feels
the inebriation. Expansion is seen all about.
Credit is stretched in all directions. A new
economic era is proclaimed and the voice of
the ancient watchman in the night echoes
ifrom the past that all is well.

Unknown unseen, unheard, untoward
events, here or abroad, may be gathering in
the twilight. Then one detonation or two
may be heard, followed by distant rumblings.
A slight sobering, a passing shadow of hesi-
tancy steals over the scene. Next day and
the next, the bright hues on the blossoms,
not yet stolen away by the chilling shadow
of doubt, nevertheless register incipient mis-
givings, A few more untoward events, such
as inability to meet the demands of creditors
who have become infected with doubts, and
confidence may ebb seriously.

THE ROLE OF CONFIDENCE

Our systern was built, so far as it was dif-
ferentiated from its forerunners, on con-
fidence and a strong faith in handsome re-
wards if the ritual was adhered to (inven-
tion, development, market acceptance, ex-
pansion). The formula was sustained by ac-
cumulating evidence that he who learned
the combination and followed it would “are
rive”, to reap rich fruits from the market
place in the future as in the past. The system
became strong despite its persistent sensi=
tivity, by proving its resiliency over and over
again, and also because 1t developed dis-
cipline, learned from the past, and mapped
its way with some care into futurity, as
bonanzas continued to beckon. To be sure,
its dynamic and promethean spirit needed
and begot public regulation and restraint.. It
was not wholly conscious that it did not exist
for itself and did not derive many of its po=
tentials from itself but from those it served—
those who indeed gave it its scope and reason
for being. As the rewards were high, the set-
backs were painful too.

Growth became essential for the continued
bouyancy of the spirit. This was and is a
weakness not yet overcome. If the outlook
for growth was gloomy no great pulse-lifting
plans could be lald, or if lald, carried out.
Uncertainty, whenever it appeared from
whatever source, suggested and sometimes
forced a check rein on activity. The racing
horses must be tethered.

In the early sixties our industry began to
feel the chill of import competition. With
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the exception of the Communist world, this
came from our erstwhile allies and enemies
as well—those who, having become so im-
pressed with our productive power, adopted
it in part for themselves.

IMPORT COMPETITION

In terms of economic-adjustment-time we
were confronted almost overnight with a
phenomenon we had not once faced since the
birth, development and operation of our
unique system.

To be sure, we had become accustomed to
new developments and radical departures in
technological innovations, These were our
very life blood—indeed the characteristic
that set us apart from Europe. The automo-
‘bile displaced the horse and buggy. However,
because the new apparatus could save us
time, bear greater burdens and incldentally
confer prestige on ownership, it not only dis-
placed the horse and carriage in time but
gave rise to a much more intensive industry
than the one it rendered obsolete. Employ-
ment was increased many-fold.

There followed innumerable other inno-
vations that upset existing industries, such
as electricity replacing the oil lamp, the tele-
phone, the telegraph (in part), the radio and
television trenching on the motion pictures,
ete. All led to rising employment in time. In
many instances the existing industries had
time for adjustment just as it took time
(years) to develop new products and bring
down the price to levels where the mass con-
sumers dwelt. In other instances new prod-
ucts created new industries: motion plctures,
air conditioners, biologicals, recorders, etc.

It is because our economy did indeed thrive
on innovations and not only survived disrup-
tions but was little shaken by them, that it
has become fashionable to say that import
competition is of the same specles as domes-
tic competition, It is said to provide the
same stimulus as the inventions, Innovations
and migrations that characterized the domes-
tic scene In the past few generations.

The analogy between the benefits of do-
mestic competition and the type of foreign
competition we face today, whatever the jus-
tification for such an analogy in the past, is
now deceptive and misleading.

We were able to overcome the disruptions
and uncertainties caused by new inventions
and radical improvements in productivity on
the domestic scene, as described above, be-
cause these were homegrown, so to speak.
The challenges were rooted in native soil.
The dimensions of the upsets were neither
as deep nor as abrupt as those we face today.
They were not beyond our powers to absorb.

First, to repeat, there was time for adjust-
ment. The automobile was a generation or
more in displacing the horse. The migration
of the textile industry to the South, a mat-
ter of reglonal competition based on a low-
wage advantage, much as the low-wage for-
eign lure of today, was spread over more than
fifty years. Even so it brought great distress
to New England.

On the domestic scene the wage gap is not
s0 broad even between North and South, as
we face in the Orient and elsewhere. Tax
burdens and interest rates are more homoge-
neous within this country. The uncertainty is
not so great because information is more
readily obtained on the new developments,
their magnitude, progress and prospects.

The post-World War II competitive chal-
lenge from abroad was of a different species.
The challenge developed in a very short pe-
riod, leaving virtually no time for adjust-
ment. To bridge the gulf that separates the
domestic competitive base from the foreign
needs a generation of time, or more, not
merely a decade.

The wide competitive differential gave rise
to the stream of direct private foreign in-
vestment that today has reached an ac-
cumulated level of some £B80 billion. This
was a wholly natural response, but it did
lead to a highly distorted and over-concen-
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trated form of export trade from this coun-
try. In 1971 our exports of machinery, and
transport equipment (mostly automotive
products and aircraft) accounted for 459% of
our total exports. Such a development could
never be attributed to normal competitive
processes. In the exports of all other manu-
factured products of all varieties, we suffered
a deficit of some 87 or £8 billion. This un-
wholesome condition was concealed by the
surplus in the machinery category.

This broad-fronted deficit sheds light on
the blighting effect of import competition
such as Is now poised offshore ready to con-
test our own market with any and all indus-
tries, old or new, that come out with new
products or radically redesigned established
products, aimed at a rewarding mass mar-
ket.

When the latter is no longer to be had
because imports generated by 10w wages com-
bined with modern technology, can beat us
t- the consumers with lower prices, domes-
tic investment with its job-creating ca-
pacity is dampened if not halted. Growth In-
dustries that in the past had a free run for
the market are now side-lined. The growth
and higher employment takes place abroad
more readily than here.

Whereas total employment in this coun-
try has indeed grown since 1965 by over 7
million, employment in manufacturing, agri-
culture and mining has lagged seriously, ac-
tually losing 200,000.

OTHER ASPECTS OF THE COMPETITIVE FUNCTION

Having reviewed briefly the principal func-
tions of rompetition there remain two as-
pects that should be mentioned. One is the
notion that without competition incentive
would die. Complacency and indolence would
destroy initiative. Efficiency in general would
suffer greatly, to the detriment of consumers.
This view assumes that competition is the
only source of incentive.

Import quotas are condemned for this rea-
son, and also for their supposed price-rais-
Ing effects because of lessened competition
from abroad.

While falr competition does indeed stim-
ulate effort and promote efficiency, and in-
deed underlles the American economic sys-
tem, the source of incentive is not limited
to competition, nor do import quotas and
other import restrictions necessarily reduce
incentive, or lead to higher prices, as is so
often alleged. Except where our anti-trust
laws and the laws aimed at restraint of trade
are failures, we have abundant competition
within this country.

We have the example of our agricultural
program, providing a full generation of ex-
perience. The parity price principle, guar-
anteeing a minimum return to the farmer
and highly restrictive import quotas on cot-
ton, wheat, dairy products and basic com-
modities, far from producing complacency
and Inefficiency, led to increases in pro-
ductivity per man-hour well beyond the in-
crease In the industrial world that did not
come under such restrictions.

Yet the incentive was not provided by
competition, which was limited. However,
the incentive did not lie wholly in the guar-
anteed price either but unquestionably in a
combination of such a guarantee and the
possibility of higher total payments if the
output per acre or man-hour or both were
increased. This was indeed what happened.
As more was produced per acre the total re-
turn could be increased. But for this pos-
sibility the price support system might in-
deed have deadened incentive. In other
words, there was a substitute for competition
as an incentive, in the form of a return above
the guarantee if productivity were increased.

The other allegation, namely that import
quotas lead to price increases also is not sup-
ported by the facts. One of the principal pur-
poses of import quotas is to prevent prices
from falling to intolerably low levels but not
necessarily to raise them. Import quotas that
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are in effect today, namely on raw cotton,
wheat, wheat flour, peanuts, cotton textiles
and petroleum, have not led to price increases
beyond the general wholesale price level. The
prices on these products have lagged well
behind the general level as well as behind
the prices on related products.

Beef prices have indeed accelerated in re-
cent times but not more so than pork prices;
and pork imports have no quota. Coal prices
have far outstripped petroleum prices. Yet
petroleum is under an import guota while
coal is not.

Steel, which has been under a restrictive
agreement on imports, has witnessed a price
increase somewhat above the general price
level but is behind the price increases on
nonferrous metals on which no import quota
restrictions exist.

In other words, two widely and stubbornly
held views on the effect of restraint of com-
petition, do not withstand the light of fac-
tual analysis.

CONCLUSION

Present-day import competition faced by
this country is not of the kind contemplated
by Adam Smith or other free-trade theorists.
Adam Smith had in mind a laissez-faire
economy in which the law of supply and de-
mand, freely interacting in the market place,
would determine the success or failure of
rivals for the consumer’s favor. Prices would
go up or down in keeping with the changes
in supply and demand. Wide wage disparities
linked with varying levels of productivity,
such as are common today among the na-
tions of the world, did not enter into his
calculations and concluslons.

During the decade after World War II
(1945-55) manufacturing wages in this coun-
try in current dollars rose 72%. Even during
the war years from 1940-45 weekly earnings
in manufacturing industries had already
risen 72% despite wage controls, This 5-year
rise was indeed as high as the one during
the ten-year period from 1045-55. The rise
during the 15-year period from 1940 in gross
weekly earnings ($25.20 per week) to 1955
($76.52 per week) was 203%. (Statistical Ab-
stract of the United States, 1960, Table 285;
p. 223).

Thus we were already well launched on the
wage escalator before the war torn coun-
tries, allles and enemies alike, were fully re-
habilitated. At that time, however, we were
far in the forefront in productivity per man-
hour and could better bear the wage dis-
crepancy. Foreign wages also rose, to be sure,
and in some instances more sharply in pro-
portion than our wages; but in dollars and
cents our increases were much larger because
of our much higher base (Canada excepted).
From 19556-71 manufacturing wages in this
country rose another 85%, or to $120 per
week, i.e., 380% since 1940. (Ibid., 1971 Table
852, p. 225).

As a result of the great technological gains
of the other industrial countries after their
rebuilding, again starting from a much lower
level than ours, the wage-productivity or
cost gap widened rather than narro H

We have indeed witnessed the narrowing
of the productivity gap while the wage gap
has remained very wide in dollars and cents.
Therefore the competition between the two
worlds became, not a rivalry between two
sets of aggregates of equal cost levels but
between upper and nether levels with the
advantages weighted heavily in favor of the
latter. Moreover, the widening cost-gap de-
veloped very rapidly in terms of needed eco-
nomic-adjustment time.

This split-level condition was accentuated
by the sharp reduction in our tariffs from
an average of a little over 509 in 1933 to
about 10% today on dutiable items. In the
past few years the effects have surfaced
alarmingly for many industries.

Thus have the possibilities of free trade
between us and our principal foreign com-
petitors drifted far afield from the conditions
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of trade assumed by Adam Smith. Today we
live in a world of controlled economies, each
regulated according to the political philoso-
phy in the ascendancy within the various
islands of power known as nations, The mar-
ket place no longer expresses the free play
of competitive forces.

In this country production costs are de-
termined principally (to the extent of some
B0% ) by level of employee compensation in
combination with productivity. These rates
of pay today are rigid so far as any notlon
of reductions are concerned, unlike the flexi-
bility contemplated by the free market. The
average hourly pay in manufacturing in this
country was $3.70 early in 1072, or 2% to 6
times as high as the wages of our foreign
competitors. There is an effective floor under
nearly all wages in this country, guaranteed
against reduction by minimum wage laws
and union power. This rigidity against re-
duction makes for competitive helplessness
except in one direction.

Taking wages out of competition has in-
deed been a conscious and speclfic objective
of our national legislation, and is hardly to
be condemned as such, Cost reduction there-
fore lles almost exclusively in worker dis-
placement and not in wage-reduction or even
in a wage standstill. (What is sald here is
not intended as a commentary on the wis-
dom of the conditions described, but as an
assessment of competitive and political
realities.)

The trend, moreover, Is not away from
controls and regulation that interfere with
choice of competitive weapons, such as wages,
but rather toward more state controls and
interferences, both here and abroad. What
is left of competition is confined to adver-
tising, salesmanship, servicing and quality.
This perhaps explains the excess eagerness
of the advertisers. Technological innovations,
of course, are the sole remaining weapon,
usually aimed at payroll reduction through
worker disemployment.

To speak of free trade or reduction of trade
barriers in this context, as rendering a serv-
ice to our consumers is obviously to dream
in a Never-Never Land, with never a bother
from the countervailing thought of full em-
ployment.

However, faced with costs that can be re-
duced appreciably only by drastic displace-
ment of workers through improved tech-
nology the employer's option inevitably runs
squarely against the public policy of full em-
ployment.

To understand this it is necessary only
to reflect that we no longer have & monopoly
on advanced technology and its market-
bullding wonders. Therefore, our worker dis-
placement efforts only succeed in evicting
workers without leading to an enlarged de-
mand for goods produced in this country.
These workers cannot achieve reemployment
unless they displace yet other workers sim-
ply because the increased demand usually
generated by lower costs is filled by the for-
eign goods becoming newly available at lower
prices. Moreover, the outward flow of our
investment is thus stimulated for the sim-
ple reason that returns abroad look better
and more assured than at home. Thus much
of the Increased employment that in the past
would have taken place here and thus nur-
tured our economy takes place abroad.

Theoretically a realignment of currencies
to appropriate degrees could overcome the
competitive discrepancy but the history of
devaluations, a game that can be played at
will by all parties, is not reassuring.

To treat the present form of import com-
petition as if it were not only of the same
species as that contemplated by Adam Smith
but also of a kind with fair domestic com-
petition represents a tragic misapplication
of a sound theory. It 1s not that the theory

is wrong but that it has not been honored
and under present circumstances of deranged
national economies which are trussed iIn
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controls and regulations, cannot and will
not be honored.

We do have some weapons against unfalir
import competition in our tariff laws, notably
the Anti-Dumping Act of 1921, Section 337
of the Tariff Act of 1930 and the Counter-
valling Duty provision of the same Act (Sec.
303).

However, these provisions refer to particu-
lar shipments of particular articles. They
may be likened to efforts aimed at correcting
weather conditions rather than changing the
climate. These laws are not addressed to un-
derlying competitive disparities but to indi-
vidual cases of deviation from adopted rules.

Import competition cannot and should not
be looked to as a substitute for or even a
crutch for our anti-trust laws and our laws
against restraint of trade. Such is not the
purpose or function of imports. If our laws
and regulations that are designed to assure
fair and effective competition do net func-
tion as they should we should address our-
selves to their effective enforcement rather
than seeking a substitute instrument that
has an unrelated purpose.

PENSION REINSURANCE AND
PROTECTION

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing legislation to strengthen and
improve the protection and interests of
participants and beneficiaries of em-
ployee pension plans. This bill, if passed,
would remedy the many problems now
existing in the private pension system,
a system that covers nearly 30 million
employees and has assets of $130 bil-
lion—assets predicted to grow to $200
billion by 1980.

I am sure that every Member of
Congress has received letters from con-
stituents describing these problems.
Certainly my office has received dozens
of complaints in recent years revealing
the many inadequacies that exist in some
of the private pension plans.

The key fact, Mr. Speaker, is that
many of our Nation's pension plans are
operated on the basis of several question-
able assumptions: first, the assumption
that an employee is going to work for
one company all or most of his career,
and second, that a company will stay in
business forever in the same or expanded
condition as it was when it installed its
pension plan,

We must realize, as the American
worker has realized, that we are in a
mobile job market economy, where men
and women frequently change their jobs.
We must realize too that our economy
is going through constant overhauling,
which affects the security and stability
of the Nation’'s workers. With such mo-
bility and such change in our economic
policies, we must improve the system of
private pension plans. We need to give to
the American worker the security he is
entitled to, so that when he retires
he will be able to support himself
adequately.

Recently the Senate Labor Subcom-
mittee released a preliminary report on
the private pension plan system. The
study reviewed 51 plants having a total
of $10 billion in assets. The private pen-
sion plans at these plants provided for no
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vesting or 11 or more years of employ-
ment before vesting. Over a 20-year
period, only 5 percent of all participants
who left their jobs between 1950 and
1970 received benefits from their pen-
sion plan. In contrast, in 36 plants with
assets of $6 billion with 10 years of vest-
ing or less, 16 percent of all participants
who left since 1950 have received bene-
fits. Workers who have participated in
pension plans have seen their retire-
ment income go down the drain due to
either layoffs, job switches, early retire-
ment, or faulty employer practices.

The bill I am introducing today would
help to remedy this problem. It would
give the participant a vesting right after
8 years of service at 30 percent, with a
yearly increase of 10 percent thereafter.
Thus a participant in any private pen-
sion program would receive some money
from the pension fund after his 8th
year, and would have 100-percent vest-
ment after 15 years of service.

Many private pension plans lack ade-
quate funding. Some companies put less
money in the fund than they are re-
quired to do by the pension agreement.
Others switch the money to different
accounts for their own purposes. Conse-
quently, at times of finanecial crisis, a
company may not be able to meet its
obligation to pay the participant the
money he is owed, If a company goes
bankrupt, pension plans are at the bot-
tom of the list of debts to be paid off.
It is in the interest of employers to pro-
vide adequate financing of pension plans.
A 65-year-old retiree with 35 years of
work credit, on a pension plan of $300
a month will, on the average, receive
$51,840 during the remainder of his life.
If the company, in order to insure this
payment, puts away the money at the
time of his retirement and not before,
the total amount required to pay this
employee this money would be $38,675.
But if the company put the money into
a fund in each of the 35 years this person
is employed, it would cost the firm only
$16,640 or $475.44 a year. In other words,
the funded cost is only 32 percent of the
pay-as-you-go or unfunded cost.

The assets of private pension plans
are larger than the assets of the feder-
ally run social security program, yet no
Federal insurance is available for these
plans. We insure the banks of this coun-
try, and require their proper manage-
ment, why not the pension plans which
cover millions of workers and contain
billions of dollars? The bill I am propos-
ing will require sound management and
Federal reinsurance of these pension
plans.

Finally we come to one of the most
important aspects of this bill—porta-
bility. Many a worker has three, four,
five, or more jobs during his lifetime
due to the mobility of this country's job
market. Often a person will join a pen-
sion plan each time he is employed and
then forfeits that money when he moves
to a new place of employment. Conse-
quently, when he retires, all that money
is lost. This is obviously unfair. Thus,
this bill creates a fund where deposits
will be made by a member plan upon
request of the participant, equal to the
current discounted value of the partici-
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pant’s vested right under the plan. I can-
not stress strongly enough the impor-
tance of this type of program. If such a
program is not passed with the other
proposals in this bill, the problems that
now confront us in the pension plan sys-
tem will remain unsolved. A worker may
have all the vesting rights he deserves,
the adequate funding necessary to meet
the requirements of his pension agree-
ment, a federally backed guarantee, but
still not receive one penny of pension
money because during his lifetime he has
a number of different jobs.

Our end goal—the spirit of this bill—
is to provide the needed security the
retired worker is entitled to have. The
recent social security benefit increases
were in this spirit. But more must be
done. We must protect the worker from
the policies of some employers who do
not adequately fund pension plans. We
must provide the American worker with
the right to receive these payments if he
desires to retire before the age of 65 or
is laid off prematurely. A few years ago
Congress passed the Securities Investor
Protection Act establishing a Federal
insurance corporation to guarantee stock
market investors and market speculators
against losses due to financial difficulties
in brokerage firms. It is time we pass &
Pension Protection Act that will protect
the millions of American workers from
inadegaute pension funding and give to
these many million people the security
they are entitled to.

FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY IN THE
SEVENTIES

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
on Wednesday, June 21, the House Re-
publican Task Force on International
Economic Policy sponsored a seminar en-
titled, “Foreign Economic Policy in the
70’s.” I would like to share the proceed-
ings of the seminar with my colleagues as
they proved to be most interesting and
informative.

It has been the view of the task force
that the United States is currently at a
crossroad with regard to international
trade and investment policy. Therefore,
the purpose of the seminar was educa-
tive. It was to bring together the views
of the administration, Congress, and pri-
vate interest groups, and identify and
discuss the major international economic
issues that need to be considered in for-
mulating legislation for 1973 and beyond.

The participants in the seminar, which
included representatives from the ad-
ministration and a number of key inter-
est groups, were selected to provide a
variety of viewpoints in order to enhance
congressional understanding of the prob-
lems and issues that might arise in the
formulation of intermational economic
policy and related legislation. The mate-
rial follows:

PARTICIPANTS

William Eberle, Special Representative for
Trade Negotiations.

Paul Volcker, Under Secretary of Treasury
for Monetary Affairs.
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Professor Robert Stobaugh, Harvard Busi-
ness School.

Harry Heltzer, Chairman of the Board, 3M
Company.

Jacob Clayman, Administrative Director,
Industrial Unions Department, AFL—CIO.

Dr. Robert Hampton, Director of Marketing
and International Trade, National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives.

Mrs. Gall Bradley, Vice President, League
of Women Voters.

TASK FORCE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC

POLICY

Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen, N.J., Chairman,
Mark Andrews, N. Dak., James T. Broyhill,
N.C., John Buchanan, Ala., Charles Chamber-
lain, Mich., James C. Cleveland, N.H., Philip
M. Crane, Ill., Edward J. Derwinski, Ill.

Bill Frenzel, Minn.,, Robert C. McEwen,
N.Y., William S. Mailliard, Calif., Philip E.
Ruppe, Mich,, J. Willlam Stanton, Ohio,
Charles W. Whalen, Jr.,, Ohlo, John M,
Zwach, Minn., Tom Raillsback, 111, Guy Van-
der Jagt, Mich.

PROCEEDINGS

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. I'll intro-
duce myself. I'm Congressman Peter Freling-
huysen of New Jersey. I'm happy to serve as
Chairman of the Republican Task Force on
International Economic Policy.

I'd like to make a few remarks and then
introduce our panelists and let them make
thelr presentations.

The year 1971 marked the beginning of a
new era in postwar International trade and
finance. President Nixon's decision on August
15 with regard to the dollar devaluation and
to impose a 10 percent surcharge on imports
represented a clear break from previous U.S.
foreign economic policy and pointed to a new
course for the future.

The Republican Task Force on Interna-
tional Economie Policy, several of whose
members are sitting in the front here, was
formed shortly thereafter for the purpose of
keeping abreast of rapidly occurring events
and to give special attention to the interna-
tional impact and the aftermath of the New
Economic Policy.

As you all know, much has happened in
the interim. Specifically, the surcharge has
been removed. And the Smithsonian agree-
ment signed last December was an accord
that was reached regarding the alignment of
international exchange rates. The next major
step presumably will be formulating compre-
hensive trade legislation which will give the
President negotiating power for monetary
trade reform. This legislation must serve our
domestic economic interests as well as con-
tinuing our traditional expansionary policy
abroad.

The Task Force has organized this seminar
today in an attempt to bring together the
views of the Administration, Congress, and
private interest groups, to ldentify and dis-
cuss the major issues that need to be con-
sidered in formulating legislation for 1973
and beyond. Hopefully, the experience and
expertise of our distinguished guests will
provide us with a more thorough under-
standing of the problems and issues before
us,
At this table are the panelists, whom I
will identify, beginning at my left.

On the extreme left, your right, is Dr.
Robert Hampton. Dr. Hampton 1is Director
of Marketing and International Trade for the
National Council of Farmers Cooperatives.
He has been with the National Council for
the past eight years. He was formerly on the
faculty of Cornell University and has had
extensive experience in the business field.

Next to Dr. Hampton is Professor Robert
Stobaugh, Professor of Business Adminis-
tration at the Harvard Business School. Pro-
fessor Stobaugh holds a BS in Chemical En-
gineering from Loulsiana State University
and a BDA from Harvard. He has been
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teaching international business and manu-
facturing policy in the NBA program and
serves on the editorial board of the New
York Journal of International Business
Studies. He recently headed a Department
of Commerce study on the impact of foreign
overseas investments.

On my immediate left 1s Mr. William
Eberle who is the President's Special Rep-
resentative for Trade Negotiations.

On my immediate right is Mr. Paul Volcker
who is Under Secretary of Treasury for Mon-
etary Affairs.

Next to Mr. Volcker is Mr. Harry Heltzer
who 18 Chairman of the Board and Chief
Executive Officer of the 3M Company. Mr.
Heltzer began his career in the 3M Company
in 1933 and was elected to the Board of
Directors of that company in 1965 and in
1966 became President. He, in October 1970,
was elected to his present position as Chair-
man of the Board. Mr. Heltzer is also a
Trustee of the U.S. Council of the Inter-
national Chamber of Commerce and a Di-
rector of the International Economic Policy
Assoclation.

And I should say because it was an-
nounced, that Mr. Peter Flanigan, who has
some job at the White House, announced
several days ago that he was going to be
unable to participate. We're disappointed,
;eadless to say, and he expressed his regrets
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And last but not least on our panel is
Mrs. Gall Bradley who is Vice President of
the League of Women Voters. Mrs. Bradley
is First Vice President of the League. Until
1970 she served as their National Foreign
Policy Chairman. She has testified before
various committees of Congress on foreign
trade and aid policies.

I think, Ambassador Eberle, if you would
like to begin.

Ambassador Eberle is presenting the Ad-
ministration’s viewpoint on this overall
question of foreign economic policy. The
question is of considerable current interest,
I might add. In a discussion with the For-
elgn Affairs Committee only yesterday the
Secretary of State gave us some of his views
on the problems within the government and
what the State Department specifically is
planning to do to cope with the problems
that lle ahead.

Mr, EserLE. Thank you, Congressman.

Ladies and gentlemen, as you can tell by
the distinguished associates up here, the
issue of foreign economic policy is a very
complicated and interrelated one. And just
to put the record straight, I think we have
to look at the entire range of Interrelation-
ships—monetary investment policies, taxes,
trade, East-West trade relations, and assist-
ance to developing countries. Although these
are economic matters, as a very practical
matter they are basically more political in all
of their contexts and relationships as eco-
nomiec, because in each of these cases they
S:l affect domestic policies of soverign coun-

es.

Now, I expect to concentrate on trade and
its relationship within a total context, and
I will leave these other relationships to my
associates up here.

In giving a quick look to this, I must add
before we get into the specifics on the trade
problem, as we look at the 70’s, the United
States is going to have to trade a great deal
more effectively than it has in the last ten
years.

I think this means that we have to build
on a broader and fairer basis in the trading
systems and trading practices that will fit
into this whole interrelationship that I
talked about. And at the same time that we
do this, and expand East-West trade in one
Instance, we can’t jeopardize our relation-
ships with our Atlantic trading partners or
our trading partners in the Pacifie.

As we look at this overall area of trade—
it's a broad subject and I'm going to cover it
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rather guickly and then hopefully we'll have
questions and answers—the interrelation-
ship is the very key to this whole issue. I
want to cover that first.

My good friend Paul Volcker has sald many
times that money is the handmaiden of in-
vestment and trade; it olls the machinery of
the commercial transaction.

When you have a balance of payments
problem, the gquestion is: In the adjustment
process are you going to use exchange rates
or are you going to use trade rate? The IMF
and GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade) have a specific relationship, that they
have in balance, that you can go to GATT
and that you can use quotas, if you get a
ruling from the IMF. The problem with this
is that nobody’s ever used quotas. Five or six
other countries ahead of the United States
used surtaxes at various times. A clear inter-
relationship.

And in the case of exchange rate, If you
say we should use exchange rate, that's fine
to make an adjustment; but keep in mind
that great segments of trade are insulated
in the market, such as the common agri-
cultural policy, when the exchange rate is
made. No other country gets the advantage
of that because the common agricultural
policy’s variable levy fills in and takes up
the difference so that instead of being able
to sell more at lower prices those prices are
plckzcl up by the variable levy.

In the case of investment, where trade
barriers are created, this causes a distortion
as to where business makes its decision—
either because they want to put their in-
vestment behind the trade barriers to de-
velop & market, or they will take advantage
of subsidies in order to bulld plants.

This in turn moves to exports. You have
taxes and subsidies and these affect trade.
At the end you have the case of industrial ex-
port subsidies by many countries, and you
have agricultural subsidies which distort
trade in third markets.

Paul Volcker has sald that on the monetary
side many times that we're looking at asym-
metry that broke down a monetary system;
we're looking at the same pressures on sur-
plus spending and deficit spending. The same
thing has been happening in the last five
years in the trade area. People have been
able to disregard rules; they've been able to
make their own unilateral decisions. We've
reached the point where we're seeing the
same kind of breakdown in the trading sys-
tem that you have on the monetary side.

As Congressman Frelinghuysen has indi-
cated, we have made great gains in the eco-
nomic world in the last twenty-five years. We
want to take nothing away from that. But,
prior to the August 15 steps, we had ques-
tioned the system and focused on the prob-
lems of where we have to go in the future.
These problems were not solved on that date.
They are not going to be solved until we
focus on the kind of policies and get going
with discussions in all of these fields that
are totally interrelated. That will bring about
the progress that we need.

Wgen this breakdown started in the 70’s
as far as trade was concerned, there was a
breakdown in questioning the very principles
that the whole trading system was based on.
And this was the question of the most-
favored-nation’'s system within a multilateral
context. Its counterpart on the monetary
side was the nondiscriminatory payment set-
tlement program of Bretton Woods and the
IMPF.

The rules had broken down as we looked
at them in a number of key areas. The key
issues that are involved in trade today I
think are the following.

First, what is the future of the most-
favored-nation principle? Is it going to be a
conditional one? Are we going to eliminate
it and go to a reglonal block? The big chal-
lenge today is preference, le., preferences
where developed countries give other de-
veloped countries special breaks as opposed
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to giving all countries a break; giving under-
developed countries special preferences and
extracting reverse preferences, and justify-
ing this on the basis of traditional theory.
All I can suggest to you is that the figures
show there is some impact. But what about
the potential? Is the potential of countries
such as Spain, somewhere between a develop-
ing country and a developed country? Do
we lose out in the future because of prior
preferential treatment? How do we phase
these out?

But more importantly, it breaks the sys-
tem down. As an example, we have roughly
90 countries in GATT. Today 52 of those
countries have association or preference
agreements with the European community.
How do you expect those 52 people will give
their opinion when asked within GATT? Can
we expect ihe kind of treatment in GATT
today that we would have expected fifteen
years ago?

What about regional groupings—{free trade
areas and customs unions? The GATT never
anticipated the size and extent of these units
today although the imbalances have created
bigger markets for everyone. It has been very
interesting to note that trade for the world
has gone up at a good rate. Internal trade
has gone up almost twice as fast.

We have no objection to these. In fact
we think they ought to be encouraged. But
at the same time we must also think in the
future if they're going to grow. They must
continue to change their policies to recognize
that these units distort trade. They distort
trade because today we have enlargement
and we are moving further in that direction.
There is some $4-85 billion of trade that
will move from the African countries into
the European Community which will be on
a duty free basis; and B85 percent of that
trade is competitive with the United States.

We don't ask that they not do it. What
we ask is that the arrangements take into
consideration the trade distortion. We have
to face that problem in GATT.

We have the question of the non-tariff
barriers. This whole issue, consisting of over
800 of these has been filed in GATT as prop-
er. How do we negotiate? Are we going to
allow the non-tariff barriers to replace the
tariffs? We have today questioned these non-
tariff barriers which affect domestic policies
in every country—in the agricultural field,
government procurement, standards.

In past trade negotiations we have had
problems of reciprocity. I call your attention
to the commitments made in February to the
United States by Japan and the European
Community. We got away from the old prin-
ciple of sole reciprocity in specific agree-
ments of overall reciprocity and mutual
commitment. The reason for that is simply
that when we're talking about standards,
we're talking about mutual commitment.
But, we can find ways of having common
standards around the world. One country,
one plant, can produce a product of sale
around the world. It will reduce the cost, but
it doesn’t remove the trade barrier. There’s a
mutual commitment not to create a trade
barrier. This must be faced. We must find a
way to negotiate these to maintain the eco-
nomy of the national government intact and
yet within some framework that will open
up markets in countries around the world.

We still have the question of tariff reduc-
tion. Are we going to go ahead on a zero
base? Are we going to be in a community that
says to us, “we don't want to do that be-
cause we have an Atlantic free trade balance
and that will break down the precedent that
we built up in the community?

We have people on this side who say, don’t
go all the way; it's so important; we need
it. We must face these kinds of issues.

In the agricultural area, the neglected
area, almost every country distorts trade. We
must increase trade in that area. Today we
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hear from our friends in Europe, your trade
has gone up, even though we have put on
tariffs with a variable levy that runs 60 to
100 percent of the world’s price.

The answer to that is in the Community
that put that program on, our trade in the
variable levy limit has gone down; but our
trade in the non-variable area has gone up
substantially more than to offset it, which
proves the very point we made, and that is,
give our agriculture an opportunity in a freer
market and we will increase our trade sub-
stantially. This must be opened up.

We have the whole area of the GATT rules.
We are trading partners with Japan and
France who still maintain illegal quotas.
There hasn't been a decision in many areas
of GATT for five years. We've got a shelf-
load of complaints against each other, and
we're asking that those come off the shelf
and be solved.

This is not a challenge to each other. It's
a gquestion of business decisions being made
to dispose of these complaints we have
against each other and hopefully on a basis
of reducing barriers.

How do we negotiate? Here's the question
of where do we get the authority.

We believe on our side that some form
of approach to this will be presented to
Congress early next year. The issues that
have to be faced are not simply authority to
negotiate tariffs. They are going to be entire
issues that relate to the specific issues I
mentioned for non-tariff barriers. And here
we need the kind of authority that will prob-
ably be based on principles, but give us the
kind of approach that is mutually acceptable
to the Administration, our trading partners,
and Congress and let the negotiators work
it out. We need the kind of contact with
Congress to come up with these kinds of
programs.

These are the issues. How do we get at
them?

We're at them right today In discussion.
We're assuming that EEC enlargement will
be negotiated this fall or early next year.
The EFTA treaties will be signed in August
and those will come up. In the GATT and se-
lect committees of the Agriculture Commit-
tee, we are already discussing what are the
modalities and techniques. We're preparing
for an approach to these problems in 1973.
The high level trade report of the OECD
should be avallable this fall and it will point
out many of the ways in which we can ap-
proach these.

This fall I see that we will be, in the United
States, forced to focus very. concretely on
what we want, how we want to approach it,
and what kind of a trading system. Because
of our external security threat having eased,
this whole economic area becomes the area in
which, if we're golng to have a kind of peace-
ful coexistence, we must have a common
ground to work with internationally. I hope
this focus on the trade area can be an im-
portant one, first of all to open up markets
around the world on a basis that will give us
more exports, which will increase our stand-
ard of living, recognizing that we have to
bring imports in which keep our costs under
control. Within this system I hope it will
remain a multilateral system, a multilateral
system that recognizes comparative costs,
most-favored-nations, payment settlements,
etc, and at the same time recognizing that
no country can allow itself to have sudden
market disruptions. We need safeguards too;
again on a multilateral basis where coun-
tries can act within those safeguards, within

ters, and phase out temporary bases;
and at the same time have an adjustment
procedure which will work.

If this system will work, everybody can
win; because trade will increase, we will have
more jobs, we will have comparative ad-
vantage in principle. And then we have to
recognize that we have to give some addi-
tional help in the way of financial assist-
ance to the developing eountries; to give
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them some preferences which will be phased
out as they develop in the trading area.

On the other hand, if this system is not
negotiable and if we find that we are going
to be faced with reglonal blocks or if we're
going to find that we can't negotlate this
kind of a system with a fair basls for trad-
ing in the United States, then we have to
decide how do we best operate in a regional
system, what will be our regions? Or if we
don't want to go that way, how are we going
to work it out on a tit-for-tat basis; we'll
treat you as you treat us?

I only suggest that these two systems do
not give us the same advantage, but if we
can't negotiate the first, we may find our-
selves in the latter.

I've suggested recently in a number of
talks especially with our trading partners
that this is the direction we ought to go.
I'm hopeful that by this we can create dis-
cussion with Congress, with business, the
academic community, to explore how we
can put this together. What are the new
ideas? How do we put the meat on the bones
for having a sound trading system, and how
does it fit iIn? And I think if we can make
the right decisions and recognize that those
decisions must be made positively rather
than backing into them, that we'll have a
better trading system.

But it depends not alone on trade but on
my assoclates here, on Congress, and on the
interrelation of all of them.

Peter, I'll yleld to my assoclate.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you
very much, Mr. Eberle.

I think next we should hear from Mr.
Volcker about the broad question of mone-
tary reform.

Mr. VoLcKER. Let me start off with a rather
general point and I think a rather obvious
point in one way, but I'm not sure it has
really penetrated everyone's consciousness
yet because you get used to thinking in
other channels. And it's a very simple point
to which you yourself alluded, that I think
we are adjusting to some very basle changes
in the economic circumstances of the world.

And it Is very obvious when you compare
the present position of the United States, for
instance, with the late 1940's or immediately
after World War II when our preexisting
monetary arrangements and trading system
were largely formed.

The United States was the strong economy
in the world, by any measure. Europe was
prostrate. Japan was prostrate. We were the
only source of production. In my area more
directly, the financlal area, we held three-
quarters of the world's gold; we had very
few liabilities, a lot of assets, and these were
fundamentally in everybody's thinking when
the system was established: the dominance
of the United States politically as well as
economically,

In a sense the IMF was our baby and
GATT was partly our baby at least, and we
provided both economic and political, I
think, muscle to make those institutions
work and make the system work.

What we are saying now quite simply is,
that was the world of the 1940's and the
world of the 1950's, to some extent the
world of the 1960's, but gradually over this
period the circumstances have very basically
changed. The institutions and arrangements
didn't change with the same rate of speed.
And what President Nixon essentlally did
on August 15 was recognize that these under-
lying changes in the economy, in the basic
economy of the world, had buillt up to the
point where we needed to rethink the in-
stitutional structure, the monetary struc-
ture, the trading order as well, and take a
new look at where we are and where we are
headed and bring our institutions into con-
formity with the realities of the world.

It all looked very sudden because it was a
distinet break in terms of policy action but
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this was a break that reflected a much more
gradual but profound process of change
underneath.

I think it's implicit in this that while we
look for changes in the system and funda-
mental change, doesn't mean the old system
was bad under the circumstances. It worked
very well for many years in the circum-
stances that existed. You can see it in the
generally high level of world prosperity dur-
ing these years, expanding trade, generally
friendly economic relations—these were
major accomplishments and nobody is den-
egating those accomplishments; and say-
ing that the circumstances have changed to
the point where you need new institutions,
new systems, so that that kind of accom-
plishment can continue in the future. The
premises of the old system are no longer
valld. We need a new system to advance
those objectives, as Bill Eberle was just sug-
gesting.

Now against that kind of background and
the suddenness of the recognition, at least
that was forced by our actions last summer,
we have been through a period of consid-
erable strain, confusion, turmeoil. Last fall
and winter we were under real economic
pressures, and in some respects and particu-
larly in the monetary area, I think, also a
good deal of confusion over motivations, ob-
jectives on our part and on the part of oth-
ers; confusion over, for instance, whether
the United States was turning inwards de-
liberately and protectionist and all the rest.

I think out of this process of turmoil and
confusion we have succeeded now, nine
months, ten months afterwards in achieving
a considerable degree of understanding about
what the process is all about—certainly not
perfect—ending some confusion about our
own motivations, and in fact accomplishing
some very substantial changes in the mon-
etary environment and to some extent in
the trading environment. We have had a re-
alignment of currency values of an un-
precedented character. We have introduced
some other changes on at least a temporary
basis in the monetary system like wider
bands of fluctuations and the established
exchange rates, We have made some prog-
ress in specific trade areas. We have also
commitments to broader trade negotiations
and broader monetary negotiations.

And as understanding has increased and
as some measures were taken, I think we
have had a measure of calm, so far as the
dollar is concerned at least, returning to
the exchange market. It has been reasonably
quiet for some months. The problems are
not solved but against this background of
understanding and of some concrete accom-
plishment I think an atmosphere of greater
order has certainly returned.

Now in saying that I think we have to
recognize that this is an interim period
and that we haven't solved the problem. We
have not done the fundamental job of really
reconstructing In some sense a permanent
monetary system. We have many trade issues
that are related. We haven’t certainly fully
accomplished the job of assuring a strong
balance of payments position for the United
States and that, In turn, implies a better
competitive position for American indus-
try; and we're working hard on that, but
I wouldn’t want to say that that is assured.
This is a continuing challenge and until it
is assured it s a source of potential weak-
ness In the system.

Progress is proceeding on that basis and
I think progress is beginning—has begun for
some time—on the negotiations that lay the
groundwork for the fundamental permanent
system, so to speak. Now, those negotiations
are not always terribly visible, terribly clear.
They take place in a varlety of forums and
discussions and a variety of manners, and
amid still some confusion, but I think I can
describe to some degree how they are going
on and what the problems are.,

Now, one of the problems is certainly that
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there is still, despite what-I have said, some
difference—in some cases fairly profound
differences—in appreciation as to what the
problems are. And this becomes more ap-
parent as you get toward the specifics, People
can sometimes agree on such a nice glittering
generality as I gave you, that the world is
changed; but when you get into what that
means specifically in terms of policies, prac-
tices, and institutions there's lots of room
for controversy. And I think there is quite a
lot of nostalgia still that somehow if we
could only put back that old system again—
it wasn't so bad; we had all these accomplish-
mencs to which I referred, and now we've had
a little exchange rate realignment, let's just
go back to the old system and proceed on
that basis; and we feel comfortable in that
system.

Our response to that kind of view is, well,
we understand that some people feel com-
fortable in that system, but one of the prob-
lems of that system is that everybody else
was running the surpluses and we were run-
ning the deficits. And precisely after a period
of this happening for twenty years, it was
one of the premises of the system that broke
down. We are no longer in a position to run
deficits, consistent with the stability of the
dollar. And if the dollar isn't stable you're
not going to have a stable international
monetary system. I think that’s the hard
rock of reality in our position, if you're going
to have international flnancial stability,
which everybody wants In general.

More important than any particular in-
stitutional arrangement, more important
than any particular policy is the strength of
the external position of the United States,
which is in turn related to the stabllity of
the dollar. The dollar is the world's reserve
currency, the world's trading currency; if it
is not stable, you're not going to have sta-
bility In the system generally.

So, one of the points that we are trying
to make repeatedly in every form we can—it
is first priority for us—and it should be for
other countries in a sense—is restoring the
external financial and economic strength of
the United States. And this is partly where
the problems begin, because again people
can say, yes, of course I agree with that, as
a general proposition; but then you begin
discussing what it takes to do that and here
you run into a little difficult arithmetic that
one country’s surplus is another country's
deficit. And most countries would rather
have a surplus than a deficit and they'd
rather have a strong trade position than a
weak trade position.

As our position strengthens, other peo-
ple’s, at least in common perception, have to
weaken. And they don't like that. Well, they
recognize maybe the necessity in principle;
when it comes to specific actions, whether it’s
an exchange rate action, whether it's a trade
action, whether it’s a sharing of the military
burdens, whether it's a sharing of the aid
burdens: all of these cost money, cost com-
petitive position in some sense, and there's
resistance. And how is that problem worked
out?

Now, we often meet the kind of response,
“Yes, we understand this is an important
problem and this will be worked cut.” Mean-
while you have become convertible, you adopt
some other financial responsibilities, adopt
some other obligations, And we made clear,
and I think this is quite understood by other
governments now, we are not in a position
to accept those obligetions until we see some
assurance that our position ecan become
stronger and can maintain itself in a stronger
position. And again at the level of princi-
ple you get some understanding, but when
it comes to the hard negotiations of the
various ways and means of accomplishing
that purpose, it's not easy.

This leads me to another kind of sub-
merged—and not all that submerged—issue
that keeps appearing in these discussions.
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Those that agree with what I am just say-
ing in general terms among some of our
foreign Iriends in particular may say, “Yes,
we agree in general with the arithmetic of
what you're saying, but you've got to do it
some way that's palatable to us In effect;
and that way, and perhaps the only way, is
getting rid of what we see as the source of
your problem and that's these capital out-
flows that you have. We don't want your
capital and you keep exporting capital, and
if you only control that capital outfiow,
that's the way to achieve balance In your
payments; and let’s proceed on that basis.”

Now, we don't think that's possible for a
number of practical reasons, and we also
have some philosophical problems with it.
Given our present trade position we have to
have some improvement no matter what
controls you had on capital. But we have
not looked forward to an international fi-
nancial system that rested for its very sta-
bility on a very strongy panoply of controls.
Our objective is to get rid of controls, that
controls are a sign of breakdown of the sys-
tem, an inhibition on the kind of world you
want to see, We want to move in the direc-
tion of freeing us from controls. Others want
to move in the direction of saying, “Well,
controls at least on your capital. It should be
& permanent part of the system.” So we have
another basic issue that keeps reappearing in
one guise or another in these discussions,

There Is another kind of issue that isn't a
particular bone of contention between the
United States and others, but it’s of con-
cern to all countries and raises very difficult
problems. I think all countries, all advanced
industrialized countries recognize—I don't
know if they're limited to advanced indus-
trialized countries—all countries want free-
dom of action for domestic policy. They all
recognize in general terms you live in an
interdependent world, you can’t be entirely
isolated, your policles have to reflect exter-
nal circumstances; but on the other hand
you can't expect perfection in fine tuning
every domestic policy to meet external cir-
cumstances, It's not that easy to bounce
around monetary policy and fiscal policy
and wage price policy and all the rest in the
extreme manner that would be required to
achieve a very high degree of international
coordination,

Once you accept that premise—and it's a
matter of degree—then you have to find a
set of international financial arrangements
that will tolerate a degree of lack of coordi-
nation. This raises difficult issues of ex-
change rates and other policies that certain-
ly have not been resolved, and there's all
sorts of room for argument for the degree
to which one should allow for independence
of national action, force coordination of
domestic policies, or adopt a different kind of
international financial system that allows a
greater scope for independence,

And different countries and different posi-
tions will see this differently. If you're a very
small country that’s very heavily dependent
upon trade, you are likely to be frightened
by the prospect of exchange rate changes
for instance, and frequent exchange rate
changes with your trading partners. You are
willing to sacrifice quite a lot in terms of
domestic economic policy to achieve the ex-
change rate stability. If you are a country
with a relatively small external sector, you
may approach this problem from a different
direction. And to generalize, the Europeans
may approach it from a different direction
than the Americans or the Canadians or the
Japanese, because they're in a somewhat dif-
ferent situation—another one of these issues
that underlies the discussion.

This is not unrelated to an issue to which
Bill Eberle devoted some attention, the ques-
tion of the Common Market itself. This has
a large trade component. It is at this stage
largely a customs union. It has an Increas-
ing monetary component. And part of the
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drive for monetary unity in Europe is what
I just suggested. They feel a more urgent
need to have exchange rate stability among
themselves than perhaps with other coun-
tries or perhaps than other countries want
among themselves. S0 you have a phenome-
non here of Europe, pretty much regardless
of what the rest of the world wants, moving
in the direction within Europe of a partic-
ular type of financial system. And that has
to be taken into account.

Our effort has been to focus attention on
these kinds of problems because we think
they need airing and they need discussion.
Maybe you'd never get a consensus on issues
this broad, but they certalnly have to be
brought out in the open and treated openly,
because any of the kind of mechanics of the
system, the kind of things that receive so
much attention—convertibility, funding of
dollars, the role of the dollar, crawling pegs
frequent changes in exchange rate, all this
kind of mechanical device—and what judg-
ments are made about those devices in the
end come back to these kinds of questions.
And a lot of the discussion, in our opinion, of
the mechanical devices just kind of skims
over the surface and kind of wishes these
issues away, because they're difficult. But to
construct the system right we want to focus
some attention on these issues.

Now this is already apparent in the kind
of negotiations that we see for instance in
the forum. We've been trying to devise the
right atmosphere, the right setting to carry
on the discussions because in the end the
setting is important in the outcome; it's im-~
portant in what issues get treated and how
they get treated. We are making a falr
amount of progress In that direction and it
is interesting in this process to see what is-
sues arise and why the question hasn't been
resolved already. I thought it was going to
be resolved a month ago and it hasn't been.

Well, what kind of Issue holds it up?

We have insisted that the monetary issues
are related to trading issues, and are related
to Investinent issues. The LDC's insist, I
think equally properly, they are related to
aid issues.

Those that don't want to face some of
these other issues say, Oh, no, let's just
treat this as a very narrow monetary ques-
tion; all we want to talk about is converti-
bility and funding and the price of gold
and exchange rates. So in the argument over
the forum and the mandate for the forum
you are arguing over how wide the scope
of the negotlations should be and what is
relevant in treating the financial system. We
have met a lot of resistance on this point
from a limited number of quarters, I should
say, but very strong resistance. I think that
question will be resolved in a satisfactory
way, but in a sense part of the substantive
negotiations are proceeding in this light.

A similar problem arose just in terms of
the number of countries involved. Are the
LDC's relevant to this process or not? Again
there will be progress, I think, in terms of
the LDC's participating.

There's a question whether it should be
entirely a matter for IMF discussion or
whether the IMF discussions don’t have to be
related to the OECD, to GATT, and others
outside. This views, another source of con-
troversy, which reflects on how narrowly
monetarily the problems can be isolated.

I suspect that we will reach some agree-
ment on a so-called committee or group of
twenty as the main negotiating forum falr-
ly soon, with an adequately broad mandate,
with adequately broad membership—with,
I hope, adequate recourse to talents outside
the IMF. We hope that the OECD will make
a parallel contribution. We can use the tal-
ents of other organizations. All of this is
cumbersome and difficult. It's going to take
some time to have these formal bodies, par-
ticularly the group of twenty operating. But
I don't think that shotld obscure the fact
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that whether or not the formal body is oper-
ating; there's a lot of discussion—in a sense,
pre-negotiation—going on fairly continuous-
ly during this period.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you
very much, Mr. Volcker.

And now I think to educate us on perhaps
what 1s—I hate to say what’s least under-
stood on the Hill; much is really not un-
derstood on the Hill, but on one of those
areas where we need enlightenment—we'll
have Professor Stobaugh talk on Forelgn In-
vestment Policy and the Multinational Cor-
poration.

REMARKS OF PROFESSOR STOBAUGH

There are two types of foreign invest-
ments—portfolio and direct. In a portfolio
investment the Investor owns shares In a
company but does not control its operations,
In direct investment the investor not only
owns part or all of the company but also con-
trols its operations. Our discussion this morn-
ing deals only with foreign direct investment,
since by definition a firm must control its
foreign affiliates to be called a multinational
enterprise.

Other criteria used to define multinational
enterprises, such as size of sales or spread
of foreign operations, are quite arbitrary. In
order to obtain a list of firms to study, we at
Harvard Business School arbitrarily took
Fortune magazine's annual list of the 500
largest U.S. firms and their annual list of the
200 largest forelgn firms and selected those
companies manufacturing in six or more for-
eign countries. These firms account for a
substantial part of all foreign direct invest-
ment; for example, the 187 U.S. firms that
met our criteria account for three-fourths of
all U.S. foreign direct investment in manu-
facturing!

Forelgn direct Iinvestment, and this is
largely investment by multinational enter-
prises, has been growing faster than either
world production or world trade. From 1950
to 1970, the output from facilities owned by
foreign direct investors grew at an annual
rate of 10 per cent, compared with annual
growth rates of slightly less than 8 per cent
for the non-communist world’s Gross Na-
tional Product and slightly more than 8 per
cent for the non-communist world’s trade.
As a result, by 1970 the output from the fa-
cilities owned by foreign direct investors
was 6 per cent of the non-communist world's
GNP and about the same size as the non-
communist world's trade.s

About 60 per cent of all forelgn direct in-
vestment is owned by American companies,
and another 10 per cent is invested in the
United States by foreign companies. Thus,
the United States is involved in 70 per cent
of all foreign direct investment.?

By the end of this year the book value of
U.S. foreign direct investment will approxi-
mate $100 billlon. About 90 per cent of this
investment 1is equally distributed among
three major geographical areas: Europe,
Canada, and the less developed countries as
a group. Manufacturing is the largest indus-
trial sector, followed by petroleum.

This prelude, I hope, has sketched the out-
lines of the subject. For those of you inter-
ested In more data, I recommend Part III of
a recent Department of Commerce publica-
tion entitled *“The Multinational Corpora-
tion."” ¢

Even though these figures are impressive,
they still understate the Importance of
multinational enterprises, for these enter-
prises dominate many of the advanced-
technology industries, such as computers,
pharmaceuticals, and chemicals, as well as
certain other important manufacturing in-
dustries, such as petroleum products, auto-
mobiles, and farm machinery, To an impor-
tant extent, the economic health of the

Footnotes at end of article.
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United States depends upon the economit
health of its multinational enterprises. They
account for one-third of total sales of U.S.
manufacturing firms.* They do two-thirds of
the nation’s privately funded industrial re-
search and development.®

I am sure that you are aware of some of
the criticisms aimed at multinational enter-
prises_especially the charge of exporting jobs.
However, a number of studies, includ-
ing one recently completed under my direc-
tion, have concluded that foreign Iinvest-
ments by U.S. :nterprises have a positive ef-
fect on both U.S. employment and the U.S.
balance of payments. We estimate that if
there were no U.S. foreign direct investment,
some 600,000 jobs in the United States would
be lost; and continuing research indicates
that the 600,000 is a very conservative figure.

The reason why U.S. foreign direct invest-
ment creates rather than destroys American
jobs is that such investment is primarily de-
fensive, in the sense that the investor is try-
ing to maintain his place in the world mar-
ket.? Over 90 per cent of the output of the
forelgn plants of American firms is sold
abroad. The amount imported into the
United States is less than one-quarter of our
total imports of manufactured goods, and a
substantial portion of this quarter is a re-
sult of one special arrangement: the U.S.-
Candian Automobile Agreement.

Given a choice, the U.S. enterprise had
rather produce in the United States than go
abroad. But in most cases it does not have
this alternative—if it does not expand
abroad, it would lose its market to foreign
companies, usually large ones from Europe
or Japan. This applies to its U.S. markets
that it serves from its foreign plants as well
as to its forelgn markets. The retention of
these markets by U.S. enterprises provides
U.S. Jobs in the home office and in research
and development laboratories. Further, it
provides U.S. jobs for production workers
manufacturing components, finished prod-
ucts, and capital equipment for export to the
foreign operations.

These exports of goods, of course, not only
have a favorable effect on employment, but
also on the U.8. balance of payments. In
addition ‘to these exports, multinational en-
terprises have another favorable effect on
the U.S. balance of payments; they are ma-
Jjor exporters of services. In fact, one way to
view the multinational enterprise is that it
is an exporter of management and technol-
ogy rather than primarily an exporter of
capital. Indeed, most of the funds invested
abroad by US. firms are obtained abroad
through depreciation allowances, retained
earnings, and borrowings. This point is un-
derscored by the relatively small impact that
the U.S. capital export control program has
had on total U.S, foreign direct investment.
The health of the U.S. balance of payments
depends now to an important extent, and
will depend éven more in the future, on the
dividends, management fees, and royalties
recelved by its multinational enterprises.

Against this background of information,
let us consider what arrangements exist to
facilitate international trade in goods and
services.

To facllitate the flow of goods, we have the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), to which most of the trading na-
tions of the world subscribe. This agreement
lays down rules of the game aimed at four
goals: (1) a reduction in import restrictions;
{2) non-discrimination among countries;
(3) the settlement of trade disputes; and
(4) the grant of waivers from any GATT
commitment upon the basis of an interna-
tional consensus. GATT has been an impor-
tant vehicle in increasing world trade.

In stark contrast to GATT, there is a
vacuum on the international scene when we
consider trade in services. There 1s no inter-

Footnotes at end of article.
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national agreement to facilitate the flow of rency is expected to be devalued; a multi-

services, such as management and tech-
nology. Foreign countries are taking a va-
rlety of actions to reduce U.S. income re-
ceived from the export of such services. In
some cases after an indigenous firm has
reached agreement with an American firm on
the size of a royalty fee, a foreign government
has intervened to reduce the royalty below
the agreed fee. And, of course, a number of
countries restrict the amount of dividends,
management fees and royalties that can bé
pald by a subsidiary to its parent; and in
some cases the payment of management fees
is not allowed at all. Furthermore, the re-
strictions on ownership of local subsidiaries
at times have the effect of reducing exports
of American management. Finally, in some
countries there is the ultimate threat—that
of natlonalization,

A new international agreement is becom-
ing 2ecessary to facilitate continued in-
creases of trade in services. It could be part
of GATT, or perhaps a separate organization,
one we might call a General Agreement on
Forelgn Direct Investment. Whatever route
is taken, the establishment of such an agree-
ment should be a major goal of U.S. forelgn
economic policy.

Now I have put forward this suggestion
from the viewpoint of the United States, yet
I think that it also would be welcomed by
foreign countries. Most nations welcome for-
eign direct Investment because it brings
benefits, such as know-how, increased com-
petition, and access to export markets. In-
deed, the goals of multinational enterprises
typically are similar to the goals of nations,
such as increased output, greater efficiency,
and greater exports. But government officials
tend to be frightened of multinational enter-
prises because these firms are so big. Al-
though the size of any one enterprise's oper-
ations might be quite small in relation to
the nation’s revenues, the governmental offi-
cial knows that he is dealing with an enter-
prise which in many cases s more powerful
economically than his nation.

Although multinational enterprises are
willing to abide by the laws of a nation, the
governmental official cannot predict an en-
terprise’s behavior, since this behavior in
any one country is dependent on the firm's
worldwi-'e situation. Sometimes this behav-
for helps a nation and sometimes hurts it.
For any given nation, the enterprise's behav-
ior at times can help it and at other times
hurt it. Gevernments naturally do not like
the randomness of the outcome. For example,
they -vould prefer a less favorable, but rela-
tively stable, balance of payments rather
than a more favorable balance with large
random swings. The situation is much like
that of -he elephant keeper and the elephant.
The keeper likes the benefits of having an
elepheat, but he doesn't want to get
squashed inadvertently when the elephant
rolls over in his sleep.

A reduction of the uncertainty surround-
ing the operations of the multinational en-
terprise will surely reduce tensions and in-
crease the receptivity of host nations to for-
elgn direct investment. Most of these ten-
sions have been discussed by others, but
several deserve special highlighting now.

Perhaps the most pressing problem is that
of short-term capital flows. Because multina-
tional enterprises and the amount of trade
controlled by them have grown much more
rapidly than the currency reserves of na-
tions, it is now possible for relatively rou-
tine short-term capital movements by mul-
tinational enterprises to cause severe bal-
ance-of-payments problems to a& nation. It
is only good business for a firm to borrow
in countries with low rather than high in-
terest rates and conversely to Invest any
“excess” funds in countries with high rather
than low interest rates. Further, it is only
good business to delay sending funds into,
and to move funds out of, nations whose cur-

national enterprise can accomplish this quite
easily by delaying or speeding up the pay-
ments of intercompany accounts.

To determine the effect of such actions on
both the firms and the governments, we de-
veloped a computer model of & simple mul-
tinational enterprise system?® When our
model was programmed to operate as a serles
of  independent wunits dealing with one
another on an arm's-length basis, the coun-
tries in our model experienced little varia-
tion in their balances of payments. In con-
trast, when the model was programmed for
the enterprise to adopt a financlal policy to
maximize ' its profits, all countries in all
years experienced widely varying balance-of-
payment positions. In some countries the
span of oscillations was over 40 times that
experienced under the arm's length policy.
Of course, the massive changes in the bal-
ances of payments of the countries in our
model may exaggerate the result that would
occur in the real world. Nevertheless, the
model results are likenesses of reality and
there is evidence to belleve that the policies
of multinational enterprises have a potential
of bringing about major adjustments in cur-
rency relationships.

The importance in the real world of the
multinational enterprises’ finanecial policies
to the balances of payments may be seen in
several ways: One is the size of the enter-
prises’ holdings of liquid assets relative to
the currency reserves of central banks. We
estimate that the amount of cash and mar-
ketable securities held by the 100 largest
US. multinational enterprises exceeds the
central reserves of any nation in the world.
Furthermore, the size of the intercompany
accounts are substantial. For example, if all
debts owed the U.S. parents by foreign affili-
ates were paid immediately, the currency re-
serves of the United States would triple; such
flows would deplete a considerable portion
of the currency reserves of many countries.

For another example, we take the case of
Britaln and make reasonable assumptions
about the size of imports and exports of
multinational enterprises. We estimate that
a three-month change in credit terms on
both imports and exports of all multinational
enterprises, both U.S, and foreign, could wipe
out all of Brifain’s reserves. Although it is
unlikely that all multinational enterprises
would act in concert, it 1s equally clear that
their potential actions can have a real effect
on a nation’s currency reserves, This 1s an
area that is ripe for international agreement.

Governmental revenues are another point
of tension between enterprises and nations,
The pricing of goods and services sold from
one unit in a corporate network to another
affect governmental revenues by locating
profits in one tax jurisdiction rather than
another; also, of course, customs are deter-
mined by these prices. Some national tax
collectors, such as the U.S. Internal Revenue
Service, have been aggressive in collecting
taxes on the basis of arm’s-length prices for
goods and services sold between units of a
system. The problem is that most goods and
services sold between units of a system do
not have a true arm’s-length price, because
they are never sold to the public in the
quantity or quality sold within the system.
For example, when Ford imported hundreds
of thousands of parts from abroad to put into
the Ford Pinto, there was no comparabie sale
of goods anywhere in the world and hence no
perfect method of obtalning a “true” arm’s-
length price.

Multinational enterprises have at times
pald taxes to two national governments on
the same profits. This has occurred when the
IRS increased the enterprises’ taxes by ad-
Justing Intercompany transfer prices to show
a greater U.S. profit and a lower foreign profit
on sales that took place several years prior
to the adjustment, In many cases, the com-
panies were not able to obtain a tax rebate
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from the foreign government for taxes al-
read paid. As more governments become sen-
sitive to the question of intercompany trans-
fer prices—partially because of training re-
celved from our Treasury Department—mul-
tinational enterprises are likely to be caught
between two national governments, each de-
manding a tax on the same profit. The U.S.
Revenue Act of 1971 was a major advance in
solving this problem, for the law allows a
U.S. company to ~hoose one of several stand-
ard methods In determining the price of
goods sold to an affiliated export corpora-
tion. A major tension point would be re-
moved if an agreement on allowing standard
methods of pricing intercompany accounts
could be reached among a number of na-
tions, Of course, it is possible to reach such
agreements bilaterally, but the multilateral
approach would be much more efficient.

Other points of tenslon are differing anti-
trust standards in different countries, the
attempt by the U.S. government to force for-
eign corporations controlled by American
firms to adhere to American laws in shipping
to Communist countries, the allocation of ex-
port markets by an enterprise among various
of its affillates, and inadequate reporting by
enterprises to governments.

In addition to these oft-mentioned ten-
sions, .new problems will emerge and the
multinational enterprise when properly
guided can be an important instrument in
solving them. Take pollution, for example,
the adoption and maintenance of worldwide
pollution standards by multinational enter-
prises would be an important contributor to
clean air and water.

What would be the view of the multina-
tional enterprises to & General Agreement on
Forelgn Direct Investment? I believe that as
long as they are treated equally with their
competitors, they would welcome such an
agreement. It would reduce their uncertain-
ty. Over the long run most of these enter-
prises foresee a chaotlic growth of national
controls, some of which would place them
at a disadvantage with their competitors.
For example, current proposals in the United
States to tax the earnings of American-con-
trolled subsidiaries abroad as soon as they
earn a profit rather than when they remit
dividends to the United States would place
the Americans at a serious disadvantage vis-
a-vis some of their foreign competitors.

Another advantage to the enterprises of
such an agreement 1s ‘that management
would be spared from worrying over many
tension-laden points and could then concen-
trate on their special expertise of developing,
producing, and distributing a wide range of
new products in a highly efficient manner,

Regardless of any action taken to facili-
tate trade in services, there is another prob-
lem erying for immediate action. Adequate
assistance should be provided to U.S. work-
ers who lose their jobs because of imports.
Although most U.8. imports are not by mul-
tinational enterprises, such enterprises will
be affected by any legislation passed to pro-
tect workers. There 1s little doubt that U.S.
efforts under the 19682 Trade Expansion Act
to ald worker adjustment have not been
sufficient, although such’ efforts have been
increased substantially in recent years. Suf-
ficient research has not been performed to
indicate the amount of funds needed to fa-
cilitate worker adjustment nor the methods
most ‘appropriate, but successful efforts in
Europe have "invblved ‘the expenditure of
several billions of dollars. Any such program
should aim at moving workers ocut of the
mature industries that are not competitive
internationally into the newer high-technol-
ogy industries In which the U.S. has a com-
parative advantage; ‘these Industries, of
course, generaté larger exports of goods and
services, are modre profitable, and pay higher
wages than the more mature industries. Such
an adjustment ‘assistance program, perhaps
with the advice of labor leaders, ‘would be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE

more appropriate than proposals alming at
isolation of the Unlted States from the rest
of the world.

A BUMMARY

The United States Government should en-
courage the continued growth in the num-
ber and size of the U.S. multinational enter-
prises for the economie health of the United
States depends to an important extent on the
economic health of these enterprises. Espe-
cially the balance-of-payments position of
the United States 15 becoming increasingly
dependent on these enterprises” exports of
services in the form of management and
technology. GATT ? exists to facilitate a con-
tinuing increase in world trade in goods,
whereas no comparable organization exlsts to
facilitate & continuing increase in world
trade in services.

Two major steps are needed in U.S. foreign
investment policy: first, we should begin
negotiation of an international agreement
to increase trade In services and to remove
the tensions until now assoclated with the
activities of multinational enterprises. Such
an agreement would not only serve the in-
terests of the U.8. Government, but also the
interests of foreign governments as well as
multinational enterprises.

The second major step needed is an ade-
quate program to retrain workers who lose
thelr jobs because of imports. The program
should emphasize the retraining for jJobs in
industries in which the U.S. is competitive
internationally, for these industries are fast-
er growing, more profitable, and higher pay-
ing than the more mature industries that
suffer from import competition.

Thank you for inviting me to present this
statement. I will be happy to answer any
questions.
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PROCEEDINGS—CONTINUED

Congressman FReELINGHUYSEN. Thank you
very much, Professor Stobaugh. Yours was
an interesting presentation also.

I'm sure that members of the panel, if not
others, would be only too glad to start the
discussion perlod.

I'd like to point out that Mr. Jacob Clay-
man has joined our group. Mr. Clayman is
Administrative Director of the Industrial
Unions Department of the AFL-CIO. Mr,
Clayman is a former member of the Ohio
State Legislature, and has been in his pres-
ent position for about ten years. He was
formerly Assistant to the President of the
Amalgamated Clothing Workers.

Mr. Clayman, it's a pleasure to have you
here.

The three presentations that we have heard
have given us all food for thought and plenty
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of room for questions. I wonder if we might
open up this pre-lunch phase of our dis-
cussion with a question and answer period.

I would guess that some of the panel
would like an opportunity either to comment
or to ask questions about what has been sug-
gested by those who have given the opening
remarks,

Would any of you like to ask some ques-
tions?

Dr. HamproN. I would like to have a little
elaboration of & comment here this morning
that talks about foreign nations’ interest in
having American direct investment.

I think we have a little bit of a dichotomy
here as to whether they really want It or
they are more concerned about the prohlems
it creates, I'd like to hear just a little elabo-
ration of that.

Professor StoBaucH. 1 think foreign na-
tions would like the benefits of foreign di-
rect investment and that's one of the reasons
that they have kept it, and also many of them
even encourage it.

The problem is the problem of control in
that they perceive that their own economy is
less, under their control when they are de-
pendent on foreign direct investment for a
good percentage of industrial output.

It's kind of liking the fruits of it but want-
ing to minimize the parts that are not so
desirable. And the more the economy grows
the problems probably increase because of
interdependency of one nation on another,
yet everybody likes to keep control of their
OWn economy.

Mr. EserLE, I'd like to second that and add
one item to it, and that is what we tried to
have discussions on the subject, the code of
good conduct, or whatever you want to call
the services approach,

The thing that came out very clearly was
the fact that not only did all of these coun-
tries, developed and developing, want the in-
vestment—they're very happy with the in-
vestment—but they're worried about some
vague, you can call it control, you can call it
abuse that they worry about, But when they
had to define it, there was nobody that could
define what It was that they were really wor-
ried about, and they ended up by asking the
OECD to make a study to see if there was a
problem. I think it's more concern about this
than anything else.

The other thing I want to add is that this
investment as such is something that the de-
veloping countries are focusing on right now
very strongly. And I know of no American
industry or multinational company that ever
won a power struggle with the smallest coun-
try in the world.

Mr, VoLckEer. I think there’s another aspect
of this investment that in effect they pretty
unanimously don't like—I haven't got any
addition to what's been said in terms of look-
ing at investment itself; they have mixed
feelings about it. Basically I think in specific
cases most of them like it. But where it ap-
pears in a more general form in terms of the
balance of payment adjustment process, in
terms of the monetary system, then they are
faced with a certain consequence of this in-
vestment, and that is that money coming in
in investment is like money coming in from
exports so far as their total balance of pay-
ments position is concerned. And when
they're faced with the choice of whether they
would rather export or import capital, I think
fairly unanimously they'd say, we'd rather
export. And they want to maintain exchange
rates and other arrangements that give them
& strong export position. And while they are
ambivalent about it at best, In the end they
say, faced with a choice between having an
exchange rate that gives us a weaker export
position and accommodates the inward flow
of investment, we'd rather have the lower ex-
change rate that Improves the export posi-
tion. And at this level they generally say they
don't want the Investment.

Now, of course, where they're schizophrenic
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is that in particular cases they do want the
investment, and this leads to steady tension.
You see it very apparently, most obviously in
the case of Canada, but it’s not alone in the
case of Canada.

Mr. Crayman. Professor, on page 3 of your
statement the general tone is that the im-
ports from American corporations, of sub-
sidiaries abroad, is relatively modest.

Given that tone, I read back to you one
of your observations: “The amount imported
into the United States is less than one-
quarter of” all of the manufactured goods
that come Into our country from abroad.
And while we have a dearth of statistics, real
statistics, hard statistics on this issue, your
observation that roughly a quarter of our
fmports from American corporations abroad
implies to me a very serious problem of
American capital and American technology
abroad, coming into our country and com-
peting in the American marketplace with
American workers, with American technology,
with American capital that chooses to remain
home.

I see this as a serious problem and would
dispute essentially the tone of your observa-
tion.

Professor StoBavcH. I think it's kind of
interesting that while the multinational en-
terprises of foreign direct investors only ac-
count for a quarter of the imports of manu-
factured goods, they account for half of
the exports of manufactured goods; so that
their net trade balance is really quite posi-
tive. And I think the import of manufactured
goods from abroad from multinational en-
terprises does not primarily compete with
American industry in this country, but pri-
marily competes with the German, the Jap-
anese, the British, the French, the other
European firms who are exporting from either
their home country or from their bases in
Taiwan, for example, into this country.

So the multinational enterprises and the
individual cases that we have studied indi-
cate that these imports by U.S. multina-
tional enterprises are primarily competing
with foreign firms and not our own.

Mr. CraymanN., Well foreign firms—in a
sense we've simply gone out of business in
many areas of our industry. Electronics, for
example—we compete now, you're right, with
foreign firms, because we have no industry
of our own, absolutely none.

Mr, EserLE, Mr. Clayman, I wonder if you
could clarify my thinking: with 80 percent
of this one-quarter being under the auto-
mobile agreement, is this something that
you would like to see disposed of or changed?

Mr. CLaAYMAN, With regard to the Cana-
dians—I must say that we consider the
Canadians in a different category in the labor
movement than the rest of the world, simply
because there's a kind of fraternal assocla-
tion with the Canadian workers that's un-
usual, of course.

Mr. EsgrrLE, Then most of this you would
acccept because it's under a speclal agree-
ment?

Mr. CLaYMaN. Well, I'm not certain of the
statistics, frankly, as you talk of B0 percent
of our imports coming from Canada in rela-
tion to this specific problem. I think quickly
of the Mexican border and I think quickly
of a study that one union made, just count-
ing it up, going from shop to shop—116,000
jobs. And these obvlously are all owned by
American multinational corporations. And
these are all jobs that were American jobs
just a few years ago.

And so when I look at the statistics, which
seem massive and yet I'm not sure of their
verity, I think of these personalized sltua-
tions, 116,000 jobs on the border, the Mexi-
can border. And you can multiply this place
by place, community by community, in all
the United States,

Mrs. Brappey. But you don't regard the
Mexicans in the same fraternal way you
regard the Canadians?

Mr. Crayman. I must say the relationship
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between the trade union movement with the
Mexican workers is not on the same level
and basis as that of the Canadian workers.
It may well be that our relationship with
Canada generally may be somewhat different
than with the rest of the world. But this is
not the heart of what we're taiking about.

Professor SrosaucH. I'd like to mention
three statements of fact: number one, all the
Jjobs on the Mexican border would not be in
the U.S. if they were not performed in Mex-
ico; they might very well be done in Taiwan,
not the U.S. Secondly, U.S, imports of manu-
factured goods made in American plants
abroad for this last year for which we have
statistics was less than $1 billion if you ex-
clude the Canadian situation. That less than
$1 billion is far less than 1 percent of the
output of U.S. manufacturers. Therefore,
there is no way that one can arrive at the
conclusion looking at official government
statistics that the imports of manufactured
goods by American multinational enter-
prises is a serious problem in terms of caus-
ing jobs to be lost.

Thirdly, I'd like to say I am certainly
sympathetic with those who do lose jobs
because of changes in trade patterns. But
overall, the multinational enterprises are
creating far more jobs than they lose, and
the problem is not to keep people working at
jobs that people abroad can do and do just
as well as our workers and do for 20 cents
an hour; the problem is to move them into
jobs where they can earn $3-84 an hour, and
those are the jobs that we have a compara-
tlve advantage in in this country anyway.

Mr. CLAYMAN. The likelihood is, if this pat-
tern continues—and I'd like to say some-
thing about it later when I make my more
general remarks—if this progress of the
multinational continues, there won't be in
my judgment, at least the judgment of
workers, any safe haven for American
workers,

Now, if we're prepared to completely
change our total society, if we're prepared
to cut our standard of living completely
50 that we can match Mexican wages, then
of course that's another question, and that
question will have to be answered essen-
tially by the American people.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. I'd llke to
ask a question; and I think this is a very
sensitive area we're talking about now be-
cause there does seem to be a lack of under-
standing about what the multinational cor-
poration really does mean both for us and for
other countries.

I'd like to ask first of all, in whose lap
would a proposal for a general agreement on
foreign direct investments fall, and what
would be the likellhood that the result would
be a happy one if an attempt were made to
develop rules of the game along these lines?

Certainly in this country, so far as there
is an expression of legislative concern, there
is a feeling that the multinational concern
is somehow an outlaw; it’s causing our trou-
bles. That if, as Mr. Clayman just sald, if
the movement is allowed to continue there
will be no safe haven for American workers,
I would assume that's an extreme statement,
but I think it’s reflected at least on the Hill.
What justification would there be for it, and
if that were the case, would now be an op-
portune time for an international agreement
to be sought? Have we thought it out in our
own minds sufficiently to be able to come
out with a happy result, a definition as to
what makes a multinational corporation good
or what makes it evil, both for ourselves and
for others?

Professor SToBAUGH. I'm not sure that we
could reach an agreement that the multi-
national enterprises or foreign nations would
call a perfect agreement. But I think we
could move in that direction and it would be
bEtter than what we have now, which is, in
effect, a one-to-one operation of the nego-
tiatlons of the firm with individual nations
on a variety of things.
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And we are bullding up a kind of a chaotic
sltuation In terms of restrictions to trade
and services and such. I mentioned manage-
ment fees, royalties, exports, and so on.

I'm not sure how such an agreement would
be reached or who in our government—
whether it would be under the Office of
Special Trade Representative because of trade
and services or whether it would be in Treas-
ury, or whether it would be separate, or what.
I have no idea.

Mr. EserLE, Mr. Chairman, I think it's not
as simple a problem as identifying a multi-
national corporation. First of all, there is
an area of harmonization of tax policy
around the world. That’s a separate issue,
but it affects the whole area of who's going
to tax who, by what country. And that can
be handled in one area, the OECD or GATT or
IMF. It really isn't very important to me,

There's another area and that's one that
affects labor, and I'll call it fair labor stand-
ards for lack of a better term, but what we
would look at is treatment of labor in vari-
ous parts of the world and a code of good
conduct. This is in the international labor
organizations and could be part of the group
of meetings in the GATT area.

It is also the code of good conduct for
the service area as the Professor mentions,
and I think when it comes to how you treat
transfer prices, which is part of the tax mat-
ter, and part of the trade matter, there could
be a code of good conduct.

But there’'s a fourth area and that’s the
code of good conduct on the part of the host
country. In other words, what kind of con-
duct do you expect from the host country—
exappropriation, anti-trust—and these can
all be handled by separate codes. There's no
way of tying one, I think, together or if we
do, we won't get the job done because it
involves conflicting interests. But I think
there is reason to think in terms of proceed-
ing in all four or five of these areas through
separate approaches.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. I wonder, Mr.
Clayman, whether in view of the fact that we
have gotten off on an area where you have
strong views that you would like to make
your presentation now.

Mr. CLayMaN. I'm happy to do it.

And my case is not just based on the multi-
national situation. It's across the board.

It will be reasonably spontaneous. I trust
it won't be too emotional before I'm through.
If it's emotional, one thing I can assure you,
it will reflect the attitudes of ordinary work-
ers in the country.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. We politl-
cians like emotions.

Mr. Crayman. This issue has come on the
top level of ordinary worker and trade union
reactions. And it’s amazing because the lead-
ership in the main of the labor movement
in America comes from a background of free
trade.

Go back twenty years ago, after the war,
before the war, the American labor union
leadership believed in the so-called system
of free trade; and in the last few years there
has been an upside down reaction to the
contrary.

I think you have to ask the question,
Why? Why Is it that people who spent their
youth in the concept that so many of us
pay lip service to as free traders have sud-
denly turned and now are charged with the
protectionist point of view that the old
Republican Party had many years ago.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. Is this a
comment or a crack?

Mr. CrayMmanN. It's a wisecrack.

It's historically true. We all use these labels
and we kick them around. It may be the label
attached at that time to the Republican
Party was undesirable and inappropriate. I
do know it's inappropriate to talk about the
labor movement being protectionist now; be-
cause the point has been made here that
what we want is fair trade.

I don't know whether we give lip service to
this notion but this point is made over and
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over again. And this is the trade union point
of view.

Now, then, let's take a guick look at the
period after the last world war. Japan was
shattered. Western Europe was finished. The
question was whether it would go commu-
nist, whether Japan would go communist.
And so we stepped In with massive assist-
ance—and quite properly, at least in my
judgment—and we rebullt the Japanese
economy. We rebuilt the Western European
economy. And those fellows are not stupid
on their own and they learned all the tricks
with our help in terms of production and
manufacturing and marketing.

The fact is that they are now big boys, no
longer the orphans of the war that we con-
ceived them to be years ago quite properly.
They're big boys. They have viable econo-
mies. They can compete with us. And yet the
fact remains that we still in essence treat
them in many many ways as still the orphans
of the last war.

We permit them, as it has been said here,
we permit them to engage In discriminatory
practices against our exports to their coun-
tries, which we do not engage in ourselves.

I must read you an interesting comment
by Wilbur Mills who is a man of no small
consequence in this field. He made a speech
a short time ago before the Council of Invest-
ment Communities and this is what Con-
gressman Mills had to say:

“I have said that the U.S. Is the most open
market in the world. There is a question,
however, of how long it can remain so in the
absence of greater access to the other coun-
tries of our products.”

And essentially this is our beef. We want
fair trade. We want more trade. We want to
trade with the producing countries, the in-
dustrial countries of the world, on the same
basis that we permit them to deal with us.

All right, now, a few very specific, dis-
tressing facts. There may be all kinds of an-
swers to these facts, but here they are.

The plain bitter fact is that in 1971 for the
first time since 1888—fantastle, isn't it,
elghty three years or something like that—we
had a trade deficit—for the first time. And
that trade deficit was somewhat over g2
billion.

Another fact. Maybe the multinationals
somehow will resolve this for wus. For the
first four months of 1972—a trade deficit of
over $2 billlon. If the trend continues
through the year—there's nothing, in my
ignorance at least, that I see changing that
trend—we're going to have a trade deficit in
excess of $6 billlon.

So beside all the theory—God knows I
don’t want to make nolses as an economist;
I'm not—beside all the theories here are
the physical, painful, distressing facts; and
to ordinary workers this means jobs or unem-
ployment. Where are we then?

Well, the only statistics that I'm aware of,
the only statistics I've been told of, and our
economists have looked at this—I hope
they're right; you can't find them in the
Department of Commerce, I'm told—the only
meaningful flgures are in the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. And those figures, 1966
through 1971, jobs created by exports re-

mained stationary, zero. We haven't lost .

there. We haven't gained there. Jobs lost to
imports: those figures say, those statistics
say 900,000.

And if it's meaningful, and if you wanted
it, I would like to ask our economists to sub-
stantiate those figures; because if these fig-
ures are true—and our fellows believe they're
true—somebody's getting hell knocked out
of them and obviously it isn't the multina-
tional corporations. It's the ordinary Amer-
ican worker.

I don't want to bring in the walling wall
bit. Here are a few statistics. It so happens
that my union is the Steelworkers Union, my
union affiliation. Last year over 18 million
tons of steel were imported. Incidentally,
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this was above and beyond the limit estab-
lished in the voluntary steel import gquota
agreement between our country and Japan
and the Common Market agreement. We have
made these voluntary agreements before, you
know, and they have been dishonored as
much as honored. This is one of the facts of
life.

If I may digress, one of our problems is
that since the war we have treated these
matters in terms of diplomacy rather than in
terms of hard, honest, effective bargaining.
We've been concerned with the political con-
sequences rather than the economic conse-
quences.

Now I don't want to depreciate the polit-
ical significance, and I think it was enor-
mously important in the early years after
the last war. But I think the time has come
when we've got to have a hardheaded view
of trade, and bargain as labor and manage-
ment bargain in this country in a hard-
headed, practical—both cases self-serving, we
hope ultimately public-serving—{fashion.

Well, do you know what the steelworkers
estimate this 18 milllon tons means? It's 18
percent of domestic consumption. They fig-
ure that it means job loss of 108,000 steel-
workers. That's what it takes in the U.S. to
produce that kind of steel.

Shall I continue?

For example, 9 out of 10 radios made
abroad; 1 out of every 6 new cars made
abroad; 7 out of 10 sweaters; 19 out of 20
motorcycles; 9 out of 10 baseball gloves—
this is the great American sport. You have
to look hard to find a baseball glove. Gosh,
what's happening! Even baseball, you know.
I don't know about bats, but I've been told
recently that bats have fallen into the same
chasm.

We import 100 percent of our 35 mm.
cameras, all of them. We import 96 percent
of our magnetic tape recorders. We import
T0 percent of our portable typewriters and
more than 50 percent of our black and white
television sets.

A short time ago a leading Brazilian shoe
exporter predicted that the United States
will soon be out of the shoe producing busi-
ness entirely.

Now I haven't ranged through the whole
litany or the whole laundry list, but there
are more by the scores.

Now then. As I read these it sounds kind
of monotonous, and who gives a hoot about
how many television sets we make and all
the rest of it. But unless we think of these
imports in terms of jobs and people and
families and communities, we're going to
miss the essentlal fact and the essential re-
ality of the problem of imports In our coun-
try

Now I come to that interesting issue of—
incidentally my terminal facilitles are very
poor. You tell me when you want me to
quit.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN., We'll get
Mr. Heltzer to do that.

Mr. HeLTzER. Up to the moment he hasn't
given me anything to argue about.

Mr. CrayMaN. All right. I hope we agree at
the end. That will be terribly important if
you and I agree. Because between the two of
us I think we can have a little impact on
the problem.

Now, then, I want to talk about multina-
tlonal corporations. Professor Stobaugh's pa-
per obviously is a brilliant one, but I don't
want to assoclate myself with it.

This has become a real béte noire among
workers. You talk about American multina-
tional corporations and there is a rising gorge,
a tension, growing but worrisome. It ought
to be worrisome to politicians; it ought to
be worrisome to our corporate structure; it
ought to be worrisome to our government
as has been sald here—it is the fastest de-
veloping institution in our American soclety.
And it has all happened in what? Fifteen
years, thereabouts, no more.
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It has been sald—and incidentally this
figure of $100 billion that we talk about,
just a year or two ago this was being very
seriously disputed by many people in gov-
ernment and business. I'm glad an author-
ity of your standing has made the observa-
tion.

Now, $100 billion—someone has said that
it’s the third productive force in the world.
I don't know if that's so, but I've heard it
sald by people who seem to know their busi-
ness. Imagine, American capital invested
abroad has become the third productive
force in the world. There are 8,000 subsidi-
aries of American corporations all around
the world.

I'll give you a couple of examples. This
isn't for rhetorical purposes. I think it makes
a point, Take ITT—I don’t want to talk about
it in its political ramifications; that's not
our problem here. But it's a typical multina-
tional. It manufactures goods abroad, over
$2.5 billion a year. It has 104,000 employees
and 250 plants in America. Great! it has
191,000 employees abroad. And since the
agreed antitrust solution with the Depart-
ment of Justice, it has acquired—and this is
several months old, and has probably
changed—it has acquired 16 additional firms,
6 of them in the U.S. and 10 abroad.

Let's take a look quickly at Chrysler.
And I tell this story because it has meaning.
It may strike you as a bit amusing but it's
more than that.

Chrysler acquired 35 percent of the Mitsu-
bishi Motors in Japan. It had a heck of a
time getting it. They wouldn’t let them buy
more than 35 percent. The government of
Japan wouldn't permit them to do that.
Then the Japanese government “suggested”
that in exchange for permitting this invest-
ment, Chrysler would agree to import into
the U.S. the Dodge Colt manufactured in
Japan—Colt sounds so America, doesn't it—
36,000 In '71, 60,000 in "72, and 175,000 in
1975. But the Chrysler Corporation belng
vigorous, hard bargaining, said, “Well, in
turn, Japan, you've got to take some of our
Plymouth Vallants.” The Japanese finally
acceded and sald, “Yes, we'll take some of
your Plymouth Vallants."” They did, And the
Plymouth Vallant was manufactured in
Australia.

This is the nature of the new messiah
on the American and international scene,
namely, the multinational corporation, whose
primary concern—and I say this without
malice for I don’t think the ordinary worker
would feel this way—is for a dollar wherever
it can be earned, and what follows there-
after with obligation to the American com-
munity, to the American people, to the Amer-
ican government is incidental,

U.S. Steel. They made $154 million, an item
that’s been kicked around a lot, $154 million
in 1971. Some investigators have said they
didn't pay a penny in U.S. federal taxes. I
don't know if that's so or not, because I
have seen another item by another investiga-
tor who said $10 million in U.S. taxes. So
whether it's nothing or £10 million, the fact
is that we let this multinational in a sense
legally get away with what? No tax or $10
million tax; while the little government of
Venezuela where they have operations in-
sisted they pay $45 million in taxes. Vene-
zuela made it absolutely sure that they paid
their fair share of taxes. But we've treated
the multinational—for that matter it need
not be multinational—in a somewhat dif-
ferent fashion.

Shall I tell you how deep the feeling is in
the worker community, and I suspect and
assume in the total community?

One of our fellows just the other day in a
speech went back to Thomas Jefferson. Tom
Jefferson made an observation 150 years ago—
you’'ll forgive me for saying it; It was Tom
Jeflerson who sald it, you see, and I quote
him:

“Merchants have no country. The mere
spot they stand on doesn't constitute so
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great an attachment as that from which they
draw their gains."

Now if that sounds lurid in 1972, I make
another observation. This is a quotation from
Robert Stevenson, Executive Vice President
of the Ford Motor Company for International
Operations. I quote him:

“It is our goal to be in every single coun-
try there is—Iron Curtain Countries, Russia,
China. We of Ford Motor Company look at a
world map without any boundaries. We don't
consider ourselves basically an American
corporation. We are a multinational com-
pany.”

I don't know whether this is the face of
the future. But there it is. And maybe this is
a picture of the brave, bold, new world.

Well, in conclusion. We have got to de-
velop—to come back to my original thesis—
we have got to develop fair trade. We have
got to deal with the industrial nations of the
world—I'm not talking about the developing
nations. We have got to deal with the de-
veloped nations of the world on the same
basis as equals. And we're not. Those of you
who know much more about this field than
do I, the gentlemen from government, they
know that the Japanese have a dozen re-
straints and restrictions on our shipments to
their country to every one we have. David
Rockefeller, I just noticed in last night's
paper, complained to the Japanese—he's over
there now making speeches—he complained,
and he told the Japanese—I won't take the
time to cite it—he told the Japanese you're
altogether too restrictive and you've got to
permit a freer flow of trade.

The Common Market countries. Not gquite
the same, but in the same general area. Here
they are having all kinds of preferantial
treatment for their own countries. We're
out of that swim. If we grant a particular
favor—if that's the word—or if we grant a
special concession to one country, we give
it to all countries, We abide by GATT. We're
the only country that apparently does. And
until we get this kind of trade—I don't
know when it will come; it's in the future
now of course, some time in the future—
we've got to build protective devices. And I
think you know that the protective devices
we suggest are those in the Burke-Harke bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know I talked
too long. But I used great restraint. I quit an
hour before I wanted to.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN, I don't
think you talked long enough, Mr. Clayman;
because I do think in some respects the
shift of the labor movement is one of the
major developments, but still to me one of
the most unexplained declsions that I
know of.

You say there has been an about-face, but
I'm not quite sure why, in spite of your
eloguence. You say there must be fair trade
but your proposal for fair trade would almost
surely kick off a destructive trade war. And
you say the labor movement is not protec-
tionist. If the legislative ends that it seeks
are protectionist and admittedly so, how
can you say that you are not protectionist?

Again, I think what we're talking about—
and I'm sure one of the representatives of
the multinational corporations will comment
on this, too—Iis a very fundamental point,
and it's one that obviously strikes some
sparks here on the Hill. But Wilbur Mills—
again he was the sponsor of the Mills bill
last year which caused apprehension in other
parts of the world, and which I thought was
very unwise—doesn't say much except to
say we need greater access to markets, as I
understand the quote that you gave. And
who would argue with that? Who would
argue with the necessity of getting freer
trade or the value of getting freer trade or
fairer trade? But to say we're mot going to
play the game; we wish we were back In the
19th century; we wish Coca Cola weren't
being sold in' Japan; we wish Chrysler
wasn't dealing with Mitsublshi doesn't
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strike me as something we're going to be able
to change in any event.

And again the feelings of the labor orga-
nization run deep because perhaps they are
not well informed about the relationship of
what goes on with multinational corpora-
tions overseas and this effect. Of course, if
they are misled and their emotions are
aroused and in some way they associated the
activities of an American company abroad
with & loss of jobs here, they can tend to be
antagonistic. 'And so can members of
Congress.

Congressman ZwacH. I think in America
we have been muddle-headed in our trade
agreements with foreign countries. I think
we've been tough businessmen in America. I
think we've been Santa Clauses in our deal-
ings in foreign areas. I think Mr. Clayman
has made a fundamental point that we've got
to begin to get tough if we're going to live.

Mr. Herrzer. Could I make just a few com-
ments—I'l1 give you the prepared talk, if you
prefer.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. Why don't
you comment on what's been said thus far.

Mr. Herrzer. I want to make just a few
comments. One is that really there are a
great many of the points that Mr. Clayman
made which really are related. The matter of
getting freer and fairer trade around the
world is of common interest. The multina-
tional company and labor don't have a dif-
ference of opinion.

I suspect that he feels as I do that looking
back at the record of negotiations—I don't
want our government people to feel that we're
too critical, but we do recognize this is very
complex, and certainly aside from the eco-
nomic issues the political issues are of great
consideration. I don’t want to oversimplify
it at all.

I think I do get concerned with what ap-
pears to me the sense of urgency, and maybe
there's more of a sense of urgency there
than is likely to appear externally anyway. I
think this is probably the case.

We got into this position as so aptly de-
scribed by all of the gentleman preceding
me over & period of a good many years. Vir-
tually we could see what was happening to
us during the 60's. We knew what was hap-
pening to us, and concelvably hindsight of
course was great. We all have 20/20 vision
when it comes to hindsight. Looking back at
it, maybe if we had taken somewhat more
drastic measures earlier we could have
avolded some of the crisis that appears to be
there and actually is here right today.

I guess I feel that during the great share
of our negotiations in the past, it looks to
me, a layman who certainly doesn't have all
the Input that you gentleman have, we really
haven't been very successful in fighting the
battle on economic issues.

We have more often conceded to political
considerations—and as I say, I recognize all
kinds of input that put us into that spot.
But today we represent the largest market
for all the people outside of the United
States as well. And if we are going to succeed
in negotiations, we have to make the prog-
ress when we have that particular position;
because as our market becomes less and less
dominant in the affairs of, say, Japan and
the European market, we have less of a ne-
gotiating position. As Mr. Volcker certainly
pointed out, the kinds of things we wish to
accomplish with them really depend upon
their recognizing that they have got to do
something for us,” and what they do is
necessarily not in 'their own interest, as they
fear.

I belleve that the only strength we have
in trylng to encourage them to make the
necessary changes that are in our Interest
vis-a-vis the dollar is when there is at least
an implied threat that our market can be-
come more difficult for them to reach. And,
belleve me, I don't want that to become the
case. But as I say, you negotiate from
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strength when your market is that significant
to them; you negotiate from weakness as
that gets less and less important for the for-
eign producer.

Mr. Chairman, I'd just as soon end for
now on those comments.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. Before the
luncheon break, Mr. Volcker wants to add
something.

Mr. VorLcker. I'm provoked into a couple
of small points here.

I was struck like Mr. Heltzer by how much
I would agree with in the preliminary parts
of the labor position. I was also struck with—
I'm not quite sure how they get to the
results, as you suggested.

But in listening to both of these gentle-
men, I think we have the same premise to
start with. I think particularly I appreciate
the political dimension of what I was saylng
in this kind of balance-of-payments terms,
that nobody understands the political di-
mension is parallel, and people understand it
better; and I think that corresponds to what
I was trying to say.

When it comes to fighting the battle, as
one of those who has been trying, I think,
there's & certain amount of criticism in the
process; I'd just like to ask a few questions
of both of these gentlemen, because percep-
tions do differ.

I look at labor and I say, yes, what we
want to do is open up foreign markets, and
we want fairness around the world and we
want equal treatment.

We have some proposals, some effective,
some not yet effective to that end. We had
one, the Federal DISC arrangement, to pro-
mote our exports, and what do we find?
Labor is the principal opposition, to some-
thing that we thought was necessary to pro-
mote fair trade and jobs for Americans and
penetration of foreign markets. And I won-
der why labor was on the other side of that
issue.

Reference was made to Canada earlier,
where we think there are certain arrange-
ments that are palpably unfair, that are
palpably one-sided, that are characteristic
of what we had permitted to develop over
the years. But as I understand your position,
that's a special fraternal arrangement that
we're not too concerned with. And part of
our difficulty is as we look around the world
we have special fraternal relationships that
we have permitted to develop in a number
of cases, and our position is simply that
fraternity cannot be at the exclusion of
equality at some point if we're going to
achieve the very objectives that you're talk-
ing about.

Now just to make this a little even-handed,
I can't certainly speak of Mr. Heltzer's per-
sonal position or his company’s, but I had
somewhat the Impression, I must say, last
fall and beyond last fall when we were in
& bit of turmoil on these issues, that multi-
national companies were not our strongest
supporters; that they were rather sensitive
to the concerns of the foreign countries that
had to do just what you sald, and were
rather bashful about supporting what we
thought was the legitimate American posi-
tion and were rather forthcoming about say-
ing, don't press on all these things. After all
our forelgn partners have problems and we
must recognize the political sensitivities, the
economic sensitivities, the difficulties, and
don’t push.

Now this may be a misimpression, but this
is an impression I had from at least some
multinational companies.

Mr. HevtzER. I'd like .to answer that par-
ticular point, if I may.

One of the great hazards in any of this
kind of discussion is the very broad brush
that says multinational companies per se.

Mr. VoLckEer. I agree with that.

Mr. HeLTzeErR. Within the industry as such
there is a substantial nuymber of variables
that exist—within our own company, if you
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will, we have a varlety of differences of opin-
ion. You're golng to have them.

Obviously a good share of the multination-
al companies were scared to death of the
retaliatory measures that could very well be
taken by those overseas. So there was this
fear of overdoing it, getting a reaction—and
so this becomes a matter of judgment and
sensitivity—to know how far you can go be-
fore that happens.

Mr. VoLcxEer. May I just make a one-sen-
tence comment on this.

I agree it’s a matter of judgment, but your
last comment I don't think is consistent with
the argument that we have not been bat-
tling.

Mr. CraymaN. May I say just one quick
word in response to Mr. Volcker's observa-
tion.

I think what you said demonstrates that
a loose 1ip can be & very dangerous weapon.
I quite glibly and loosely talked about the
fraternal assoclation with the Canadian la-
bor movement and you're taking me literally,
as you have a right to. But let me point out
factually.

The labor movement is in full and hearty
support of the Burke-Hartke bill. And the
Burke-Hartke bill does not make any differ-
entiation between various countries and it in-
cludes Canada. SBo you have taught me a les-
son that I shouldn't be too glib on oceasions.

But I want the record to be clear. And that
is the clear, plain fact.

Mr. EBeRLE. My comment will be brief,
Congressman,

We couldn’t help but recognize today the
importance that there is a common interest
in the problem that we have; and that is
that everybody at this table recognizes the
importance of both imports and exports in
the creation of jobs, the control of infiation,
the standard of living, and particularly the
adjustment of systems talked of here.

And the interesting sideline is that the re-
sult that my good friend from labor sug-
gests, which is the Hartke-Burke bill, put-
ting quotas on and a great deal of restric-
tlons on, is opposed to a strong effort to go
out and develop, opening up markets for
the American export with safeguard provi-
sions. And I would only point out that there
are two sides to this story. It's interesting be-
cause when my labor friend says this is the
bill they support, I would point out that its
supporter, Senator Hartke, on June 12 put in
the Congressional Record my speech which
outlines a different result from what he's
talking about, but based upon the same basic
premises. And I think we'll get a better re-
sult in the long run by having an open sys-
tem, by getting treatment around the world,
the kind of tough negotlations my friend
from business talks about.

I'd only close by saying that having been a
former state legislator, been elected to the
House—Speaker—and a former businessman

a multinational company, I under-
stand both points of view because the very
unions represented by my friend used to sup-
port me.

Thank you.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. I think we're
all very pleased with the contributions that
have been made so far by the panelists.

I regret that Secretary Volcker and Am-
bassador Eberle will not be with us after
lunch. But Mr. Cross will represent Treasury
and Mr. Pearce will take Mr. Eberle’s place
on the panel.

We'll meet again at a guarter of 2:00.

AFTERNOON SESSION—2:00 P.M.

Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN. If we may
come to order., I have asked Congressman
Zwach to chair the afternoon session for me.

I promised before lunch that Mr. Heltzer
would be the next witness, so if you're in
readiness, Mr. Heltzer, we'll be glad to get
your views on this subject.

Mr. HevrzeR. Thank you, Mr, Chairman,
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I am Harry Heltzer. I am chairman of the
board and chief executive officer of the 3M
Company as well as a member of the Emer-
gency Committee for American Trade.

ECAT was formed nearly flve years ago
by a small group of United States business
leaders to express their opposition to pro-
tectionist bills that were then before the
Congress. Today, these businessmen and
many others who have joined them are more
concerned than ever that, if major restric-
tive trade measures are passed, this coun-
try will find itself embroiled in a trade war
in which no nation or people can be winners
but in which all of us will be losers.

For, in addition to the threat of additional
import quotas and the retaliation that would
result against U.S. exports, we are now faced
with a variety of other protectionist meas-
ures. These would severely damage our econ-
omy, result in increased unemployment,
raise consumer prices on many products, and
make it difficult for U.S. business to com-
pete abroad.

Proponents as well as opponents of such
legislation as the Hartke-Burke Bill, can
agree on at least one fact—the international
economic policy of our country is now at a
crossroads.,

Will our country travel down a protection-
ist road, one which we abandoned almost
four decades ago when the high protective
tariffs of the Smoot-Hawley Act helped bring
about a world-wide depression? If this is the
choice, we will build a wall against imports.
We will tax the earnings of the foreign sub-
sidiaries of U.S.-based multinational corpo-
rations to such a high degree that they will
be unable to compete in overseas markets.
We will hamper the export of capital and
technology from this country. We will be-
come economic isolationists, excluding from
our shores much of the competition that
motivates greater efficiency in our domestic
economy.

Or will our country continue on its path
toward freer trade? If this is the choice, we
will strive with renewed vigor to make Amer-
ican industry more competitive in world
markets, We will persevere in our negotia-
tions with other countries to achieve mone-
tary reform and a lowering of tariff and non-
tariff barriers to trade. We will provide
adjustment assistance for those isolated firms
and groups of workers in segments of indus-
try which no longer are competitive. We will
continue to encourage the flow of capital
and technology out of and into the United
States, realizing that it is in our national
interest not only to elevate our domestic
economy but also to raise the living stand-
ards of a growing world population.

You will note that I have stated the pro-
tectionist versus free trade choice as an
either-or proposition. I have stated it this
way because the two trade philosophies are
largely incompatible. The United States can-
not lock out imports without expecting re-
tallation against American exports.

The United States cannot restrict the flow
of patents to other countries without ex-
pecting them to respond im kind, The United
States cannot encourage the export of high
technology goods and import only raw ma-
terials; this would relegate other people to
the role of our economic servants, a political
impossibility in the world today.

In making our choice between these two
largely exclusive international trade philoso-
phies—protectionism or freer trade—we
should add up, the stakes.

Protectionism would significantly limit the
American worker to participation in do-
mestic markets which serve only 6% of the
world's population. Freer trade would permit
the American worker to participate more
fully in markets which serve the other 94%

(of the world's population.

Additionally, no nation has a lalger stake
In world trade than the United States. Con~
sider just four statistics:
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First, the annual exports of the U.S. are
nearly five per cent of the nation’s Gross
National Product, but those alone
are more than the total GNP of all but nine
of the world’s nations.

Second, the overseas operations of U.S.
firms account for fully one-eighth of all the
goods and services produced outside the
United States.

Third, U.S. direct foreign investment totals
nearly $80 billion. It is four times that of
Great Britain, the next largest foreign in-
vestor, and 60% of all world-wide direct for-
eign investment.

Fourth, and finally, the income from U.S.
direct investment abroad is the largest favor-
able factor in the nation's balance of pay-
ments. In fact, the income from our invest-
ments abroad together with the income de-
rived from royalties and licensing fees is more
than double the amount of money that is
leaving the country in the form of foreign
investments. Bo direct investment abroad
and the participation of American firms in
global markets are good for our country and
we ought to be encouraging more of it.

Yet the protectionist measures now before
the Congress would restrict U.S. investments
abroad, inhibit the use of U.8, patents abroad,
and impose quotas that would bring retalia-
tion against U.S., exports which in the last
five years have been growing at an average
rate of 7.8 per cent per year.

All of this is aimed at multinational cor-
porations in shot-gun fashion—as if legisla-
tive broadsides can be based on generaliza-
tions about business organizations which are
almost as individualized as people.

Not only do the multinational corpora-
tions differ in the products that they make
and sell, they differ in their sources of raw
materials, their labor requirements, their
capital and labor needs, and & host of poli-
cles and practices which affect internal as
well as external operations ranging from re-
tirement plans to cleaning up the environ-
ment on a world-wide basis.

The restrictive trade legislation is aimed
broadly at manufacturing and extractive
companies, makes no distinction between the
labor-intensive and capital-intensive op-
erations, does not take Into consideration the
constructive contribution that companies or
whole industries make toward exports, bal-
ance of payments, or the U.S. jobs which are
derived from imports.

What prompts the indiscriminate firing of
the protectionist artillery?

Proponents of restrictive trade legislation
say that they are trying to save jobs of work-
ers in the United States. They argue that run-
away multinational corporations invest
money in low-wage countries in order to
make goods abroad and that higher-paid
workers in the United States suffer because
of this activity. They say that multinational
corporations, in effect, export jobs,

I am sure that you are familiar with the
studies which refute those arguments—stu-
dies not only by ECAT, but also Business In-
ternational,, the National Foreign Trade
Council, the Chamber of Commerce, the U.S.
Department of Commerce, and others, in-
cluding Andrew Brimmer of the Federal Re-
serve System who estimates—and I quote—
the forelgn trade sector of the United States
economy may be generating more than 750,.-
000 jobs, even after allowing for the number
of jobs that might be displaced by competi-~
tive imports—unquote.

At a time of relatively high unemployment,
the appeal of the “job export" argument can-
not be denfed. What can be denied, however,
are the premises on which such an argument
are based, in the hope that loglc will prevail
and that the great good sense of the Amerl-
can people will not be swayed by an, unjusti-
fied appeal to their emotions.

U.S.-based multinational corporations, for
example, -are not running away to low-wage
countries to manufacture goods and import
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them into the United States. The recenteveryone can win. We make a contribution

ECAT study of T4 large multinational cor-
porations showed that, excluding Canads,
less than two per cent of the output of U.S.
subsidiaries abroad is exported to the United
States. Seventy-five per cent of all U.S, in-
vestment abroad s in Europe or Canada
where wages are relatively high,

U.S.-based multinational corporations also
are not taking the capital required for pro-
ducing new jobs in the U.S. and investing it
abroad, In 1971, only 18 per cent of total
plant and equipment investment by Us.
companies was made abroad.

Additionally, U.S. multinational corpora-
tions are not exporting technology to the
detriment of the U.S. economy. The fact is
that these corporations are helping facilitate
the importation of patents from other coun-
tries. In fact, roughly half of the applications
for U.S. patents last year came from outside
the United States,

What is not widely perceived by the Amer-
ican people is that they benefit greatly from
the importation of technology from other
countries. Eight of the last 10 major break-
throughs in steel technology, for example,
have come from abroad. The U.S. textlle in-
dustry has benefited from inventions in West
Germany, England, and Italy. The Germans
invented the Wankel engine, while the
French invented the radial tire. As another
example, the Japanese were responsible for
developing the helical scan recorders for
video tape recordings.

Another misconception inherent in the re-
strictive trade measures now before Congress
is based on the premise that, if U.S. sub-
sidiaries were forced to close down abroad,
this production could then be conducted in
the U.S. The fact Is that the non-U.S. com-
petitors of American firms would move into
the vacated markets, and, because of their
proximity to customers and market needs,
they would be strengthened in their com-
petition with U.S. exports.

The favorable impact of multinational cor-
porations on the economy and employment
is illustrated by the company I represent,
the 3M Company.

Back in 1951, 3M founded its international
division and established its first overseas
company. At first, only a handful of the
12,000 3M jobs In the United States were
related to the company's international ac-
tivity. By last year, 3M’s employment in this
country had grown to 87,900 and, by then,
nearly 5,000 jobs—or one in eight in the Us.
company—were related to 3M's overseas
operations. In addition, many other jobs in
the United States have been created, because
we and other multinational corporations are,
in a sense, the export arms of our suppliers.

I can state categorically that not once In
those 20 years has a decision to expand
abroad been made because of low wages in
other countries. We, like most multinational
corporations, invested abroad because the
only way we could participate in growing
overseas markets was to set up shop near our
customers. In this way, we could not only
be more responsive to our customer’s needs,
but we could also hurdle the tariff and non-
tariff barriers to trade that kept out U.S.
exports.

At the same time, however, we pushed our
exports as vigorously as we could and we
saw them rise significantly. In 1851, our ex-
ports were only 3.8 million dollars; in 1971,
they were more than 100 million dollars. And
where do our exports go? Ninety percent of
them go to those 37 countries where 3M has
subsidiary operations engaged in sales
and/or manufacturing.

An important reason for this is that none
of our international companies make a full-
line of 3M products. In addition to the semi-
finished goods they require from our U.S.
company for their manufacturing operations,
they also need finished goods to fill out thelr
product lines.

In our experlence, participation in interna-
tional trade creates a situation in which

to our own and the economies of other coun-
tries abroad. In return, more jobs related to
our international operations are created in
the U.8. and earnings are returned from
abroad not only for 110,000 shareholders, but
for investment in new plant and equipment
and for the support of such activities as
research. Indeed, during the last five years,
3M's international operations have returned
more than $500 million net to this country,
thereby contributing favorably to the U.S.
balance of payments and to our ability to
grow in the United States.

Despite this contribution from our multi-
national operations—and similar contribu-
tions by other multinational corporations to
our economy—Wwe now find a number of meas-
ures, including tax measures, before the
Congress that would restrict U.S. invéstment
abroad.

Some of these are aimed polnt-blank at
restricting trade. Some are masquerading un-
der the banner of tax reform.

The effect of some would be to hamper
U.B. investment in other countries. Some
others would effectively kill U.S. participation
in world markets.

In the latter category are two provisions of
the Hartke-Burke Bill. One would repeal the
credit presently allowed U.S. corporations for
the payment of taxes to foreign governments;
the other would subject the foreign subsid-
iaries of U.5. companies to U.S. income tax
on & current basis.

Let me put it bluntly: In the short range,
these two provisions would make it difficult
for the 3M Company and many other multi-
national corporations to conduct operations
abroad. In the long range, these provisions
would cause our company and many others to
withdraw completely from many overseas
markets while maintaining only a fraction of
their former activity ir others.

The provision which would wipe out the
credit presently allowed U.S. corporations for
the payment of taxes to foreign governments
is nothing less than double taxation. Here
is how it would work:

France has a 50 per cent tax rate on in-
come. For the sake of illustration, let us as-
sume that total profit from the French sub-
sidiary of an American company is 100 units,

Under the French tax rate, the French gov-
ernment gets 50 units of the 100. Then be-
cause Hartke-Burke disallows this as a credit
against U.S. taxes, the United States govern-
ment taxes the remalning 50 units at the
U.S. rate of 48 per cent. Thus, the U.S. gov-
ernment gets 24 units.

Altogether, taking into account the pay-
ments to both governments, 74 units of taxes
have been pald out of 100 units of profit.
In other words, the U.S. subsidiary would be
paying taxes at the rate of 74 per cent, while
their competitors in the French market would
still be paying taxes at the 50 per cent level.
Quite obviously, the subsidiary of the U.S.
company would nol be able to compete
under such circumstances and would be
forced to withdraw from France.

The other tax provision of Hartke-Burke—
the one which would tax earnings in the
year in which they are earned—is somewhat
less harsh but more insidlous.

At the present time, almost all countries
levy withholding taxes on profits when they
are remitted. These are called remittance
taxes and commonly average between 25 and
30 per cent.

Individual nations, however, through tax
treaties commonly bring this rate down con-
siderably. In fact, the United States now has
treaties with 27 countries that brings the
rate down to a much lower level.

However, the Hartke-Burke provision which
would tax earnings in the year in which they
are earned would violate those treaties and
the other countries would be free to raise the
remittance rate back to its original level.

So, using our previous example involving
100 units of profit, 50 units of this already
have been pald in taxes to France. The other
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50 units, however, is subject to France's
remittance tax. Under treaty, the remittance
tax in France is five per cent. But since the
U. 8. has violated the treaty, the rate snaps
back to its original 26%. So a remittance tax
of this amount—12.5 units—Iis paid to France.
The remaining 37.5 units then is taxed by the
U. 8. government at the usual corporate rate
of 48 per cent. This amounts to another 18
units. So, altogether 80.5 out of 100 units of
profit have been pald in taxes, leaving only
19.5 units for shareholders and reinvestment
in the business.

Proponents of these confiscatory tax meas-
ures say that they are trylng to remove the
incentives which encourage capital to leave
this country and be invested abroad. How-
ever, I fail to recognize any tax incentive
that exists for the flow of capital to the in-
dustrialized nations of the world, where most
of our investment is, If those countries have
& tax rate which approximates ours. And most
of them certainly do have tax rates which
very closely match our tax rates.

As for those countries where the tax rate
is significantly lower than the U, 8. rate, this
also proves to be no advantage since the U, 8.
requires corporations to pay the highest of
two rates on foreign source income.

The stated purpose of the protectionists in
proposing such harsh tax measures 1s to save
jobs in the United States by keeping our
capital at home and establishing gquotas
against imports.

In the emotional climate that now sur-
rounds the unemployment problem, I agree
that it is not sufficient for us to point out
that the importation of goods, whether by
C. 8. or non-U. 8. companies, causes only a
small portion of the nation’s total unem-
ployment problem. It is not enough for us to
point out that only a few segments of in-
dustry, a few isolated cities and towns, or
only a relatively small number of people are
aflected by such temporary dislocations with-
in the economy.

A problem does exist—a problem does af-
fect people. Those who propose restrictive
trade legislation purport to recognize the
problem, but their solutions, which would
shoot the horse in order to kill the flea, are
poorly aimed and self-defeating.

What then are the desirable alternatives?
Must the whole economic system be destroy-
ed to cure the allments of one of its parts?
Are the strengths of our competitors outside
the United States so great that the American
people must change their whole society in
order to counter them?

I do not think so, The U. 8. is a very strong
and vigorous competitor around the world, as
is evidenced by our strong position in so
many categories of trade.

At the present time, it seems to be the
vogue for the American people to dwell on
their infirmities, some of which are real and
some of which are imagined. As time goes on,
I would hope that we would once again dwell
on our strengths and bulld on them.

Most of all, we should welcome competi-
tion. This, instead of prompting us to pro-
tect our inefficiency, will spur us on to
greater efficiency and give us a chance to
participate in those markets that serve most
of the world’s population.

At the same time, however, we should
recognize that increased competition on a
world-wide basis will give us problems. There
will be job dislocations. The advance of tech-
nology will continue to create new jobs,
usually of a higher skill level, while making
others, usually of a lower skill level, obsolete.

Our objective should not be to save dead-
end jobs in inefficient industries, but to save
workers and create new, higher-paying Jobs.
We need to retrain workers, and, if necessary,
help them relocate so that those who are
unemployed can once agaln make a con-
structive contribution to our economy.

I am gratified to see a number of proposals
now before the Congress which would en-
large upon and improve adjustment assist-
ance so that it will be timely and effective.
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When considering these and other pro-
posals, I think, though, that we should recog-
nize ' that it will be difficult to formulate a
single government program to solve the
problem. The plight of the worker over 50
yvears of age who has become unemployed
because his plant is no longer competitive is
not the same as that of the unemployed
Ph. D., or the man or woman in their thirties
who can be retrained for a new career.

I believe that we should begin our efforts
to solve the adjustment assistance problem
by taking an inventory of the existing gov-
ernment programs which may be modified
or strengthened. Then, we should devise not
only the appropriate legisiatior. to launch
governmental programs but we should also
turn to the private sector for ways in which
it can help. Certainly private industry has
demonstrated its capabilities in the fields of
industrial training and education.

It is time that we broke our nation's un-
employment problem down into its com-
ponent parts and achieved solutions.

This would be the most effective answer to
the protectionist who, under the guise of
saving jobs, would have the United States
embark on a course that would, in the end,
wreck the domestic economy and exclude its
citizens from participation in growing global
markets.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you very
much, Mr. Heltzer.

I was intrigued by what I heard of the
challenge that you threw out and your reiter-
ation of faith in our system to do the job,
in our starting to try and starting to move
forward.

Now I have the fortune of introducing the
next member on the panel, a lady, Mrs. Brad-
ley, who represents the League of Women
Voters,

It has been my privilege to be in legislative
work for 38 years. I have known the League
over all of those years and have always been
impressed with their study and development
of issues and their grave concern. So it gives
me a great deal of pleasure to introduce Mrs.
Bradley who is the National Vice President
of the League of Women Voters of America.

Mrs. Bradley.

Mrs. BraprLey. Thank you very much.

I was invited to appear here today as a
representative of that vague class called the
consumer, and so while, of course, I draw on
my work in the League of Women Voters,
what I say is essentially my own and may
not in all instances represent an official posi-
tion in the League of Women Voters.

Consumer needs, I think, should be defined
in terms much broader than just the dollars
and cents of the marketplace, although that
is important.

Recently I spent two weeks in Japan as a
member of the delegation from the League of
Women Voters. We were there on an eco-
nomic fact-finding tour. The trip was very
valuable In terms of giving me a fresh per-
spective on mutual trade problems and poli-
cies, and also a fascinating glimpse of the
way the Japanese economic system works.

One of the things which struck me was the
high prices in the domestic market, a phe-
nomenon which cannot be understood in
terms of the domestic economy alone, or even
in connection with Japan’s need for foreign
exchange to pay for her raw materials. Japan
is now a mature economy. I will take time
to make only one comment.

One of the reasons Tor the higher prices
was the lack of competition from foreign
imports—a situation which those who pro-
pose protective tariffs or quotas should take
to heart.

In Japan, forelgn and domestic economic
policies are determined by a consensus ar-
rived at by the governmental and industrial
sectors, on the basls of national iriterest, and
are part and parcel of the same package. Each
special interest recognizes and accepts that
fact and adapts to the demands thus im-
posed.
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This phenomenon seemed new and differ-
ent because in the United States, government
and industry are not so closely related. But
on further thought I realized that in this
country too the welfare of the ordinary citi-
zen is dependent on the nation's policies, on
the interrelated political and economic goals
we set for ourselves.

Just as the consumer has an ultimate share
in the costs of environmental control policies,
he also has a similar stake in policies deter-
mined In industry and governmental offices,
the halls of Congress, Ministries of State,
and even in the cubbyholes of the gnomes of
Zurich.

American consumers pay a high dollars and
cents price for trade restrictlons—whether
legislated or voluntary quotas, tariff or non-
tariff barriers. For instance, about 15 to 20
percent of the items covered in the Con-
sumer Price Index are affected by trade re-
straints—probably adding about $200 to $300
a year to the average family’'s budget. Restric-
tions on gasoline and oll, sugar, dairy prod-
ucts, steel, and clothing, add greatly to the
monthly bill for simple staple items alone.
And the plethora of trade legislation sitting
in varlous Congressional Committees could
more than double these dollar costs. And
much too little has been made of the fact
that it is the poor and low income famlily
who must bear a disproportionate share of
the costs of protectionist policies.

The consumer is all of us—the blue collar
worker, the corporate executive, the banker,
the domestic worker, the farmer, professor,
student, secretary, government official. To-
day technological, social, and political change
has radically altered cultural and economic
life styles. The issues of today are not neces-
sarily those of yesterday, and we need to find
solutions to our trade problems suitable to
the current situation. Why pay lip service to
old myths? Can we afford to have them gov-
ern us in our policy? Can we afford to lock
out imports through mandsatory quotas, to
limit the development of multinational cor-
porations in the name of stimulating do-
mestic employment, to apply the provisions
of the anti-dumping law in order to benefit
specific business interests? We must balance
the interests of the soybean farmer and the
industrial exporter.

I'm going to depart here and say I come
from the State of North Carolina where re-
strictionist policles of the textile industry
do rather govern the approach to trade prob-
lems in North Carolina, and yet this is di-
rectly in opposition to the interests of our
soybean farmers, our tobacco farmers, even
our export hoslery industry.

We must balance the interests of the soy-
bean farmer and the industrial exporter. We
must allow the low-income mother access to
low priced shoes for her children, We must
not forget the wretched life of the average
man in the less developed countries as we
protect our American workers, for in the end
all stand or fall together.

It is important that the United States
should now exercise great patience in inter-
national negotiations and not rush headlong
into legislation such as that contained in the
Burke-Hartke bill—and I'd like to say here
that it really pains me greatly when I have
to part company with labor.

The growing economic power of both Japan
and the Common Market calls for negotia-
tion and not with a big stick. A trade war
is the last thing the world needs. Our short-
range goals and immediate and special needs
have to be welghed in the light of long-
range goals and overall social and economic
benefits. Basic to this, I think, is Congres-
sional authorization of broad negotiating
authority for the President, of some kind,
and I'm not going at this point to make spe-
cific recommendations, although I would be
glad to discuss it.

I would prefer to talk about some specific
trade areas.
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One of the issues which seems to assume
great importance in this country and which
we have certainly devoted a lot of atten-
tion to here today is that of the multination-
al corporation. Their overseas facilities, I am
told, now turn out 75 percent more manu-
factured goods than the United States ex-
ports. Countries such as Canada are con-
cerned about the penetration of their mar-
ket and industry. Labor unions in the United
States are concerned about American jobs.

On the other hand, multinationals have
beneficial effects on our economy. They
create jobs, even though those may be white
collar rather than in the blue collar category.
Internationally the multinationals create
greater interdependence among the nations
of the world, and in some respects tie us all
closer together, although there are rare in-
stances of course when this is not the case.

The facts are not all in, nor have we sorted
out the long range from the short term ef-
fects of this development. And I hope that
Congress will take its time and give this sub-
Ject a very careful appraisal. What is called
for are public hearings combined with seri-
ous and objective study. I sincerely urge
that Congress not rush into legislation on
this subject.

We also need some careful evaluation of
the Adjustment Assistance provisions of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. It is true that
the program has not been very successful,
but the number of cases Is small, Perhaps—
I shouldn’'t even say perhaps—I think we
need to liberalize the requirements. We also
need to examine whether this kind of a pro-
gram can work in a period of high unem-
ployment when job training does not nec-
essarily mean that jobs are available.

I'd like to say here also that I think we

‘might consider the extension of this policy

to something we could call Adaptive Assist-
ance that would be of assistance to industry,
other than those injured by imports and
other than those directly related to our in-
ternational trade policy.

Closely assoclated also with this is the
problem of Injury to workers and firms and
:;Jmmung.lies which arises from the conver-

on problem as prioriti
s wg omy = P es change in the

I was at a conference on military spending
last spring in Seattle, Washington, which
took place one day after the SST was de-
feated. That was some conference. It repre-
sented a broad section of the community,
including officials from Boeing Aircraft,
young people, members of the League, of
course—a wide variety. And the problems of
conversion In this country are something
that really need direct attention and I think
are not unrelated to our international trade
policy.

Congress should seek solutions to these
problems, solutions which would prevent
the full burden of economic dislocation from
falling on the workers especlally, solutions
which do not at the same time exacerbate
international relations.

Since President Nixon's August 15 bomb-
shell economic message, monetary policies,
and hence trade policies, have undergone a
gigantic upheaval and the dust has not yet
settled. We talked about this considerably
this morning. The Smithsonian agreement
provided the United States with a mech-
anism for devaluation and added flexibility
to the relative market price of currency, but
it has not by any means provided us with
& permanent solution to major monetary
problems, and the barriers which stand in
the way of a resolution remain formidable.
But we must not allow special domestic in-
terests to dominate national economic life;
we must not allow interests of economic na-
tionalism to vie with the broader interests of
global prosperity. International good wilj is
basic to international trade and to the jobs
and goods which such trade brings to all who
engage in 1t, Americans included. I think
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our monetary policies should be conducted
in this context.

Finally, I think we should take a long hard
look at the health of our own industrial
complex. We need to establish clear policies
with regard to our willingness and abllity to
subsidize obsolescence in certain manufac-
turing areas; to cope with the discrepancy
between a trillion dollar GNP and a 6 per-
cent unemployment; to consider just how
long we can accept one of the lowest pro-
ductivity rates of any major industrial na-
tion; to examine the implications of the serv-
ice economy we have become; to decide
whether tariffs and quotas are acceptable
substitutes for modernized plants and great-
er efficiency.

In short, we must stop plugging the holes
in a leaking trade policy and begin to con-
struct a cohesive new policy built on the
present day interesis of the nation as a
whole. Only such a policy will serve the over-
riding self-interest of the consumer—his in-
terest in economic stability, prosperity, and

1d ace.

Wt?{l’ wc?:ld like to add that I know this
sounds like the same old free trade speech
that has been made hundreds of thousands
of times. I don’t think it necessarily is. I
don’t think we need to throw out the baby
with the bath. And I believe that within
the confines of a rational, liberal, open trade
policy we can if we are creative and take the
time to take a careful look find solutions
to the new problems which face us today
which did not exist in the early 60’s, the
50's, and before that.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you very
much, Mrs. Bradley. Your suggestions are
very challenging, and we're going to have
them in the record and are going to make
them available to all of our membership
and I hope to everyone else that is inter-
ested, because we appreciate the input.

Now, we have next Mr. Bob Hampton, who
has a long-time history with the National
Council of Farm Cooperatives.

Coming from the Mid-West, a real agri-
cultural area, it'’s my impression as I study
this more and more that it is agriculture
that has been sold down the river in all of
the trade negotiations through the past
thirty years. Finally we think we're back on
the front burner a little bit, but I would
like to hear what Mr. Hampton has to say.

Bob.

Mr. HamproN. Thank you, Mr. Congress-
man, for those introductory remarks.

Speaking for membership of the National
Council which in turn represents farmer
members of a large majority of the nation’s
farmers, I would certainly endorse your com-
ment that agriculture is being recognized
as one of the most difficult and most com-
plex and most important issues in inter-
national trade.

AGRICULTURE AND U.S. FOREIGN ECONOMIC
POLICY

Farmers, and U.S. agriculture in total, are
keenly aware of the vital importance of our
forelgn economic policy to their welfare and
to that of our nation in the 70's. It is widely
known that the output from one of every four
U.S. acres in production goes into export
markets. This has been of great direct benefit
to farmers, and our 1971 agricultural exports
of about #8 billion have been a bright
spot in our international payments position.

Our increasing recognition that economic
policy should be at the center of a soundly
conceived forelgn policy position is long over-
due. Trade and development are galning new
stature as the avenues to a more rational
intercourse between nations, and means of
improving international communications in
the Interest of a more stable and peaceful
world order.

Our first concern, then, is to reaffirm and
continue the recognition of high priority now
being given to international trade, monetary
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and other economic issues by the Administra-
tion and the Congress. Such emphasis is vital
to the establishment of international institu-
tions and a more effective framework of trad-
ing and financial rules which encourage our
opportunities for national and world eco-
nomic progress.

A stable international economic order must
be achieved through broad-ranging and in-
tensive negotiations which should begin as
an exercise in reciprocal removal of trade bar-
riers and revision of international monetary,
tax and Investment arrangements. Other in-
ternal national policies should then be the
subject for consultation and eventual nego-
tiation.

Domestic farm policies are a prime exam-
ple of internal issues which require interna-
tional harmonization in order to achieve a
more efficlent and open world economic or-
der. The principle of nations not exporting
costs of their own soclal or economic pro-
grams, so ably enunciated by Ambassador
Willilam Eberle in recent weeks, is indeed a
first prerequisite to fair and meaningful in-
ternational negotiations. This problem has
been exemplified by policies such as those
of the EEC which through a variable levy—
export subsidy technique transfer costs of re-
structuring European agriculture to outside
agricultural suppliers.

The key tc successful international nego-
tiations for U.S. agriculture is to conduct
them simultaneously with industrial nego-
tiations, so that reciprocity can be achleved
on & broad overall national basis. It is also
important for U.8. trade spokesmen, both
official and private, to establish a more
effective dialogue with special interests in
other countries who can be helpful in break-
ing down unfair or oppressive trade barriers.
In Europe, for example, the business and
financial community as well as the general
public have a strong interest in modifying
the Common Agricultural Policy of the EEC
g0 that it is less costly internally, as well as
less harmful to oppcrtunities for expanded
trade.

Another requirement for successful trade
negotiation is a strong sense of commitment
to the Idea of expanded trade. U.S. agricul-
ture is committed to that goal, and will work
with executive and congressional leaders to
counteract trade restrictionism and oppose
dangerous legislative proposals such as the
current sweeping Burke-Hartke bill’s import
ouota proposals which, we belleve, are likely
to face us again Iin 1973. Leading U.S. farm
and agricultural trade Interests will support
a strong legislative measure to give the Pres-
ident a broad mandate for negotlating away
trade barriers and for establishing other im-
portant international trade, financial and
investment arrangements. Such legislation
should include improved means and programs
for adjustment assistance to trade-damaged
sectors of our economy. Programs for retrain-
ing and relocating workers should be stressed,
and should be Incorporated as part of a
broader national effort to protect workers
against disruptive industrial adjustments,
domestic as well as International, which are
inevitable in a progressive, innovative, ad-
vancing economy.

An effective international forum for nego-
tiations and for other discussions of inter-
national economic issues is more urgently
needed than ever before. Whether this takes
the form of a strengthened GATT or a new
approach has been a toplc for ~onsiderable
recent discussion. The Imperfections and
Iimitations of GATT, as for any international
forum which has no ultimate authority for
enforcement of agreements made under its
auspices, should not blind us to the fact that
we mneed stronger, not fewer, international
trading rules.

Trading blocs and trade preferences are
another issue of great significance, and de-
serve most careful attention in the years
ahead. Exceptions to the “most favored na-
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tion"” principle of trade, which is funda-
mental to the General Agreement on Tariffs
snd Trade, should be consistent with GATT
rules and should not go beyond the intent of
giving trade preferences only when further
steps toward economic unjon or close co-
ordination are in prospect. Unfair and un-
desirable EEC tariff preferences against U.S.
citrus exports in recent years are a recent
example of abuse of the GATT's general pro-
hibition of trade preferences.

We strongly endorse the following recom-
mendation of the recent Presidential Com-
mission on International Trade and Invest-
ment Pollcy:

“The nations of the world must recognize
their increasing economic interdependence
and must try to achleve better coordination
of their economic policies. The first step in
this process is a willingness to submit na-
tional economic policles, domestic and for-
eign, to international scrutiny and mutual
peccommeodation . . . The major economic
powers will have to work togéther continu-
ously to coordinate their monetary policies
if the world 1s to avoid the deleterious effects
of exchange controls or large destabilizing
movements of capital such as those of the
past three years. . .. The major economic
powers will also have to coordinate better
their foreign aid policles. If economic aid is
to be untied, so that lts benefits to the
developing countries can be more fully real-
ized, major donor countries should untie
their aid simultaneously, thus limiting the
adverse balance-of-payments impact on any
one donor.”

We call attention, too, to the following
Trade Commission recommendation:

“The Commission belleves that the time
has come to begin immediately a major series
of international negotiations: 1. to cope ef-
fectively with urgent international economic
problems; 2. to prepare the way for the elim-
Ination of all barriers to international trade
and capital movements within 25 years.

“The negotiations should be launched at
the highest political level through a joint
initiative by the United States, Western
Europe, and Japan. A high-level interna-
tional steering committee should provide di-
rection and thrust to the negotiations and
monitor their progress.

“We welcome the recent agreement to es-
tablish a high-level study group on trade
problems in OECD as & step in this direction.
We would hope that this initiative would be
broadened to include investment and pay-
ments matters as well . . .

“First priority should be given to those
critical issues which now threaten to under-
mine the gains of past negotiations and block
progress toward our long-term goal. These
include: (1) The world payments problem.
In addition to greater eflorts on our part to
stabilize U.S. prices, the solution of this prob-
lem requires better coordination of monetary
policy among major countries and more
equitable sharing of the costs of the com-
mon defense. It may also require, on the part
of surplus countries, a further realignment
of exchange rates along with removal of re-
maining quotas on lmports and restrictions
on capital exports. . . . (2). The adverse ef-
fects on U.8. exports of the European Com-
munity’s Common Agricultural Policy and
preferential trade arrangements. We should
seek a commitment to the elimination of i1-
legal preferences, assurances that no further
impairment of our agricultural trade inter-
ests will occur in the enlargement negotia-
tions, and a commitment on liberalization of
the Common Agricultural Policy as part of
the negotiations on longer-term issues.

“Concurrently with the negotiations on the
immediate problems listed above, longer-term
negotiations, looking toward the progressive
reduction and eventual elimination of bar-
riers to trade and Investment, should be Ini-
tiated. These negotiations should be different
in several respects from those of the past:




August 10, 1972

(1) They should be comprehensive in scope.
Unlike past negotiations, they should not be
confined to tariffs, or even to trade prob-
lems. . . . (2) Reciprocity should be con-
celved in terms of the whole set of negotia-
tions rather than as an objective to be
achieved within self-contained compartments
of trade Investment, or finance. In some cases,
of course, it may be possible to arrive at mu-
tually advantageous solutions within specific
industrial sectors, and efforts should be made
to find such solutions. On the other hand, in
many cases a country will have to give more
than it gets in one sector or functional area,
and recoup by securing an equivalent ad-
vantage in another.

“The principal areas for mnegotiations
should include the following: (1) Reform
of the international monetary system. . . .
(2) Agriculture. High priority should be
given to the serious problems of agricultural
trade, which have not been resolved in past
trade negotiations. We believe the time is
ripe for a concerted international effort to
deal with all aspects of the problem includ-
ing, in particular, the levels and techniques
of agricultural support. Our muin objective
should be a substantial reduction in' the
high levels of support and protection of the
European Community, The United States
should be prepared, in turn, to improve the
terms of access to its markets for imports of
agricultural products in which other coun-
tries have a comparative advantage. (3) Pref-
erential trade arrangements between the
Eurcpean Community and nonmember coun-
tries. The United States should oppose ar-
rangements inconsistent with the require-
ments of GATT. . . . (4) Nontariff distor-
tions. Despite the tarlff reductions of the
last two decades, U.S. industries continue to
meet difficulties at home and abroad as a
result of forelgn policies, practices, and in-
stitutional arrangements which distort com-
petitive conditions to our disadvantage.
Among these problems are technical, health

and safety standards; subsidies and tax ex-

emptions for domestic industries; tax in-
centives and special credit facliities to pro-
mote exports; and remaining quantitative
restrictions, We should recognize, on the
other hand that a number of U.S. trade bar-
riers are of concern to our trading partners.
International agreements to reduce such
barriers and distortions to trade are both
necessary and feasible. . . . (5) Export sub-
sidies. A pressing need exists for Internation-
al action to discourage the subsidization of
exports through the credit and tax systems.
Rules should be developed, in particular, to
limit competition in government-supported
export credits. At the same time, the United
States should take more vigorous action to
enforce its countervalling duty and anti-
dumping laws. . .."”

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you very
much, Bob Hampton, National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives.

This concludes our prepared testimony.
We have several members of the Task Force
here who perhaps have some guestions.

In brief, these are some of the major ele-
ments needed for an effective and forward-
looking economic policy stance for the 1970's.
U.8. agriculture’s interests are completely in
harmony with our natlonal welfare objec-
tives: (1) A commitment to world trade ex-
pansion for economic benefits to all nations
and a more stable world order; (2) improved
forums and techniques for continual con-
sultations and negotiations to deal with in-
ternational economic problems; (3) legisla-
tive action to initiate major negotiations, to
provide for improved programs of adjust-
ment assistance, and to avold damaging re-
strictionist action such as unilateral and
sweeping import quota imposition; and (4)
continued recognition of the central role of
economic issues in our foreign relations, and
of the close interrelationship of trade, aid,
monetary, tax, agricultural and other issues.
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It is gratifying that recent Administration
actions, following the Trade Commission rec-
ommendations, have moved firmly in the di-
rection of a constructive trade expansionist
stance. In spite of vigorous efforts by some,
Congress has also resisted the threats of
restrictionist legislatlon such as the Burke-
Hartke and the Dent bills.

The establishment of a White House Of-
fice for International Economic Affairs prom-
ises to go far toward coordinating trade in-
terests within the Departments of Agricul-
ture, Commerce, Labor, State and Treasury,
the Office of the Special Trade Representative
and other governmental agencies. Private
groups have also developed constructive co-
alitions, including farm and agricultural or-
ganizations, to work for expanded markets
abroad and for sound trade, monetary, and
investment policies.

There are very substantial threats to the
U.S. trade position in the 1970's growing out
of trade barriers, an outmoded world mone-
tary system, inflation, declining productivity,
rapid technical innovation and economic
growth abroad, heavy overseas military
spending and other factors. However, this
can be a decade of opportunity if we can
regain our superiority in productive efficiency,
check inflation and develop more vigorous
programs for negotiating away other barriers
to international commerce. While many of
the major problems are economic, our ability
to take advantage of this opportunity de-
pends on the political will of the U.S. and
other major trading nations to work together
in the future for our mutual benefit.

Let's start with you, Tom Rallsback.

Congressman RarLssack. I wish that I had
a lot of background, but let me just pro-
pose this to Harry Heltzer and to the other
free traders. T would direct a question to all
of the representatives on the panel whom
I will lump together as the free trade advo-
cates. And lest I be accused of being blased,
let me say that I also am inclined because
of the nature of my constituency—I repre-
sent Deere and Company, International Har-
vester, a farm area that's very big in corn
production as well as soybean production,
so I'm kind of a free trade advocate. But, I
noticed at this meeting and reading the
statements very hurriedly that all of you
seem to recognize that there is & need for
improving, at least modifying and improv-
ing the existing laws relating to adjustment
assistance.

All of your statements appear to be very,
very general, and I wonder if we can get a
little bit more specific and say exactly what
kind of a commitment has to be made to
demonstrate any kind ol a meaningful aware-
ness of the job displacement and problems
that are created by lowering the barriers and
having more imports, especially in the area of
textiles and steel and so Zorth.

Bo I want to direct it to all of you who
may have any specific examples,

Congresman ZwAacH. Would you like to
start, Mrs. Bradley?

Mrs. BeapLEY. I'd be glad to comment on
that in much more specific terms than I did
in my talk.

I think that the criteria for finding in-
jury in the ’'62 law are much too strict. It's
almost as if the law had sought to prevent
people from getting help rather than to en-
able them to. I think that you're going to
have to tone down the requirement that in-
creased imports must be shown to result
from prior trade concesslons, and make it
more general than that; and also that im-
ports have to be a major factor in the in-
jury.

In other words, it's very difficult to sort out
the exact effect of the import program on
the industry or on the workers. I'm more
interested in workers than I am the Industry,
but I'm also interested in the industry.

I also think that there need to be some
changes In the investigatory process. It takes
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at'least a year for a case to go through, and
it needs to be speeded up. What good is 1t
to a man If he loses his job and it takes &
whole year before he gets any help? I mean
he has either starved to death or drifted into
some other job or given up or something
else by the time it affects him

Furthermore, I think we need a really good
employment training program. And this of
course goes far beyond trade policies. I think
we have been messing around with job train-
ing for a long time. We've tried this and that,
and 1t has been sort of a scattered effort with-
out major commitment, I think, on the part
of the government to see that something does
work. I think Congress really needs to turn
its attention to finding a really satisfactory
job training program.

I also think that we might consider some
kind of incentives to relocation for workers
whose industries have been injured.

‘And I guess the final point I want to make
on this is the compensation provided in the
'62 law 15 really ridiculous after all these
years of inflation, and Congress needs to take
another look at the formula for determining
compensation in the law.

Congressman RamLseBack. I just wonder if
anybody else would like to comment.

Mr. HerTzER. I'd like to add one comment.
I'think Mrs. Bradley was far more knowledge=
able of the law than I was, and I think her
points are very well taken.

I guess one of the things that appears in
the evidence, when you try to think about it
in a practical manner, is that you don't solve
all of the problems with one kind of a pack-
age. You may have a steel plant that goes
down in a given community and you can't
convert that to making scotch tape the next
afternoon. It isn't gong to happen. You can't
retrain people to that extent, nor can you
attract the industry in there soon enough to
do that kind of a job.

I am inclined to believe that you may have
to devote more monies to the spending on
public works in given areas when this situa-
tion exists in the community. Because in
many cases this is going to occur to relatively
small numbers of people—a single Industry
that might be Involved, becomes obsolete.

Incidentally, it's not necessarily a result of
imports. This could be the case whatever it
might be. It's a problem of what to do when
you have an unemployment situation arise.

Now I think the government ought to be
an employer—I don't think we should ignore
the fact that under some conditions you need
a bridge and maybe public spending for the
public good at that time in that given loca-
tion, in order to help build that bridge until
you can do something about employing
people.

Mr. CLAYMAN. Mr. Chalrman, the Congress-
man did not direct his question to me be-
cause apparently I'm the only “protectionist™
in the crowd.

I can't refrain from making some ob-
servations.

I didn't comment on this lssue at all. Why?
Because our approach has been so piddling
over the years, with not much volce ralsed
to Congress.

What's happened is we've given relief, aid,
to workers by the hundreds, literally by the
hundreds, rather than by the tens of thou-
sands, indeed, the hundreds of thousands.

Heretofore, the Federal Tariff Commission
has been terribly niggardly and almost with=
out fall—it would be Iinteresting for you
chaps to take a look at the record—almost
without fail would deny just a host of cases,
one after another.

In the last two years or thereabouts there
has been a slight change for the better, slight.
And as you have su , we give them a
few more dollars for a few more months and
we give them an opportunity for some kind
of cursory tralning, and you're on your own.

Number one, we've got to come to recog-
nize that you can't uproot thousands of fami-
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lies, often many of them in industries where
their ages are in the 50's, some in the 60's,
the late 40's—you just can't uproot them
and say blandly, look, we're going to ship
them off a thousand miles into a strange
new world.

So, number one, we have got to drasti-
cally increase the kind of ald we give them
for longer than we give them., We've got to
make thelr livelihood resemble somewhat the
kind of livelihood they were used to rather
than really welfare client livelihoods.

Number two, beside the matter of train-
ing, which I know is important in the ab-
stract, but what’s happened is we've trained
and we've trained and we've trained and
we've spent billions of dollars and we've sent
people to no jobs at all—a few jobs. Somehow
we've got to develop what some will con-
sider some strange form of socialistic con-
trol—we've got to consider government as-
suming some responsibility for shipping into
these communities that are devastated other
kinds of plants, even establishing the priori-
ties.

Incidentally, the Scandinavian countries
do this as a matter of course. But we're
afraid to tackle it for somehow we conceive
this to be somewhat unAmerican. Now if you
ask me why I won't be able to give you the
reason, but that's the fact. 80 we need a
basic and a drastic overhauling on this sub-
Ject. And I haven't touched it even though I
represent the workers in a sense. I haven't
touched it because we have been so disheart-
ened and frustrated by its operation hereto-
fore.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you very
much.

Any other comments on this question?

Mr. PeArceE. I was very glad to hear Mr.
Clayman's statement of strong support for
this program because it's one of several keys
to solving the problems that we have all cen-
tered on in this discussion today.

I think to put it in perspective, however,
it is necessary to point out that the prob-
lem is not with the lack of willingness on
the part of the Tariff Commission to deal
fairly with people who submit applications.
The problem lies in the fact that the pro-
gram was a tentative program to begin with.
It represented a compromise between people
who felt this was an important adjunct of
any sort of effort to liberalize trade on the
one hand, and other people were very con-
cerned about what the costs of it might be.
One of the basic problems, as Mrs. Bradley
suggested, is the required link to an earlier
trade concession.

Now when this bill was passed in 1962
we hadn’'t had any major series of trade con-
cessions for nearly fifteen years. Therefore,
applications that were submitted in the peri-
od following 1962—well, people who submit-
ted applications found it very difficult to
relate the deterioration of their business to
trade concessions that had been made that
long ago.

One of the costs of the basic disagreement
which has developed between labor and much
of the rest of the community on what trade
policy should be, falls in this area, It is
the case that labor has not gotten behind
the improvement of this program in any
serious way. I hope it isn't a result of their
disillusionment. I suspect it is the result
that these kinds of efforts compete with oth-
er solutions that labor deems to be preferred
solutions right now.

But my own view, and this stems from
my participation in the Willlams Commis-
sion and much briefer experience in govern-
ment, is that any further progress in deal-
ing with the problems that we have been
concerned with here today absolutely hinges
on our willingness to treat fairly and ade-
quately the problems of people who are In-
jured by import competition.

This is not a problem which will be re-
solved by improvement in the economy. It
is not a problem which will be resolved by
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restoring conditions that most of us would
regard as fairer. . In part the need to do
something here stems from a different struc-
ture of world trade.

Patterns of world trade are going to change
very quickly. The multinational corporation
is involved in this, whatever your view of
its role. It has made possible much more
rapld changes in the composition of our
imports. And the mechanisms we have de-
veloped to cope with adjustments to those
changes are simply not adequate. And this
is the area where they need attention.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you, Mr.
Pearce

Professor Stobaugh?

Professor SToBAUGH. I want to put on my
special interest hat now, since we have some
other special interest groups, and say that
one of the things we need on this question
is much more research than we have done
to date, much more study. Because there
really hasn’'t been a large scale systematic
study of what constitutes effective adjust-
ment assistance programs.

I say special interest because that's what
we speclalize in, the academic world of re-
search.

Congressman ZwaAcH. Thank you very
much.

Would you like to make a comment, Bob?

Mr. Hampron, Nothing further than to re-
inforce, I think, the general sympathy of
the agricultural community for the prob-
lems of these workers, as I expressed rather
strongly in my statement.

‘We don't propose to have all the solutions
for how this adjustment assistance program
should be carried out, but we would cer-
tainly like to support the expression of de-
sire for what the workers themselves feel
that they need In the way of these pro-
grams

We agree with Mr. Clayman that these have
been very niggardly, and regardless of wheth-
er these come because of legislative limita-
tions, which they probably do primarily, or
from administrative action, it's a very inade-
quate program which needs a great deal of
strengthening.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you, Congress-
man Rallsback.

Congressman Ruppg. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man,
Rather than perhaps just discuss the re-
medlal responses to the onslaught of imports
into the United States, I might start out by
direcing a question to Mr. Heltzer since I
know he's well able to defend himself if
need be.

On page 2 of your statement you indicate
that we will, and I'm sure we must, strive
with renewed vigor to make American indus-
try more competitive in world markets. And
you do refer to the fact that it's going to
cut competitive profits of certain isolated
firms in the United States who will need
assistance.

But I was wondering if this panel and per-
haps we in government are doing all we can
to make American industry more competi-
tive here at home. What are we doing to
preserve American preeminence, if you will,
in our own domestic markets?

It just seems to me that we don’t look
at the tarlff or non-tariff barriers to our
exports nor I think at times do we look to
a balancing of the competitive factors at
home with those that are brought to bear
upon us by foreign competitors shipping from
foreign sources.

In your own statement I think you do
indicate that one of the reasons that your
firm and other firms have had to move over-
seas was to hurdle the tariff and no-tariff
barriers to trade that keep out U.S. exports.

‘Well, that’s sort of what I'm interested in;
how do we equalize the competitive position
of Amerlean firms selling in this country?

Mr. Hevrzer. I think earlier this morning
we touched a little bit on that particular
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subject and I think we covered a point or
two related to it.

The expansion of a firm overseas is due to
the fact that the market is there, and this
covers the greatest share of our investment
overseas, wherever it might be. And you do
get this matter of how do we as a company
and country, if you will, combine and com-
pete, how we reach into third countries. And
we recognize that both by virtue of the varl-
ety of the centers—which may vary anywhere
from allocating industries within countries
50 there 13 less competition—say, within a
Japan operation, they in furn compete with
& third country by making their industries
a little more direct, if you will; that is, they
don’t have to compete so much with these
other firms, and many of them have mecha~
nisms which allow them to get loans, in
many cases with no interest on them. It's a
whole variety of mechanisms they have to
keep us out of their pocket, which in turn
fortifies and makes their particular company
stronger.

In other words, we wind up paying a good
share of their bills by virtue of our not being
able to move into their country because the
barriers are such, the costs are great. So they
in turn get an income which they in turn
use to subsidize what they do in exporting
elsewhere in the world.

I think that's part of what we're after,

I think that one of the things we must do
in this country and I think a great many
companies are doing that—Iit's not entirely
across the board—is spend & fair amount of
dollars on research activity attempting to
modernize and to upgrade the kinds of prod-
ucts you produce.

We as a company spent pretty close to $80
million last year on research and develop-
ment. And frequently we point out that the
products that are on the marketplace today
differ appreciably from those that were on
the marketplace as recently as five years ago.

Now this will vary with the kinds of com-
pany, the kind of industry you're involved in.
But it’s only by spending some research ef-
fort, doing our best to maintain the most
modern facllities, modern equipment, mod
ern methods of producing equipment can we
increase our productivity. Increasing pro-
ductivity does not mean that you make your
worker work harder,

In a great share of our operations when
you press the button it doesn’t make any
difference how hard you press it, the pro-
ductivity is related to engineering and the
technology is put into the bank as support
for us as a nation to stay ahead of the world
by our continued research effort, and in so
doing, as I say, be competitive elsewhere in
the world. Basically we can compete with vir-
tually anyone in the world on virtually any
product they produce anywhere In the
world.

Congressman RUPPE. Well, can productiv-
ity alone though match, perhaps as In the
case of Japan, an onslaught from that source
where there is government and labor and in-
dustry in combination endeavoring time af-
ter time to exploit or take over foreign mar-
kets in particular areas of manufacture? I
don't think productivity alone can circum-
vent & Japanese national policy, if you will
It seems to me we have to analyze their pol-
fcy to determine how it affects us here at
home and abroad in our American export
market,

Mr, Hevrzer. You're entirely correct, and
that's what we've got to do to try and get
them to change. Obviously these are all vary-
ing degrees depending upon product lines,
profits avallable, and so on. You can build
up and compensate for some but certainly
not for all of them.

I think earlier today we made the point
that at this stage of the game the United
States is the largest market for virtually
anybody in the world, whether it's Japan
or the Common Market or any other pro-
ducer. And while we're in that position we
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have a bargaining position where we ought
to be able to get the other countries to make
the kind of adjustments to make it a falrer
trade relationship than exists today. And
that fairer trade means at least they ought
to deal with us in the handling of goods we
want to ship into thelr marketplace as we
have handled their goods that moved into
this marketplace. We ought to do everything
we can to get that kind of relationship
established.

Congressman RarLssack. It is true that we
have been in the market and we are, I think
it was in your statement, as far as direct in-
vestments abroad, I don't know, something
like four times as big as anybody else.

You know, this legislative enthusiasm for
imposing restrictions on trade comes about,
however, because we have apparently not
used our leverage at all. We have not been
able to get Japan, for instance, to recognize
its responsibility to deal on a fair basis with
us. And actually the leverage that you see
now for these restrictive trade policies comes
about for the very reason that it seems to be
almost a last alternative.

What do you suggest? You talk about using
our big market leverage. Well, who uses it?
How do we use 1t?

Mr. HevrTZER. Mr. Pearce might be, I think,
the fellow most likely to answer that ques-
tion, because really that is related to the kind
of negotiations we're going into today.

As I understand it by both Mr. Eberle this
morning and Mr. Volcker, the problems of
negotiating are very complicated because
there are diplomatic as well as economic
facets involved in this problem.

Congressman ZwacH. Will you yield to Mr.
Pearce?

Mr. HevTzER. I certainly will.

Mr. Pearce. I'd like to combine these two
ohservations and questions and respond to it
in this way.

If we're going to try to solve the problem,
it's important first to define it and to deter-
mine what causes it. I think there has been
a great deal of difficulty in doing that because
& number of overlapping forces have been at
work and all of them to some degree have in-
fluenced the decline In our trade position
which I think really is at the heart of both
of these questions.

It is the case that in the period from 1985
on unit labor costs in this country rose much
more rapidly than those among our major
trading partners, and there isn't any question
that this has had a great deal to do with
reversal of the strong trade position that we
carried into the second half of the 1960’s.

The President’s efforts beginning in August
last year to deal with this fundamental un-
derlying problem I think have been quite im-
pressive. We have made a start on controlling
inflation. There ls evidence that that's work-
ing. Unit labor costs in the United States In
1971 rose at a slower rate than unit labor
costs in any other major trading nation. In
time if we can continue this performance
this will have an effect.

The President also requested and got from
the Congress legislation that will encourage
investments which hopefully will also im-
prove our efficiency.

And finally, the Smithsonian agreement
has produced realignment of exchange rates
which will significantly influence favorably
our competitiveness, not just in foreign mar-
kets but in domestic markets too. The
amount of it and the timing are somewhat
uncertain but the one thing that is ecertain
is that the impact of this Is going to be sub-
stantial.

So we have undertaken some steps which
should contribute a great deal to the im-
provement of the circumstances that bother
you.

Congressman RamLssack. I want to say I
agree with you. I agree with everything you
sald except none of those things that we have
done have directed themselves as far as the
other countries—the unfair trade practices,
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and especlally—well, for instance, I don't
even know if we have any multinational cor-
porations, do we, in Japan? Do we have any
corporations that own 51 percent or that have
the operating control in Japan now? If we do
it has been relatively recently.

But I'm interested not in what we’ve done
ourselves to try to improve our competitive
position, but what leverage are we exerting
on the foreign countries. That was the ques-
tion.

Mr. Pearce. That's a very appropriate one
too.
I should say that the exchange rate ad-
Justment is not a unilateral action on our
part. This is an agreement won through hard
bargaining by Secretary Connally.

We also achieved in those negotiations

agreement to undertake some immediate
trade discussions to deal with the most an-
noying existing problems and looking to-
wards the more long-term fundamental re-
form of the world trading system.

We concluded negotiations in February
that did produce some benefits although ad-
mittedly very modest benefits—in citrus, in
grains—both with the European community
and with Japan.

More important, I think, we got agreement
from both Japan and the European commu=-
nity to undertake and support broad dis-
cussions beginning next year which will deal
with fundamental problems in the trading
system.

We have had the authority and don't have
the authority now to undertake the kind
of negotiations that are required to deal
with the problems that you have referred to.
We are not in a position to come to the Con-
gress now and ask for that authority. This
negotiation will be very different from the
EKennedy Round. Tariffs of course are im-
portant but also we have to deal with the
terms, the rules that govern the trading sys-
tem itself, and we have to deal with a host
of non-tariff barriers that are very difficult
to define and very difficult to deal with.

We have begun in Geneva and to a some-
what lesser extent in Paris a series of dis-
cussions both on industrial and agricul-
tural—well, we're discussing the techniques,
the scope, and the modes that this negotia-
tion will take. And when this exercise is
completed and we have an idea what our
trading partners are willing to do, what forms
it will take, we will come back to the Con-
gress and ask for the authority that we need
to undertake a negotiation that will deal
with the problems that concern you.

Congressman ZwAcH. Mr, Clayman.

Mr. CLAYMAN. Thank you.

In my judgment the comments made by
Congressman Railsback were the most plerc-
ing of our whole discussion today, because I
think he put his finger on the sensitive but-
ton.

We're at this impasse asking for relief, be-
cause we've done so little to resolve our prob-
lems to date. And frankly—and this is not
meant as a personal affront to the people
who work for the government—I have rela-
tively little hope that within the near fu-
ture we can expect serious relief from that
source, that we will have to have relief from
Congress.

You know the old story about the mule
that had to be hit on the head with a 2x4
Jjust to get its attention. And, frankly, Con-
gress will have to do that to get the atten-
tion of our trading partners throughout the
world, in order to be able to conduct serious,
meaningful negotiations that somehow de-
velop some degree of parity and fairness be-
tween the countries.

Congressman ZwacH. Thank you
much.

Now would you like to comment, Profes-
sor Stobaugh?

Professor STosavcH. Yes, thank you.

I'd like to comment on several aspects of
the questions and some implicit assumptions
that you are apparently making.
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One was the coupling of the unemployment
problem in some of the industries that are
suffering from imports with the multina-
tional enterprises or with any form of for-
eign direct investment abroad.

Actually the industries that have had the
most problem with imports have been tex-
tiles, shoes—industries such as that rather
than a company such as 3M that I would
guess, without knowing any data at all,
guessing at how much money they spend on
R & D, I would guess their U.S. employment
had quite strong growth. IBM would be an-
other such company.

So generally employment in the multina-
tional company has not been going down be-
cause of import competition. It’s been going
up in this country. :

I think that the undervaluation of ex-
change rates or the fact that a number of
foreign exchange rates were undervalued was
one of the causes of our trade problem and I
think it's unrealistic for us to adopt an ex-
change rate in the late 40's and then not
have them changed for twenty-five years. So
I think we can expect some changes in ex-
change rates and certainly Japan's gross un-
dervaluation of the yen had an important
effect on their trade.

I don't think it’s a lack of innovative abil-
ity in American Industry. There are a num-
ber of American Iindustries that today are
very strong internationally that are export-
ing a greater percentage of their production
every year. Electronics is one that’s quite
strong, in contrast to the statement this
morning that we're going out of the elec-
tronics industry. If you look at all segments
of the electronics Industry, employment in
the U.8. has been golng up, exports of the
U.S. have been going up. Now there are seg-
ments, such as black and white TV's, that
may be going down but that’s being replaced
by industrial instruments, industria] elec-
tronics; it's being replaced by computers,
for example,

We have had other industries such as plas-
tics, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, machinery,
all of those have had a very very strong ex-
port performance.

And the way to help exports—it’s an in-
direct way and takes a while, but the way to
help exports is to put money in R & D rather
than to put money into protecting an in-
dustry that will never be competitive inter-
nationally. Some of those that are quite ma-
ture in technology now fall in that category.

The SM Company spends almost as much
money on R & D as the entire U.S, steel in-
dustry, for example. They spend about 880
million a year compared to about 140 mil-
lion for the entire U.S. steel industry. Now,
there’s no way that the steel industry can
be competitive internationally unless money
starts going into R & D. And it's not coin-
cidental that in the paper here you mention
that eight of the last ten major break-
throughs in steel technology have come from
abroad.

Finally, I think, when we look at the Jap-
anese solution what we probably ought to do
is move more towards their solution rather
than telling them to stop solving their prob-
lems, The Japanese have a brilliant policy of
moving people out of mature industries, mov-
ing them out of textiles, for example, moving
them into computers, moving them into
chemicals; and what they have been doing
is very strongly helping those industries
that are high technology, the ones that
eventually produce exports and produce a
better standard of living, So it seems to me
our solution ought to be to move more to-
wards the Japanese solution of definitely
helping people move into those kinds of in-
dustries,

Congressman Rurpe. You're not suggesting,
are you, we adopt the other corollary to the
Japanese success, or the other corollary to
the national policy which was the keeping
out of foreign imports, a tremendous protec-




27712

tion of the Japanese industry both in terms
of protecting her home markets and protect-
ing via government policy their entry into
one foreign market after another?

Professor SToBAUGH. What the Japanese did
was not keep out imports. What they did was
keep out imports of high technology goods
in order to help their own industry. They
are letting in imports of low technology
goods.

Congressman Rurpe. What about automo-
biles?

Professor SroeaucH. Well, twenty years ago
automobiles were relatively high technology.
Now they're relatively low technology. What
they did was keep out automobiles. They're
tending to keep out computers. They're at-
tempting to keep out high technology, buy-
ing technology themselves so they can build
up their own by keeping out foreign direct
investments, keeping out imports to bulld
up their own manufacturing capabilities, first
in automobiles and now they're going on to
computers.

IBM, by the way, does have a wholly owned
subsidiary in Japan. The reason IBM can
do it is not through the TU.S. government’s
help, not through the power of government
bargaining with government, but they have
a strong economic power. The Japanese fig-
ure it would be painful to force IBM to go
into a joint venture or something else be-
cause they would lose a lot of IBM know-
how. But I would guess that over the next
twenty years as Japan gets the computer
capability that if we take no action they
will force IBM—if the U.S. government takes
no action, they will force IBM to go into a
joint venture, for example,

But what they have been doing Is keeping
out higher technology goods until they de-
velop their own industry, while they de-
velop their own industry. They've been letting
in imports of textiles, for example, because
* they don't want their workers making tex-
tiles. That doesn't make the textile manu-
facturers very happy but it certainly increases
their standard of living.

Mrs. BRapLEY. I'd like to make a comment
in this area, On the trip I took in Japan we
met with a great many different kinds of
groups including government officials, in-
dustry, and so on. And one of the groups we
met with was the American Chamber of
Commerce in Tokyo. This was a group of I
think there were twelve American business-
men who were operating successfully in
Japan. A few of them were at 25 percent and
some were at 50 percent ownership.

And the Impression I got from those men
and from some other people that talked
there was that American businessmen are
really missing an opportunity to go into
Japan in many cases simply because they
can't have 100 percent. The businessmen we
talked to, most of them agreed it is possible
to do business there, that in many ways it's
very helpful indeed to be on a 50 percent
ownership basis in order to deal with cultural
differences, and that they were making a go
of it.

I think American businessmen ought to
look into the possibilities of more trade with
Japan—and I'm not holding a brief for the
restrictions that the Japanese put on, all
the regulations and the special laws they
have and so on—but I don’t think American
businessmen on the whole have been very
aggressive about trying to open up Ameri-
can markets. There certainly are American
products that the Japanese are crying out
loud for, like refrigerators.

Congressman ZwacH. Well, I think it looks
like we can bring this to an end as we need
to leave for floor business.

I would like to thank you gentlemen very
much. And I'd like to say that the questions
of Congressman Ruppe and Congressman
Rallsback I think indicate a feeling in the
Congress which 1s representative of the peo-
ple that administratively we have not dealt
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very strongly in these areas, and there looks
like a definite need for some Congressional
input here. I think this is the kind of a
message that they are trying to tell us.

I think they're trying to say if the 70's
go like the 60's that we don't have any great
80's and 80's to look forward to. So I think
this is a clearcut warning that the pecple in
our country are beginning to become very
concerned, and I think that we have not
perhaps dealt as severely and as businesslike
in this area as it’s going to be necessary to
do.

I think this is the expression that we get.
And if we're going to give powers to deal
administratively, I'm scared to glve powers

‘to deal in agriculture like we did under

GATT, when they, you know, just threw us
in the river when they couldn't settle agri-
cultural problems.
So these are the kind of concerns on which
we really appreciate your comments.
Congressman RuppE. Thank you for com-

Congressman ZwacH. Yes, sir. We really
appreciate your coming, gentlemen.
Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, the seminar was adjourned at
3:30 o'clock p.m.)

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fisu) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, for 15 minutes,
today.

Mr. FinoLEY, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Eemp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, FrenzeL, for 40 minutes, today.

Mr. Heinz, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DENHOLM) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PopeLL, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey, for 5 min-
utes today.

Mr. BincaAM, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DaniersoN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
gvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. SerserLING to revise and extend
and include extraneous matter with his
remarks during debate on Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1972.

Mr. Savror and to include extraneous
matter, notwithstanding the fact it ex-
ceeds 3'; pages of the Recorp and is
estimated by the Public Printer to cost
$552.50.

Mr. MownacaN to extend his remarks
prior to the vote on the Bolling amend-
ment in the Committee of the Whole,
today.

Mr. RiecLE and to include charts and
other extraneous matter during his re-
marks in the Committee of the Whole
during consideration of H.R. 16029.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN notwithstanding it
exceeds 17 pages of the Recorp and is
estimated by the Public Printer to cost
$2,890.
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Mr. BucHANAN fto extend his remarks
during debate on the Dent amendment on
H.R. 16029.

All Members (at the request of Mr.
DennoLM) for 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter on the special
order of Mr. Dices, today, on the late
Hon. Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fisa) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. ScHERLE in 10 instances.

Mr. SPRINGER in two instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI,

Mr. McKINNEY in three instances.

Mr. HALL.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. BeLL in three instances.

Mr. SmiTH of New York.

Mr. SteEIGER of Arizona.

Mr. McCLOSKEY.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr, WHITEHURST.

MTr. FRENZEL.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. HILLIS.

Mr, Bos WILSON.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia.

Mr. ReHODES in five instances.

Mr, ROUSSELOT.

Mr. pu PONT.

Mr. GOLDWATER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, DeEnHoLM) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. ULLMaN in five instances.

Mr. Bracer in five instances.

Mr. CARNEY in two instances.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr. GonzaLez in three instances.

Mr. ASPIN.

Mr. Ryan in three instances.

Mr. DaNIELSON in two instances.

Mr. DRINAN.

Mr. REES.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. MaTsuNaca in two instances.

Mr. CuAPPELL in three instances.

Mr. PODELL.

Mr. SmiTH of Iowa.

Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts in two
instances.

Mr. WaLbpIE in two instances.

Mr. Nix in two instances.

Mr. DENHOLM.

Mr. DELANEY.

Mr, FULTON.

Mr. ALBERT.

Mr. MONAGAN.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON,

Mr. PickLE in five instances.

Mrs. SULLIVAN in two instances.

Mr. Wirriam D. Forb.

Mr. Brasco in two instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 82. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Wanda
Martens; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 633. An act for the rellef of James E.
Fry, Jr., and Margaret E. Pry; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8. 655. An act for the relief of certain postal
employees at the Elmhurst, Ill., Post Office;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 884. An act for the rellef of Comdr.
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Howard A. Weltner, U.S. Naval Reserve;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 2507. An act to apply the same standards
to prohibit the sale of domestically produced
Saturday night special handguns as have
been applied to foreign-made Saturday night
special handguns since adoption of the Gun
Control Act of 1968; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

5. 2516. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to relmburse owners of
equines and accredited veterinarians for cer-
tain expenses of vaccinations incurred for
protection against Venezuelan equine en-
cephalomyelitis; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr, HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 631. An act for the rellef of the village
of River Forest, Ill.;

H.R. 2127. An act for the relief of the
estate of Charles Zonars, deceased;

H.R. 11632. An act for the relief of Vincent
J. Sindone; and

H.R. 156600. An act making appropriations
for Agriculture-Environmental and Con-
sumer Protection programs for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to an enrolled bill of the Senate
of the following title:

B. 2854. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, relating to annuities of widows
of Supreme Court Justices.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o’clock and 51 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, August 14, 1972, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2241. A letter from the Becretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 27 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1920, to provide a
monetary penalty for the transportation of
merchandise in violation of the coastwise
laws; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

2242, A letter from the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Public Buildings Act of 19569, as amended,
to provide for the construction of a civic
center in the District of Columbia, and for
othel:s purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
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Mr. HOLIFIELD: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on increasing pro-
tection for our waters, wetlands, and shore-
lines; the Corps of Engineers (Rept. No.
92-1323). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MORGAN: Committee on Foreign
Affairs. House Joint Resolution 1227. Joint
resolution approving the acceptance by the
President for the United States of the In-
terim Agreement Between the United States
of America and the Unilon of Soviet Soclalist
Republics on Certaln Measures With Respect
to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Arms; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-
1324). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1090. A resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 18915. A bill to
further the achlevement of equal educa-
tional opportunities (Rept. No. 92-1325). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. STRATTON: Committee on Armed
Bervices. HR. 13792. A bill to amend title
10, United States Code, to limit, and to pro-
vide more effective control with respect to,
the use of Government production equip-
ment by private contractors under contracts
entered into by the Department of Defense
and certain other Federal agencles, and for
other purposes; with amendments (Rept.
No. 92-1326). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: Committee
on Armed Services. HR. 16201. A bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Navy to con-
struct and provide shoreside facilities for
the education and convenience of visitors
to the U.8.8. Arizona Memorial at Pearl Har-
bor and to transfer responsibility for their
operation and maintenance to the National
Park Service (Rept. No. 92-1327). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. HR. 16233. A bill to amend the Maritime
Academy Act of 1958 in order to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to appoint students at
State maritime academies and colleges as
Reserve m!shipmen in the U.S. Navy, and
for other purposes  (Rept. No. 92-1328).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Committee
on Armed Services. HR. 16251. A bill to
release the conditions in a deed with respect
to certaln property heretofore conveyed by
the United States to the Columbia Military
Academy and its successors. (Rept. No.
02-1329). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois: Committee on
Armed Services., House Resolution 1078.
Resolution directing the Secretary of Defense
to furnish to the House certain information
respecting U.S. operations in North Vietnam
(Rept. No. 92-1330). Referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. PRICE of Illinois: Committee on
Armed Services. House Resolution 1079,
Resolution directing the Secretary of Defense
to furnish to the House certain information
respecting U.S. operations in North Vietnam
(Rept. No. 92-1331). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. PATMAN: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 15692 (Rept. No.
92-1332). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (for himself
and Mr. BYrRNES of Wisconsin) :

H.R. 16209. A bill to provide for a 2-year
extension of the existing treatment provided
for accrued vacation pay; to the Committee
on Ways and Mzans.
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By Mr. ADAMS (by request):

H.R. 16300. A bill to amend the Interna-
tional Travel Act of 1961 to provide for Fed-
eral regulation of the travel agency industry;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 16301. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-year
period of existing provisions of these types;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DANIELSON:

H.R. 16302. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide reasonable
and necessary income tax incentives to en-
courage the utilization of recycled solid waste
materials and to offset existing income tax
advantages which promote depletion of virgin
natural resources; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ESCH:

H.R. 16303, A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. AmReNDs, Mr. DEvVINE, Mr.
RuopES, Mr. CoNABLE, Mr. Porp, Mr.
Smrre of California, Mr. Bos WiL-
soN, Mr. Bow, Mr. MaIiLLIARD, Mr,
RousserLor, Mr. Matsaias of Call-
fornia, Mr. SpENCE, Mr. WINN, Mr.
MarLrLary, Mr. THONE, Mr. CLEVE-
LAND, Mr. CoLLIER, Mr. McEWEN, Mr.
DrckmwsoN, Mr. Myers, Mr. EsHLE-
MAN, Mr. VANDER JacT, Mr. Price of
Texas, and Mr. RAILSBACK) :

H.R. 16304. A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr, GERALD R. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. BANDMAN,
Mr. Youwnc of Florida, Mr. RoBIsoN
of New York, Mr. McCLorY, Mr, Mc-
KiNnNEY, Mr. THOMPSON of Georgila,
Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. WHaALLEY, Mr.
Corpova, Mr. Wmuriams, Mr. BETTS,
Mr. FisH, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BrAY, Mr.
PmNIE, Mr. StEIGER of Arimona, Mr.
CARTER, Mr, MLLER of Ohio, Mr, Mc-
CLURE, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr, TEAGUE of
California, Mr. FrEnzerL, and Mr.
WIDNALL) @

H.R. 16305. A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. StercEr of Wisconsin, Mr.
ERLENBORN, Mr. LaTTa, Mr. ROBIN-
soN of Virginia, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr.
SxypER, Mr. BYrNES of Wisconsin,
Mr. J. WinriaM STANTON, Mr. DER-
WINSKI, Mr, FORSYTHE, Mr. HANSEN
of Idaho, Mr. JounsonN of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr, ArRcHER, Mr., BRoYHILL of
North Carolina, Mr. McEKevirr, Mr.
Quie, Mr. Bern, Mr. Lusan, Mr.
MarTIN, Mr. MaYNE, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. FPRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. BrRownN of
Michigan, and Mr. SHRIVER) :

H.R. 16306. A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. WicGINs, Mr. LENT, Mr. WyD-
LER, Mr. CorrLins of Texas, Mr.
EKraTivGg, Mr. POWELL, Mr. THOMSON
of Wisconsin, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr,
Grover, Mr. Camp, Mr. TeEraY, Mr.
Scort, Mr. CraNcy, Mr. VEYSEY, Mr.
BELCHER, Mr, Harr, Mr. Ziow, Mr.
CowoveR, Mr. RurH, Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. HocaN, Mr. SCHNEE-
BELI, Mr. BLacKBURN, and Mr. Mc-
COLLISTER) :

H.R. 16307. A bill to provide for disciplined
and respomnsibie action ia the consideration
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and execution of the Federal budget; to che
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. Hosmer, Mr. BrRoYHILL of
Virginia, Mr. Kemp, Mr. WAMPLER,
Mr. Lroyp, Mr. HurcHINSON, Mr.
SmrTH of New York, Mr, WyLIE, Mr.
BurkE of Florida, Mr. MosHER, Mr.
Davis of Wisconsin, Mr. TaLcorTt, Mr.
SHouP, Mr. CoucHLIN, and Mr.
FREY) :

H.R. 16308. A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. FRENZEL (for himself, Mr,
Froop, and Mr. WoLFF) :

H.R. 16309. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 to permit a State which
has an agreement with the Commission and
has demonstrated its competence in the reg-
ulation of efluent emission standards to im-
pose regulations which are more restrictive
than those of the Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

By Mr, GOLDWATER (for himself and
Mr. BELL)

H.R: 16310. A bill to establish in the State
of California the Santa Monica Mountain
and Seashore National Urban Park; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GROVER:

H.R. 16311. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
paid for the elementary or secondary edu-
cation of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HEINZ:

H.R. 16312. A bill to amend the Disaster
Rellef Act of 1970 to provide for the manda-
tory development and maintenance by States
of disaster preparedness plans, to provide for
the annual testing of such plans, to in-
crease the amount of Federal assistance in
the case of approved plans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 16313. A bill to amend section 8191 of
title 5, United States Code, to extend benefits
thereunder to officially recognized or desig-
nated members of a legally organized volun-
teer fire department, ambulance team, or
rescue sgquad not employed by the United
States who are killed or totally disabled in
the line of duty; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McFALL:

HR. 16314, A bill to amend the Federal
Aleohol Administration Act with respect to
the requirements for labeling; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.16315. A bill to amend the Interna-
tional Travel Act of 1961 to provide for Fed-
eral regulation of the travel agency indus-
try; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce.

By Mr. MIKEVA (for himself and Mr.
SEIBERLING) :

H.R.16316. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to promote public confidence in
the legislative branch of the Government of
the United States by requiring the disclosure
by Members of Congress and certain em-
ployees of the Congress of certain financial
interests; to the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct.

By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr. Be-
crcH, Mrs, Hicks of Massachusetts,
Mr, Sarpanes, and Mr. BINGHAM) :

H.R.16317. A bill to assist the States to
improve and equalize the quality of ele-
mentary and secondary educatlon provided
throughout each State and to provide for
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greater equalization and equality in school
tax burdens; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.
By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr. AseIN,
Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
MATSUNAGA, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. KocH,
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. LEG-
GETT, Mrs. ABzUG, Mr. BEGICH, MTrs.
Hicks of Massachusetts, Mr. BURTON,
Mr. GreeN of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FRASER, Mr. LiNk, and Mr. ABOUR-
EZK):

H.R.16318. A bill to encourage and support
the dissemination of new, opinion, scientific,
cultural, and educational matter through the
mails; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. PURCELL:

H.R. 16319. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to reimburse owners of
equines and accredited veterinarians for cer-
taln expenses of wvaccinations incurred for
protection against Venezuelan equine en-
cephalomyelitis; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 16320. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 in order to promote
observance of the 1948 United Nations Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 16321. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 in order to promote
freedom of emigration and the free exercise
of religion; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

Br. Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R, 16322, A bill to extend the time for
land selection under section 17(d) (2) of the
Alaska Natlve Claims Settlement Act: to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 16323. A bill to amend section 118(¢)
of title 28, United States Code, to establish a
place for the holding of Federal district court
in Johnstown, Pa.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. 8COTT:

H.R. 16324, A bill to facilitate the transfer
by the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia of certain real property owned by
the District in Prince Willlam County, Va.;
to the Committee on District of Columbia

By. Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R. 16325. A bill to provide comprehensive
adjustment benefits and services to unem-
ployed workers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor,

-H.R. 16326. A bill to amend the tax and
customs laws in order to improve the U.S.
position in foreign trade, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SISK:

H.ER. 16327, A bill to amend sections 101
and 902 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958,
as amended, to implement the suppression of
unlawful selzure of alrcraft, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

H.R. 16328. A bill to insure international
cooperation in the prosecution or extradition
to the United States of persons alleged to
have committed aircraft piracy against the
laws of the United States or international
law; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

By Mr. VANIK:

H.R. 16329. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the protections and interests of par-
ticipants and beneficiaries of employee pen-
slon and welfare benefit plans; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. VEYSEY:

H.R. 16330. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion into the United States of birds, or parts
thereof, unless inspected and found to be
free of communicable diseases; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 16331. A bill to enlarge the Sequoia
National Park in the State of California; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs,

H.R. 16332. A bill to permit former mem-
bers of the Women's Alrforce Service Pilots
to acquire, for a limited time, insurance upon
the same terms and conditions, with certain
exceptions, as apply with respect to national
service life insurance; and to receive hospital
and medical care from the Veterans' Admin-
istration under certain circumstances; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. CAMP:

H.J. Res. 1281. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to permit
the imposition and carrying out of the death
penalty; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey:

H.J. Res. 1282. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue annually a
proclamation designating the second Sunday
of October of each year as “National Grand-
parents Day"; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. EDMONDSON:

H.J. Res. 1283. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to permit
the imposition and carrying out of the death
penalty; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEED:

H.J. Res. 1284. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to per-
mit the Imposition and carrying out of the
death penalty; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BURLISON of Missouri:

H.J. Res. 1285. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to permit
civil remedies for public persons in cases of
defamation of such persons; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPIN:

H. Con. Res. 682. Concurrent resolution
requesting the President to proclaim the
week of April 8 through 14, 1973, as “National
Barbershop Harmony Week''; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts:

H. Con. Res. 683. Concurrent resolutioin
requesting the President to proclaim Au-
gust 26 of each year as “National Woman's
Suffrage Day”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

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

414. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Assembly of the State of California, relative
to veterans' pensions; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

415. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to noise pol-
lution; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. DUNCAN presented a bill (H.R. 16333)
for the relief of Natividad Cruz Lacusong,
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

269. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Henry Stoner, York, Pa., relative to physical
examinations for Members of Congress, which
was referred to the Committee on Rules.
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