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SENATE—Friday, August 11, 1972

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. LawroN CHILES,
a Senator from the State of Florida.

PRAYER

Dr. D. Elton Trueblood, professor at
large, Earlham College, Richmond, Ind.,
offered the following prayer:

O Thou who art the Supreme Ruler
of the world, enable us to be Thy instru-
ments in achieving those purposes for
which this Nation has been brought into
being. Help us to love our country much,
because we love Thee more. May our
leaders be marked not by pride, but by a
sense of unworthiness for their heavy
responsibilities. Give wisdom, we pray
Thee, to our President as he makes deci-
sions which affect not only our own citi-
zens but the entire family of man. Guide
our lawmakers that they may be both
courageous and wise, knowing that their
calling is a sacred one because they are
Thy ministers.

Enlighten both government and people
in order that all may know and do Thy
will. May we not meanly lose the last best
hope of earth. All this we ask with hu-
mility of heart. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., August 11, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. LAwTonN
CHILES, a Senator from the State of Florlda,
to perform the duties of the Chair during
my absence.

JaMEes O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CHILES thereupon took the chair

as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
day, August 10, 1972, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
the Committee on Commerce, the Com-
mittee on Finance, the Committee on the
Judiciary, and the Committee on Public
Works may be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION
SCIENCE

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations
in the National Commission on Libraries
and Information Science.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE
SECRETARY'S DESK

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations in
the Public Health Service, which had
been placed on the Secretary’s desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

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

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES AND THE
USSR,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
around noon today, the Senate will take
up the unfinished business, the ques-
tion of the interim agreement between
the United States and the U.S.S.R.

I anticipate that there will be a good
deal of discussion. Certainly there is a
great deal of confusion about it.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle published in the Baltimore Sun to-
day, entitled “Sugaring SALT” be
printed in the REcoOrD.

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

Svearmve SALT

In its effort to mollify hardline critics of
the strategic arms limitation agreements
signed by President Nixon in Moscow, the
administration is operating oddly. On Capitol
Hill, it has thrown its weight behind a pro-
posal by Senator Henry M. Jackson that
would establish equality in numbers of mis-
sile launchers as a goal in the next round of
SALT. Very well. Mr. Jackson, a close student
of military affairs, has consistently voiced
his concern that the President had settled for
a SALT formula giving the Soviet Union a
2,130-t0-1,710 edge in the number of offensive
missile launchers over the next five years.
The senator was unimpressed by administra-
tion arguments before Congressional com-
mittees that the United States is well pro-
tected by its lead in other areas—multiple
warheads, long-range bombers, overseas bases
and over-all technological superiority. “You
cannot freeze technology,” Mr. Jackson con-
tended at one point, saylng that in a future
permanent treaty “technology cannot sub-
stitute for numbers.” The administration
gave no hint it would swing around to this
rationale until after the Senate Foreign Re-
lations committee had approved and sent the
SALT agreements to the floor without reser-
vations. But after Senator Jackson dropped
another proposal threatening abrogation
of the pending agreement if the Soviet
Union pursued a huge weapons bulldup, the
administration accepted numerical equality.

Or did i1t? As the Senate controversy devel-
oped, the Pentagon began leaking informa-
tion about a decision to go ahead with the de-
velopment of new multiple warheads that
could strike hardened targets—nuclear com-
mand centers, nuclear bomb stockpiles and
missile-launching silos—on enemy territory.
Wednesday a Pentagon spokesman Iinsisted
that the United States is not seeking a first-
strike force capable of knocking out the So-
viet deterrent, But the SBALT agreements, he
explained, would preclude the United States
from enjoying superiority in numbers of
missiles. Therefore, he sald, “we are recom-
mending technological superiority.”

So there we have it. In the Senate, the ad-
ministration has opted for numerical equal-
ity for the next round of SBALT. Over at the
Pentagon, the emphasis is on “technological
superiority.” It is confusing, perhaps de-
liberately so, but the House Forelgn Affairs
Committee may clarify the situation. It has
approved the SALT agreements, without res-
ervations, and sent them to the floor where
passage intact is expected.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back my time under the standing order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxMIRE) is now recognized for 15 min-
utes.

AN INDEPENDENT, BIPARTISAN,
TWO-MAN COMMISSION SHOULD
BE APPOINTED TO INVESTIGATE
THE WATERGATE BUGGING
SCANDAL

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, be-
cause of the overwhelming conflict of
interest of White House and Nixon ad-
ministration officials, today I call for the
appointment of an independent, high
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level, bipartisan, two-man commission
to investigate all the facts in connection
with the Watergate incident and to re-
port to the public on this matter within
30 days.

I propose for appointment to the com-
mission former Republican Senator
John J. Williams of Delaware and former
Supreme Court Justice Arthur Gold-
berg. These men are scrupulously honest,
have a rugged independence of mind,
and wear no man’s collar. They can serve
the public interest and bring a measure
of confidence to the American people
about this matter which is now entirely
lacking.

All the facts now known by the investi-
gating officials should be turned over to
these men to make certain that the ad-
ministration, which has an overwhelm-
ing conflict of interest, does not sweep
this matter under the rug or delay it
until after the November elections.

ADMINISTRATION CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

What we have now is a situation in
which former key administration offi-
cials, particularly former Commerce Sec-
retary Maurice Stans, a number of for-
mer White House aides and consultants,
as well as a number of people connected
with the Nixon campaign committee, are
directly involved in key aspects of the
break-in at the Watergate headquarters
of the Democratic National Committee
or are involved with the large money
transactions involving $5,300 in $100
bills found on those involved in the
break-in.

Yet this matter is being investigated
by the Justice Department whose head,
Mr. Richard Kleindienst, is one of the
President’s most partisan and loyal lieu-
tenants—for whom I voted and in whom
I have great faith as to his ability—and
whose predecessor and former boss, John
Mitchell, headed the Nixon campaign
committee; by Mr. L. Patrick Gray III
who has just been appointed by the
President as Acting Director of the FBI;
and by a U.S. attorney who is appointed
by and serves at the pleasure of the
President.

NO CONFIDENCE NOW

In these circumstances, it is impos-
sible for the public to have the slightest
confidence that this matter will be dealt
with fairly or expeditiously.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCOTT. I am just asking for pur-
poses of clarification as to when such a
commission would report.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In 30 days.

Mr. SCOTT. Would the Senator con-
sider taking the issue right out of the
possible field of political consideration
on either side and have the report made
by the end of the year?

Mr. PROXMIRE.
that——

Mr. SBCOTT. I think that this is a very
shabby business——

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that.

Mr. SCOTT. It is a very shabby busi-
ness. I am not defending anything that
happened. I do not believe anyone has
been found guilty. I do not defend it.

I feel, frankly,
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I just want to see if we can move it out
of polities.

Mr. PROXMIRE. What concerns me
is that the purpose is not for disclosure
or for revelation until after the election.
I think that 30 days is ample time for
people like former Senator John Wil-
liams of Delaware and Arthur Goldberg
to make a finding which would win our
confidence and that of the public as to
what the facts actually are, before the
election.

Mr. SCOTT. They are eminent men
but I have not the remotest idea who is
responsible. Whoever 1is responsible
should be fired if they had any connec-
tion with any political organization and
if they are guilty they should be tried,
convicted and punished. I have no sym-
pathy for that. I am simply raising the
question for purposes of clarification, as
whatever was done seems to have been
done for some mysterious purpose. The
Senator from Wisconsin knows that I
was national chairman of my party once
and I assure him that I did not have
anything worth stealing.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am sure the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania is too intelligent
to have permitted that to happen while
he was chairman of the Republican
Party.

Mr. SCOTT. If anyone had done that
while I was there, they would have been
fired, probably including me.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Watergate inci-
dent is getting “curiouser and curiouser”
with the passage of time. Does the Sen-
ator have any idea as to what they were
after?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is difficult to know
what kind of documents they would have
wanted, or what kind of other attractive
things they could have found. Appar-
ently, what was behind this was an at-
tempt at bugging, to find out what was
going on at the headquarters, so that
they could be listening in to campaign
strategy, know who the contacts were
with the various people around the coun-
try, so that it could be monitored and
the other side could take advantage of
it. A real “big brother” effort.

Mr. MANSFIELD, According to what
I have read in the newspapers, this fits
in with what the distinguished Repub-
lican leader has indicated. There have
been a number of firings already of in-
dividuals who were tied to this caper.

Has the Senator introduced a resolu-
tion or made a suggestion relative to who
should look into this matter?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Exactly. I propose
the distinguished former Senator John
Williams of Delaware and the distin-
guished former Supreme Court Justice
Arthur Goldberg. This is not unprece-
dented. This is exactly what was done in
the Dayton-Wright Airplane Co. case by
President Wilson and in the Teapot
Dome scandal by President Coolidge.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, would
the Senator consider just one man, the
distinguished former Senator John Wil-
liams and have him undertake the re-
sponsibility for the key proposal which
the Senator is suggesting?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, per-
haps one man would be sufficient. How-
ever, I prefer a two-man commission.
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This commission is so important that it
might be better received if we had a two-
man commission. This is not a new prec-
edent. This was done before with a Re-
publican and a Democratic President, as
I have indicated.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, because
of the time element, I want to make it
clear that I did not rise in support of the
Senator’s suggestion, unless we can keep
it out of the political arena. However, if
anyone considers that this is a serious
matter and considers that there are
political implications, whoever he is, he
ought to stand up and make it known
and clean up a cloudy situation.

I personally do not want to be any
part of it. However, as an individual citi-
zen, and not as a U.S. Senator, I would
like to see the thing clarified.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I want
to commend the Senator for the sugges-
tion he has made. I also want to rein-
force the position he has taken that the
American people are entitled to know
the facts as quickly as they can be
ascertained.

I do not follow the argument that the
question should be taken out of the polit-
ical arena. Its resolution is highly perti-
nent to the decision the American peo-
ple must make in November. Nobody can
forecast, at this time, the outcome of
such an investigation. However, I think
that an inquiry made by men of unques-
tionable integrity, no matter what rev-
elations it may lead to, is something
that the American people are entitled to
have now. They have a right to the facts,
in order to pass judgment on the moral
caliber of this administration, on its fit-
ness to remain in office.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
could not agree more with the Senator.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, this is
an issue of tremendous significance. It
raises the question of whether any ethi-
cal standards are being observed at the
highest levels of government. And that
is something we need to find out about.
If, in fact, the Committee for the Reelec-
tion of the President has used large sums
of money to hire thugs to bug the Demo-
cratic National Committee Headquarters,
contrary to the laws of the country, then
why, in the name of good government
should not the people know about it be-
fore the election?

‘MrA PROXMIRE. I could not agree
with the Senator more. The only way that
the people can react is if they know this
before the election.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I think
even a better suggestion would be a
three-man commission. It is well known
that former Senator Williams is a man
of tremendous integrity. However, he did
run as a Republican. It is also well known
that former Supreme Court Justice Ar-
thur Goldberg is a man of tremendous
integrity. However, he ran as a Democrat.

I propose that we ought to have a
three-man commission, former Senator




August 11, 1972

Williams, former Supreme Court Justice
Arthur Goldberg, and a third party
chosen by the two, which would keep it
outside of the realm of politics, and then
we would have a troika. We would have
the third party put on the stool.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. I
only have a few minutes more time re-
maining. I will proceed as rapidly as I
can.

Mr. President, even now key facts have
been suppressed, high officials including
Mr. Stans have failed to make any pub-
lic statement or explanation, and the
matter has been locked up and declared
sub judice by the investigating officials
who owe their position and power to the
President, the White House staff, and
the Republican party.

By appointing former Senator John
Williams and former Justice Arthur
Goldberg to an investigating commis-
sion, we can be certain that facts will
not be suppressed, that public informa-
tion will be made public, that the Justice
Department will be goaded to prosecute
those who are involved in wrong doing,
and that justice will be served.

The two men should have access to
every piece of information now held by
the investigating authorities. They
should make a report on those facts
within 30 days. They should recommend
what actions should be taken including
whether or not a special prosecutor
should be appointed to handle the mat-
ter and whether any information is be-
ing hidden until the campaign is over.

This is the best way for justice to be
served in what appears to involve scan-
dalous action by those at the very high-
est levels of government who should not
be allowed merely to judge themselves
and their colleagues.

There is ample precedent for the ac-
tion which I am proposing.

WORLD WAR I PLANE SCANDAL

In 1918 during the Wilson adminis-
tration there was a scandal involving
hundreds of millions of dollars in the
aircraft industry and particularly the
Dayton-Wright Airplane Co. in which
the Talbot family was involved. The
scandal involved planes which routinely
crashed after being built. The young
Talbot later became Secretary of the Air
Force during the Eisenhower adminis-
tration but had to resign under fire for
serious indiscretions.

Woodrow Wilson considered that it
was improper for one agency of his ad-
ministration, namely the Justice De-
partment, to investigate another agency
of the Government, namely the War De-
partment.

As a consequence he appointed
Charles Evans Hughes who had resigned
from the Supreme Court to run against
Wilson and whom Wilson had defeated
for President in 1916, as a Special As-
sistant to the Attorney General. Presi-
dent Wilson gave Hughes an entirely
free rein in the case. That was how Wil-
son overcame an apparent conflict of in-
terest in his administration.

TEAPOT DOME EXAMPLE

Calvin Coolidge performed a similar
act in his administration. Under a reso-
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lution offered by Robert LaFollette, Sr.,
the Senate Public Lands Committee, un-
der the chairmanship of Senator Thomas
J. Walsh, the great Senator from Mon-
tana, was pursuing an investigation of

“the Teapot Dome scandal. Harry Daugh-

erty, who was then Attorney General,
was deeply involved in the Teapot Dome
scandal and obviously had a conflict of
interest in investigating and prosecuting
the case.

BIPARTISAN SPECIAL COUNSELS

As a result, President Coolidge ap-
pointed one Democrat and one Republi-
can fo serve as special counsel in the
Teapot Dome case. Those two men, Owen
Roberts, who later—1930—was ap-
pointed to the Supreme Court, and At-
lee Pomerene, a former Democratic Sen-
ator from Ohio, were also confirmed by
the Senate in their investigative jobs.

In the end Daugherty resigned and
Harlan F. Stone was appointed Attorney
General by President Coolidge.

In these two previous incidents, two of
the men who were appointed by Presi-
dents to investigate scandals in their
administrations in which there was a
conflict of interest, served on the Su-
preme Court of the United States. A
third was a former U.S. Senator.

There is, therefore, ample historical
precedent for my proposal in two key
respects. First, in the fact that former
Presidents went outside their adminis-
trations to seek men when there was a
scandal involving a conflict of interest.
Second, in the fact that the men selected
to run the investigations were of such
caliber that they either had served or
would serve on the Supreme Court, or
had served as a Senator of the United
States.

I therefore commend to the President
of the United States my proposal that
former Senator John Williams and for-
mer Supreme Court Justice Arthur Gold-
berg be selected to perform a similar in-
vestigation in his administration where
there is a clear and major conflict of in-
terest among the existing investigative
authorities.

President Nixon, if he is to gain the
confidence of the country over the way
the Watergate incident is handled, should
do in 1972 what President Wilson did
in 1918 in the Dayton-Wright scandal
and what President Coolidge did in 1924
when high officials of his administration
were involved in the Teapot Dome scan-
dal. He should appoint a bipartisan in-
vestigative commission now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a series of articles and editorials
on the bugging affair be printed at this
point in the Recorp. They include an
article from the August 10, 1972, issue of
the Washington-Star News by Patrick
Collins; an article by James J. Kilpat-
rick from the August 8 Star-News, an
August 8 editorial from the Star-News
entitled “The Watergate Silence”: and
an August 9, 1972, article from the Wash-
ington Post by Bob Woodward and Carl
Bernstein entitled “Stans Denies GOP
Money Funded Watergate Break-In."”

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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[From the Washington Star-News, Aug. 10,]
1972]

GOP CownTRIBUTIONS: MORE MoNEY TIED TO
BARKER

(By Patrick Collins)

Additional campaign contributions totaling
$89,000 passed through the Committee to
Re-elect the President and into the bank
account of Bernard Barker, a suspect in the
break-in of the Democratic National Com-
mittee headquarters In June, sources close
to the investigation have revealed.

The new disclosure raised to at least $114.-
000 the amount deposited in Barker's account
through the national committee. Last week
& $25,000 campalgn check was traced to the
suspect's account.

Federal agents probing the June 17 break-
in at the Watergate complex also have deter-
mined that the Republicans had established
a special “security fund” to thwart demon-
strations at their convention this summer,

Sources sald the fund—Iincluding money
to possibly purchase information about
planned disruptions—was set up before the
GOP decided to switch Its convention site
from San Diego to Miami Beach.

It is not known whether the money which
found its way to Barker's bank account came
via this fund.

But, sources say, the investigation suggests
the most possibility that money given as le-
gitimate campaign contributions was used
to finance the break-in—apparently without
the knowledge or authorization of top offi-
cials of the Committee to Reelect the Presi-
dent or other GOP leaders.

Federal agents are now trying to pinpoint
the origins of the $89,000 and determine what
transactions brought the money to the ac-
count of Barker, a Miaml real estate man and
one of five men arrested inside the Demo-
cratic offices with copying cameras and elec-
tronic gear.

Shortly after the arrests, D.C. police con-
fiscated 53 consecutively numbered $100 bills
from the suspects which were later traced to
a large withdrawal Barker had made from his
account at The Republic National Bank of
Miami.

A further Investigation revealed that, be-
fore that withdrawal, $89,000 had been trans-
ferred to Barker's account in the name of a
prominent Mexican business lawyer.

The lawyer, Mannuel Daguerre Ogarrio, has
denled any knowledge of the transaction
which was accomplished in four separate in-
stallments. But sources have confirmed that
the money did not pass through the Presi-
dent’s campaign committee.

Last week, a $25,000 campaign check was
also traced to Barker's account. The source of
that money was Nixon’s chief Midwest
fundraiser, Kenneth H. Dahlberg. He has said
that on April 10 he converted $£25,000 in cash
contributions into a cashier’s check. The
next day, Dahlberg sald, he gave the check
to Maurice Stans, former Secretary of Com-
merce and head of Nixon's campalgn funds

Ten days later, bank records show, Barker
deposited the $25,000 check in his account.

Stans, according to reports published yes-
terday, has denied that the check had been
used to fund the alleged break-in at the
Democratic offices.

He has reportedly told investigators that
he gave Dahlberg's check to the committee
treasurer, Hugh W. Sloan, who in turn gave
it to finance committee lawyer G. Gordon
Liddy.

Stans is reported to have told investigators
that Liddy exchanged the check for $25,000
cash and then deposited the money in the
campalgn fund.

Neither Stans, Liddy or a committee
spokesman would comment on that report.

Sloan, reached at his McLean home, de-
scribed the account of the exchange as “in-
accurate” but refused to discuss any detalls.
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Liddy was fired from the re-election com-
mittee last month after refusing to cooper-
ate with FBI agents working on the investi-
gation. Sloan resigned from his post in June
for what he termed “personal reasons unre-
lated to the incident.”

In a related action yesterday, a federal
judge ruled that the Justice Department
could not represent a Secret Service agent
expected to testify in the $1 million civil suit
the Democrats have brought against the Re-
publicans in connection with the break-in.

U.8. District Court Judge Charles Richey
ruled that there would be a conflict of inter-
est if the Justice Department defended agent
Alfred Wong, since the department Is in-
volved in the criminal investigation of the
incident.

Wong reportedly recommended James Mc-
Cord, one of the suspects arrested in the
Democratic headquarters, for the job as chief
security adviser to the Republicans, a job
McCord held until his arrest.

The judge gave Wong 10 days to find a
lawyer and ordered that all depositions to be
filed be suspended until his new counsel
acquaints himself with the case.

In response to the disclosure today, Law-
rence F. O'Brien, national campaign chalr-
man for presidential candidate George Mc-
Govern, again called for the appointment of
a “politically disinterested" speclal prosecu-
tor to investigate this “outrageous case."

O’Brien sald that the connection between
the Presldent’s re-election committee and the
attempted political esplonage, becomes
“clearer” with every new development. ““The
continued silence on the part of the White
House and Republican officials can only be
viewed as an admission that they have some-
thing to hide,” he said.

McGovern said the revelations today “were
shocking but not surprising. Since Richard
Nixon has refused to tell us where his con-
tributions of $10 million have come from, it
is not surprising that the allocation is just
as secret.” He challenged Nixon to make pub-
lic all his financlal records, and “to trust
the American people.”

[From the Washington Star-News,
Aug. 8, 1972]
THE WATERGATE CAPER Is No LONGER
Just FUNNY

{By James J. Kilpatrick)

Until this past week, when the Washington
Post broke the story of a wandering $25,000
check, no solid evidence had surfaced to link
top-level Republicans with the bizarre affair
known locally as the Watergate Caper. The
evidence, to this point, was at best circum-
stantial and tenuous, and the caper had its
funny aspects.

It isn’t funny any more, It now appears
that Maurice Stans, former Secretary of
Commerce and now treasurer of the Commit-
tee for the Re-Election of the President, on
April 11 had in his hands a $25,000 check
intended as a campalgn contribution. Nine
days later, on April 20, that same check was
deposited to the Florida account of Bernard
L. Barker. On the following day, Barker made
a $25,000 withdrawal.

This iIs the same Bernard L. Barker, 55,
alias Frank Carter, who was arrested at 2:30
am. June 17, caught in flagranie in the
headquarters of the Democratic National
Committee at the Watergate. Barker and
four others have been charged with second-
degree burglary. A local grand jury is ex-
pected to return indictments soon.

At the time of thelr arrest, the five sus-
pects had in their possession £5,300 in $100
bills, serially numbered. Most or all of these
bills have been traced to the same bank in
Miami, where Barker is In the real estate
business, The thing is beginning to smell to
high heaven. Clark MacGregor, chairman of
the Nizxon Re-electlon committee, and the
President himself have to do more than they
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have done so far. The affair has to be ex-
posed promptly.

The story first broke into public view on
June 17, when a guard at the Watergate no-
ticed the fire doors in the apartment build-

ing had been taped In an open position. He .

summoned police, who found a door to the
Democratic headquarters jimmied open.
There they discovered the five suspects, red-
faced and unarmed, but well-equipped with
electronic bugging equipment, cameras, and
walkie-talkies. Viewed professionally, the
burglary was a comically bungled job.

Twenty-four hours later, after various
aliases had been penetrated, the suspects, In
addition to Barker, were identified as Frank
A. Sturgis, 48, an anti-Castro soldier of for-
tune; Eugenio Martinez, 49, a salesman for
Barker’'s real estate firm; Virgilio R. Gon-
zales, 46, a Miami locksmith; and James W.
McCord, Jr., 53, a retired security consultant
in Washington.

Of these, the most interesting was McCord.
He retired from the Central Intelligence
Agency in 1970 after 19 years in security work
there. In January of this year he was re-
tained by the Committee for the Re-Election
of the President, and also by the Republi-
can National Committee, to supervise inter-
nal security for them. In this capacity, he
had obtained FCC licenses for certain walkle-
talkie equipment.

A search of the suspects turned up an ad-
dress book. It contained the name of E. How-
ard Hunt, Jr., 63, with the notation: “White
House."” Hunt also retired from the CIA In
1970, after 21 years in intelligence work. He
was closely identified with the Bay of Plgs
operation of 1961, SBo was Barker. After leav-
ing the CIA, Hunt also became a private con-
sultant. At the time of the Watergate Caper,
he had a part-time desk in the office of
Charles W. Colson, special counsel to Nixon.
Hunt has dropped out of sight, and reportedly
is in Spain.

The story, as it first developed, had other
Republican connections. Douglas Caddy,
Barker's lawyer, is a founder of Young Amer-
icans for Freedom and an active Republican
worker, Barker had Republican assoclations
in Miami. None of this directly touched the
Committee for the Re-Election of the Presi-
dent and John Mitchell, of course, who was
then committee chalrman, indignantly de-
nied everything.

More than indignant denials are now re-
gquired. The check for $25,000, representing
cash contributions raised by Eenneth H.
Dahlberg of Minnesota, cries out for expla-
nation. Dahlberg gave the check to Stans, who
presumably gave it to some subordinate for
routine deposit. Then it turned up in Barker's
account. How did it get there? And Why?
Nixon himeself, above all others, must de-
mand swift and public disclosure.

[From the Washington Star-News,
Aug. 8, 1972]

THE WATERGATE SILENCE

A couple of years from now it may be
possible to read, between hard covers, co-
herent accounts of what led up to and what
were the results of the Watergate caper. The
incident involved the June 17 arrests of five
men in an alleged break-in and bugging at-
tempt at the headquarters of the Democratic
National Committee.

Authors gathering material for the forth-
coming books will have the knowledge of
events still to unfold, including the presenta-
tion of testimony and other evidence in
court, the developing reaction to the affair
and the results of the 1972 presidential elec-
tion campaign. There will be room for scho-
larly placement of the happening in the
American political experience. If written
with any competence, the narrative should
be fascinating.

At this moment in the political year we
don’'t have the literary luxury of time. The
Watergate mystery is seven weeks old and
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getting more rather than less disturbing.
The presidential campaign is upon us and
the time for giving the American people
some answers is now. Public confidence in
the political process is very much at stake.

A major new element entered the plot last
week. This was the revelation that a $25,000
check representing contributions to the
Nixon campaign had turned up in the bank
account of one of the defendants in the
Watergate office break-in, allegedly after go-
ing through the hands of Mr. Nixon's chief
fundralser, former Commerce Secretary
Maurice Stans. In lines with the general un-
communicativeness of Republican and ad-
ministration officials about all that relates
to the incident, Stans has been unavailable
for comment.

This comes atop many other circumstances
that demand explanation. Another $89,000 of
mysterious origin reached the same defend-
ant’s account by way of a Mexican bank.
One of the other defendants was the secu-
rity chief of the Committee for the Re-
election of the President. Other links were
reported between the Watergate intruders
and a White House consultant, who dropped
from sight. The Democrats are suing the
Nizon camp for $1 million, and lawyers for
the latter seek to postpone the case for fear
of “incalculable” harm to the campaign.

The mess is being investigated, of course.
But it is somewhat unsatisfying to have Mr.
Nixon’s Justice Department probing among
others some of Mr. Nixon’s political opera-
tives, Especially sinece the re-election com-
mittee was headed until recently by former
Attorney General Mitchell, a close Nizon
friend.

The Democratic proposal for a special
prosecutor to direct the investigation has
merit. Publicity about the $25,000 check at
least brought the congressionally directed
General Accounting Office into the picture
on the strength of its responsibility for po-
licing campaign financing. And a federal
judge has barred the Justice Department
from representing a White House alde in
the Democrats' lawsuit.

The whole affair could mean only that the
Nixon campalgn apparatus was afflicted, per-
haps at a fairly low level, by some faithlesa
servants with weird ideals about using cam-
paign money and raving at the political op-
position. But without any cogent explana-
tion from the President and other top offi-
clals about what's going on, many people
suspect the worst, and the Democrats could
have a high caliber campaign weapon.

The most important damage from the con-
tinued silence could be to the faith Ameri-
cans need to have in their political system.
That is the cement required to keep the re-
public operating with some unity of purpose,
even in election years.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 9, 1972]

Stans DENiEs GOP Mowney FUNDED
WATERGATE BREAK-IN

(By Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstein)

Maurice Stans, the finance chief of Presi-
dent Nixon's reelection campalgn, has denied
to federal investigators that $25,000 in cam-
paign contributions helped to finance the
break-in and alleged bugging attempt at
Democratic National Committee head-
quarters.

Stans was interviewed by federal agents
after it was learned that he had recelved a
$25,000 cashler’'s check that eventually was
deposited in the Miami bank account of one
of the five men arrested In the break-in.

The check, drawvn on a bank in Boca
Raton, Fla., was made out to Kenneth W.
Dahlberg, Midwest finance chairman of Presi-
dent Nixon's re-election drive. Dahlberg has
said the check represented campaign con-
tributions he collected and that he per-
sanally turned the check over to Stans.

Stans, formerly Secretary of Commerce,
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was described by an associate as “angered
and frustrated” by reports linking his of-
fice to the bugging case. He has repeatedly
refused to discuss the matter with report-
ers.

However, sources close to the investiga-
tlon reported yesterday that Stans provided
federal agents with the following explana-
tion of what happened to the 25,000 check:

After receiving the check from Dahlberg
on April 11, Stans Is reported to have salid,
he turned it over to campalgn treasurer
Hugh W. Sloan, Jr. Sloan then reportedly
gave the check to G. Gordon Liddy, finance
counsel of the campaign. Liddy is said by
Stans to have exchanged the check with
someone else for $25,000 in cash, which was
deposited in the Nixon campaign treasury.

Stans, according to federal sources, pro-
vided mno explanation of why the check
would be exchanged for cash, instead of
being deposited directly in the campaign
account.

Only Liddy or Sloan would know the
identity of the person with whom such a
transaction was made, Stans reportedly told
the investigators,

The former Cabinet member also reportedly
told the agents that his only involvement in
the case was the initial receipt of the check
and that any further inquiries should be
directed to Liddy or Sloan—both former
White House aides who left their jobs at the
executive mansion to join the Nixon
re-election campaign.

Sloan abruptly quit as campaign treasurer
last month for what he sald were “personal
reasons.” Liddy was fired in June for refusing
to answer FBI questions about the alleged
bugging attempt.

If Stans' version of events i{s correct, it
would mean that the Nixon re-election com-
mittee received the $26,000 in cash and thus
did not lose any campaign contributions in
the transaction.

Following disclosure that the $25,000 check
was deposited in the bank account of one of
the suspects in the break-in, the General
Accounting Office announced it would under-
take a full audit of the Nixon campaign
organization’s books.

Thus far, it was learned, GAO Investigators
have found no evidence that the $25,000 was
reported as contributions by the Nixon cam-
palgn organization. Nor have investigators
found any evidence that the §25,000 was
expended for campaign purposes. Failure to
report either contributions or expenditures
after April 7 is a violation of the new federal
elections law.

Republican sources said yesterday that
Stans is expected to make a public statement
this week about the $25,000 check and deny
any involvement in the alleged bugging at-
tempt. However, the same sources said they
were dismayed at Stans' silence since his
name was linked to the $25,000 check more
than a week ago.

“Stans has been angered and frustrated
about the entire thing,” said one associate.
“In effect there will be a perfectly logical
explanation.”

Meanwhile, many Republicans are acknowl-
edging that the links between the Nixon
campaign committee and the break-in inci-
dent are a growing source of embarrassment
and should be cleared up as soon as pos-
sible—if they can be.

Since the arrest of five men inside the
Democratic National Committee’s headquar-
ters at the Watergate building on June 17,
there have been these developments:

One of the suspects, former CIA official
James W. McCord, was identified as the se-
curity coordinator of the Nixon re-election
committee.

A second of those arrested in the break-in,
Bernard L. Barker, had placed numerous
phone calls from his Miami home and office
to E. Howard Hunt, Jr., a former CIA opera-
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tive who was a White House consultant at
the time of the break-in.

It was Barker who ended up with the
$25,000 check that went through Stans.

Hunt, who like Barker was associated with
the Bay of Pigs invasion, disappeared shortly
after his name was linked to the suspects.
He was hired at the White House on the
recommendation of Charles W. Colson,
special counsel to President Nixon.

Meanwhile, Colson has refused to testify
by deposition in the $1 million civil suit filed
by the Democrats against the suspects in the
break-in and the President’s re-election com-
mittee.

Barker also placed numerous phone calls
to Liddy’'s office at the re-election committee.

Liddy, who worked with Hunt and Sloan
at the White House on federal narcotics en-
forcement problems, was Stans’ chief legal
adviser in establishing campaign commit-
tees that collected more than $10 million for
the President’s re-election without revealing
the names of contributors. That money was
raised before the new disclosure laws came
into effect in April.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time in accordance with the
previous order, the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) is recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes.

THE WAFFLING PERFORMANCE OF
PRESIDENT NIXON

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it was
Mark Twain who remarked:
It is easier to stay out than to get out.

The United States and the Soviet
Union—nations which bave never been
at war with each other—have been in an
armaments race, and now a nuclear
armaments race, for more than 25 yea s.

We never quite managed to stay out
of that race.

First, we were ahead with the atom
bomb; then the Russians caught up.

Then we were ahead with the hydro-
gen bomb; the Russians caughti up.

Then the Russia—s orbited sputnik and
seemed to be headed toward a superior
technology in space; the United States
caught up.

Then came Polaris, and it was said the
United States had surged ahead again
in the arms race. Then FOBS—fractional
orbital system—and alarm that the Rus-
sians might gain the advantage.

Then MRVS, MIRV's, Poseidon, and
now Trident and the B-1 bomber—and
what is next?

It is easier to stay out than get out.

We and the Russians were not smart
enough to stay out of this race which
diverts our energies and our resources
away from what makes life worth living,
and devotes them instead to stockpiling
ever higher nuclear weapons neither side
dares use.

Not having been smart enough to stay
out of this race, one wonders if we and
the Russians are smart enough to get out.

Perhaps we now have a chance.

I thought we had a chance in late
May when in Moscow President Nixon
and Mr. Brezhnev, the Soviet Commu-
nist Party leader, agreed for their re-
spective countries that, and I quote,
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They will proceed from the common de-
termination that in the nuclear age there
is no alternative to conducting their mutual
relations on the basis of peaceful coexistence.
Differences in ideology and in the social
systems of the U.B.A. and the U.S.8.R. are
not obstacles to the bilateral development
of normal relations based on the principles
of soverelgnty, equallty, non-interference in
internal affairs and mutual advantage.

President Nixon brought back from
Moscow the two agreements before the
Senate—the treaty which we approved
last week which limits ABM sites in each
nation to two—and the 5-year, interim
agreement, to limit the deployment of
certain offensive weapons—the agree-
ment which is now before us.

With respect to these two agreements
the President told congressional leaders
on June 15:

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

He added:

There are advantages in (the agreement)
for both sides. For that reason, each side has
a vested interest, we believe, in keeping the
agreement rather than breaking it.

But even before the President told
congressional leaders of his hopes, one
of the highest ranking members of his
own official family began the saber
rattling.

On June 6, 1972, Secretary of Defense
Melvin Laird stated:

I could not support the agreements if the
Congress fails to act on the movement for-
ward of the Trident system, on the B-1
bomber, and on the other programs that we
have outlined to improve our strategic of-
fensive systems during this five year period
while the interim agreement is in effect.

Congress has—with the exception thus
far of authorizing an ABM site at Wash-
ington—authorized the movement to-
ward the new systems recommended by
Secretary Laird. Call these new systems
what one will—essential to the defense
of the United States, or bargaining chips
to be used in the next phase of negotia-
tions—the fact is that they represent an-
other costly step toward keeping the nu-
clear competition going, not toward
limiting the race.

_It is not easy to “get out.”

I find myself in agreement with the
distinguished director of the Stanford
Linear Accelerator Center at Stanford
University, Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, He
testified that—

The “Moscow Agreements can constitute
the largest advance in the control of arms
which the world has yet seen.”

But to have that effect, Dr. Panofsky
stated—

It is essential that actions subsequent to
the treaty and its ratification shall make
fullest use of the unique opportunities these
agreements could bring to reverse the arms
race between the United States and the So-
viet Union. (Hearings, page 357).

I am beginning to doubt whether this
administration is capable of grasping the
unique opportunities which these agree-
ments offer for slowing the arms race. In
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its efforts to be all things to all people,
one day the President joins with Mr.
Brezhnev to promise that we will do our
“utmost to avoid military confrontations
and to prevent the outbreak of nuclear
war” and that we *“will always exercise
restraint in—our—mutual relations.”

And shortly thereafter we find the
White House covertly endorsing the ex-
plicit threat—contained in the first Jack-
son amendment—that if the Russians do
as we are doing and develop threats to
our deterrent forces—as we propose to do
to theirs—we will denounce the agree-
ment.

This is evidence, as Dr. George W.
Rathjens told the committee, of the
profoundly disturbing nature of—

The pressure to go ahead with all of these
programs. . . . There is an enormous waste of
resources; there is the likelihood that such
moves will strengthen the hands of those in
the U.8.S.R. who are disposed to use SALT as
a basls for greater weapon programs; there
is the disillusioning eflect on our own people;
and, finally, in such pressures there is evi-
dence of a lack of balance, if not of some-
thing approaching morbidity, in our view of
the role of strategic nuclear arms in world
affairs. (Hearings, page 299.)

George Kennan recently wrote in the
magazine Foreign Affairs that military
rivalry—or systems—must not ride along
on their own momentum “like an object
in space.”

The military rivalry—

Mr. Kennan wrote—
has no foundation in real interests—no
foundation, in fact, but in fear, and in an
essentially irrational fear at that. It i{s car-
ried on not by any reason to believe that the
other side would, but only by a hypnotic fas-
cination with the fact that it could. It is
simply an institutionalized force of habit. If
someone could suddenly make the two sides
realize that it has no purpose and if they
were then to desist, the world would pre-
sumably go on, in all important respects, just
as it is golng on today.

Mr. Kennan continued:

We stand like two men who find themselves
confronting each other with guns in their
hands, neither with any real reason to be-
lieve that the other has murderous inten-
tions towards him, but both hypnotized by
the uncertainty and the unreasoning fear of
the fact that the other is armed. The two
armament efforts feed and justify each other.

Mr. President, I have intentionally
avoided a detailed discussion of the exist-
ing strategic weapons balance between
the United States and the Soviet Union—
not because numbers are not important
in some contexts, but because, in the
context of a nuclear confronfation be-
tween the two super powers, whether
the balance in certain of these weapons
is 9 to 8 or 10 to 7 does not make any
real difference. As someone remarked in
a recent elaboration of the point, it does
not make much difference whether a
giant SS-9 could blow you from here to
Chicago, or whether a smaller weapon
would only blow you to Pittsburgh. The
effect is still the same.

If there is one message that comes
loudly and clearly through all the testi-
mony of the experts, it is that both we
and the Russians have a nuclear over-
kill capacity that defies reason.

In view of his vacillation in recent
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weeks, I wonder if President Nixon is
willing any longer to acknowledge that
fact, or whether he is sufficiently in
charge of his administration that he has
been able to give clear guidance to offi-
cials who presumably speak for the ad-
ministration. The American people find
themselves surfeited with the words of
art tossed up by experts at obfuscation.
“Sufficiency,” “parity,” “equality,” “stra-
tegic balance,” “quantitative superior-
ity,” “qualitative superiority.” But in the
final analysis, decisions as to which na-
tion is ahead in what, and what possible
difference a presumed advantage could
make, depends upon judgment—the
commonsense of a nation expressed
through its leaders.

In recent days we have had opportu-
nity to measure the commonsense of our
leaders as the administration has sought
approval of the agreements which the
President concluded at Moscow.

To say that the administration has
“waffled” in its positions is to put the
best light possible on the twists and turns
the White House has taken.

In order to placate the leading hard-
liners on the subject of defense policy,
the administration appears to have
joined in condemning its own agreement.
By approving the revised Jackson amend-
ment to the resolution authorizing the
President to accept the interim offensive
agreement, the White House leaves an
impression that it prefers not to take
issue with Senator Jackson, when he
says:

We have, in the few brief years since the
Kennedy Administration, gone from strate-
glc superlorlty to parity to suﬂklenﬂy—what-
ever that means—to interim subparity.
(Cong. Record, 8/7/72).

How the President can endorse lan-
guage which interprets his interim offen-
sive agreement as one which has fixed
upon the United States a situation of
“interim subparity” is beyond me. Maybe
the President or his aides dids not read
the fine print of the Jackson amendment.

But that is not all. The Jackson
amendment calls for a research, develop-
ment and modernization program, and
I quote, “leading to a prudent strategic
posture.”

If that is not an implied slap at Presi-
dent Nixon, I do not know what is. Yet
we have the President endorsing a state-
ment by the Senate—for we will surely
adopt this amendment—implying that
somehow the President in his negotia-
tions with Moscow has gotten this Na-
tion into a posture where we must now
go full speed ahead if we are at some
future time to acquire a “prudent stra-
tegic posture.”

Finally, the crowning ignominy is the
White House endorsement of language
which contrasts the “equality’ achieved
by the ABM Treaty, with the “subparity”
which was achieved by the President in
his agreement for a 5-year limitation on
offensive strategic weapons. In the words
of the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington, “in the interim agreement before
the Senate we have subparity.” The Pres-
ident has endorsed language in the Jack-
sonn amendment which is based on the
essumption that the Interim Agreement
gives the United States subparity and so
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instructs the President to do better next
time and to make sure that we do not
remain “inferior” to the Soviet Union.

Well, if we are “inferior,” who let us
get that way? And if the agreements
keep us inferior, why is the President
arking for the approval?

I suggest that this administration, wit-
tingly or unwittingly, is beginning the
slow process of scuttling its own nuclear
agreements with Moscow. It may be that
the President fears the cnarge that he
was outwitted by the Russians in Mos-
cow, and seeks a way to 2o back on his
stotement that in these negotiations
“both sides won, and the whole world
won."”

I for one, hope this is not the case. 1
stand with those young and old people
in our society who say: “give peace a
chance.”

I say, let us give life on this planet a
chance by beginning to bring the arms
race under control.

A generation has grown up since the
nuclear arms race between the United
States and the Soviet Union was de-
seribed as a situation comparable to two
scorpions in a bottle.

I had thought this administration was
ready to begin the long, hard process of
extrication—that we might free our-
selves, at last, from our entrapment.

Now, I am not so sure.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Idaho for the forthright and
candid statement he has just made rela-
tive to a most serious issue which con-
fronts this Nation, and which will con-
front the Senate today. He used the
words “‘superiority, sufficiency, equality,
and subparity.”

On June 15, about 15 or 20 Members
of this body were called to the White
House to hear a discussion of the re-
sults of the Nixon-Brezhnev Treaty and
the interim sgreement. At that time the
President made some introductory re-
marks and then turned the meeting over
to Dr. Kissinger, who was speaking for
the President, and the President re-
mained in attendance. At that time the
following question was asked:

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

The reply:

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

Our present strategic military situation is
sound. Much of the criticism has focused on
the imbalance in number of missiles between
the U.S. and the Soviet Union. But, this only
examines one aspect of the problem. To as-
sess the overall balance——

And I stress the word “overall”—
it is necessary to consider those forces not
in the agreement; our bomber force which
is substantially larger and more effective
than the Soviet bomber force, and our for-
ward base systems.
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The quality of the weapons must also be
weighed. We are confident we have a major
advantage in nuclear weapons technology
and in warhead accuracy. Also, with our
MIRV’'s we have a two-to-one lead today in
numbers of warheads and this lead will be
maintained during the period of the agree-
ment, even if the Soviets develop and deploy
MIRV’s of their own.

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

When the total picture Is viewed, our stra-
tegic forces are seen to be completely suf-
ficient.

May I say that no question in opposi-
tion to that statement by Dr. Kissinger
and he, speaking for the President who
was in attendance, was raised at that
time. If my memory serves me correctly,
the distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Jackson) was one of those in
attendance. I think the record ought to
be made clear, and I again commend the
distinguished Senator from Idaho for the
statement which he has made this
morning.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the majority
leader very much. I want to add that the
Foreign Relations Committee yesterday
voted unanimously to support the agree-
ment without umendatory language.

If this agreement is a worthy one, and
we believe it to be one which is probably
based on an overall balance in the nu-
clear position of the United States and
the Soviet Union, then it should be
passed. It should not be undermined by
language subject to interpretation that
could seriously impair the President’s
negotiating ability in the future.

If this is to be a first step, then let us
ratify the agreement without adding lan-
guage that could foreclose the possi-
bility of further steps in the future.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 257—
ESTABLISHMENT OF A CEILING
ON SOCIAL SERVICES

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. CHiLEs). The Chair now lays
before the Senate Joint Resolution 257
which was introduced yesterday and
read the first time; objection having been
heard at that time to the second read-
ing, the joint resolution will now be read
the second time.
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The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 257)
was read the second time, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
presentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That of the funds
avallable for SBocial and Rehabilitation Serv-
ice grants to States for public assistance for
making payments to States for services under
title I, IV (Part A), X, XIV, and XVI of
the Social Security Act not to exceed
$2,600,000,000 shall be available for obligation
during fiscal year 1973,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I object to any further proceedings on
this joint resolution at this time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection to further proceedings
is heard. Under rule XIV, paragraph 4,
the joint resolution will be placed on the
calendar.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may I say that I have done this on be-
half of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY). I have done
it with his knowledge and approval, and
at his request so as to get the joint res-
olution placed directly on the calendar.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest ‘he absence of a quorum.

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

THE CONVENTION ON OWNERSHIP
OF CULTURAL PROPERTY (EXEC-
UTIVE B, 92D CONG., SECOND
SESS.); THE TAX CONVENTION
WITH NORWAY (EXECUTIVE D,
92D CONG., SECOND SESS.); THE
CONVENTION ESTABLISHING AN
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION
OF LEGAL METROLOGY (EXECU-
TIVE I, 92D CONG. SECOND
SESS.)—ORDER FOR THE YEAS
AND NAYS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, as in executive session, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order to order,
with one show of seconds, the yeas and
nays on each of the three treaties sched-
uled for a vote today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from West Virginia? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask for the
veas and nays on the question of agree-
ing to the resolution of ratification on
each of the three treaties.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. As in executive session, there being
a sufficient second, the yeas and nays
are ordered on the question of agreeing
to the resolution of ratification on each
of the three treaties.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
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to the consideration of items on the Cal-
endar beginning with Calendar order No.
983 and ending with Calendar order No.
992.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL
EXPENDITURES BY THE COM-
MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

The resolution (S. Res. 340) authoriz-
ing additional expenditures by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services for routine
purposes, was considered and agreed to,
as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed
Services is authorized to expend from the
contingent fund of the Senate, during the
Ninety-second Congress, $15,000 in addition
to the amount, and for the same purposes
specified in section 134(a) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, and Senate Res-
olution 252, Ninety-second Congress, agreed
to March 6, 1972.

AUTHORIZATION FOR SUPPLE-
MENTAL EXPENDITURES BY THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS

The resolution (S. Res. 349) authoriz-
ing supplemental expenditures by the
Committee on Government Operations
for inquiries and investigations, was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 258,
ninety-second Congress, agreed to March 17,
1972, is amended as follows:

(1) In section 3, strike out “$1,685,300" and
insert in lieu thereof “$1,706,300".

(2) In section 4, strike out “$830,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “£929,000".

(3) In section 7, strike out “$285,000" and
insert In lieu thereof “£307,000".

(4) In section 9, strike out *“#1,595,300"
and insert in lieu thereof “$1,716,300".

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING
THE T74TH ANNUAL REPORT OF
THE NATIONAL SOCIETY OF THE
AMERICAN REVOLUTION

The resclution (S. Res, 350) authoriz-
ing the printing of the 74th annual re-
port of the National Society of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
as a Senate document, was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Sev nty-fourth Annual
Report of the Natlonal Soclety of the
Daughters of the American Revolution for
the year ending March 1, 1971, be printed,
with an illustration, as a Senate document.

MICHAEL M. O'CONNOR AND KATH-
LEEN M. O'CONNOR

The resolution (S. Res. 351) to pay a
gratuity to Michael M. O’Connor and
Kathleen M. O’Connor, was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary hereby is
authorized and directed to pay, from the
contingeney funa of the Senate, to Michael
M. O'Connor, son, and EKathleen M. O'Con-
nor, daughter, of Molly M. O'Connor, an em-
ployee of the Senate at the time of her
death, a sum to each equal to one-half of
gix and one-half month’s compensation at
the rate she was recelving by law at the time
of her death, said sum to be considered in-
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clusive of funeral expenses, and all other

allowances.
e —— I ——

FRANCES M. FELL

The resolution (S. Res. 352) to pay a
gratuity to Frances M. Fell, was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Frances M. Fell, mother of Thomas F. Fell,
an employee of the Senate at the time of
his death, & sum equal to eleven months’
compensation at the rate he was receiving
by law at the time of his death, sald sum
to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN
PRINTING FOR THE COMMITTEE
ON VETERANS’' AFFAIRS

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 553) authorizing certain printing
for the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
was considered and agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the action of the Senate in agreeing
to Calendar No. 988, House Concurrent
Resolution 553, be vacated.

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

PROVISION FOR PRINTING “HOUS-
ING AND THE URBAN ENVIRON-
MENT, REPORT AND RECOMMEN-
DATIONS OF THE THREE STUDY
PANELS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE
ON HOUSING”

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 560) providing for the printing of
the report entitled “Housing and the Ur-
ban Environment, Report and Recom-
mendations of Three Study Panels of the
Subcommittee on Housing,” was con-
sidered and agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING
“OUR FLAG”

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 605) authorizing the printing as a
House document the pamphlet entitled
“Our Flag,” and to provide for additional
copies, was considered and agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE COMMIT-
TEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR
AFFAIRS TO EXPEND ADDITIONAL
FUNDS FROM THE SENATE CON-
TINGENT FUND

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S.Res.330) authorizing the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs to expend additional funds from
the contingent fund of the Senate, which
had been reported from the C:ommit.tee
on Rules and Administration with
amendments in line 4, after the word
“the”, where it appears the first time,
to strike out “amount” and insert
“amounts”; at the beginning of line 5,
strike out “purpose” and insert “pur-
poses’”; in line 6, after the word “Act’,
strike out “approved August 2, 1946, as
amended” and insert “of 1946, and in
Senate Resolution 138, agreed to Novem-
ber 20, 1971”; so as to make the resolu-
tion read:
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Resolved, That the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs is hereby authorized to
expend from the contingent fund of the
Senate, during the Ninety-second Congress,
$15,000 in addition to the amounts, and for
the same purposes, specified in section 134
(a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, and In Senate Resolution 138, agreed
to November 20, 1971.

The amendments were agreed to.
The resolution, as amended, was agreed

The title was amended, so as to read:
“Resolution authorizing additional ex-
penditures by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs for routine purposes.”

SECURITY APPARATUS FOR PRO-
TECTION OF THE CAPITOL

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 550)
providing for the installation of security
apparatus for the protection of the Capi-
tol complex, which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with amendments, on page
1, line 5, after the word “and” ", to strike
out “directed” and insert “directed,
without regard to section 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States, as
amended (41 U.S.C. 5),"”; and, on page 2,
line 3, after the word “from”, strike out
“the contingent fund of the House of
Representatives” and insert “funds here-
after provided to the Architect of the
Capitol under the appropriation “Capi-
tol Buildings, for that purpose.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The concurrent resolution, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE GREAT SOCIAL SERVICES
FUND RAID

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I regret
that last night the Senate did not see fit
to impose a limitation on the amount of
money that could be spent for social serv-
ices. During the discussion of my mo-
tion, much of the controversy was cen-
tered on the question of whether or not
time was of the essence. I think that a
front-page article in today's Washing-
ton Post clearly demonstrates why it is
so necessary that Congress act, and act
immediately, if it is going to protect U.S.
Treasury funds. I make reference to the
article entitled “Maryland Joins Raid on
U.S. Fund—Boosts $23 Million HEW Re-
quest to $417 Million,” written by Herbert
H. Denton and published in today's
Washington Post.

I would just like to read a part of the
article, because I think it shows more
clearly than anything. else why time is
of the essence to impose such a ceiling.
The article says:
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The State of Maryland stands to get a
windfall of about $417 million federal dollars
for social welfare programs this year, but has
not yet figured out how it would spend the
money.

Maryland officlals worked feverishly this
summer to get huge chunks of money out of
a newly opened federal pool after originally
counting on receiving only $22.9 million in
federal soclal =ervices money. In the late
spring, after they learned about a change
in interpretation of what the federal money
could be used for, Maryland officials hired a
team of consultants and came up with the
new request for $417 million.

“Oh, we were very conservative, very con-
servative,” Rita C. Davidson, Maryland's sec-
retary of Employment and Social Services,
said in an interview in which she discussed
the sudden Iincreased request.

Mr. President, I ask urnanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks the article
on Maryland to which I have referred.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as I said
last night, every day we delay action is
going to mean a greater raid on the Fed-
eral Treasury, when the national deficit
is already of such dimensions that we
cannot afford to take that risk.

I particularly regret that we failed to
act because there is no question now, in
my opinion, .aat the Labor-HEW appro-
priation will not be enacted into law be-
fore the school year. It is not fair to
thousands of school administrators in
schools throughout this country. Going
back in history, when we were engaged
in a similar exercise, it ended up with
the HEW appropriation not being
adopted finally until mid-winter, long
after the school year was already under
way. I am certain that this type of de-
lay can only mean great waste of funds
so far as our schools are concerned.

Mr. President, the distinguished jun-
ior Senator from Minnesota has offered
a resolution, and I wish that I believed
that it could be expeditiously adopted
both by the Senate and the House.
Frankly, it is most unlikely that even if
we do take any immediate action in the
Senate, any such action will be taken in
the House prior to the recess, if at any
time during the current year. So I think
that if this resolution is called up for
action and we adopt it, we should not
fool ourselves as to thinking we have
solved this most critical problem.

Mr. President, I should like to make
it clear that I intend to keep my options
open; and, if it appears feasible, I shall
offer an appropriate amendment, pos-
sibly to an appropriation bill to be con-
sidered next week. I believe it absolutely
essential that Congress act promptly to
close the door to this ballooning raid on
the Federal Treasury.

Examrr 1
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 9, 1972]
MARYLAND JoINs “Ram” oN U.S. FuNp—
Boosts $23 MriiLion HEW REQUEST TO
$417 MILrioN
(By Herbert H. Denton)

The State of Maryland stands to get a wind-
fall of about £417 million federal dollars for
social welfare programs this year, but has not
yet figured out how it would spend the
money.

Maryland officials worked feverishly this
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summer to get huge chunks of money out of
a newly opened federal pool after originally
counting on recelving only $22.9 milllon in
federal social services money. In the late
spring, after they learned about a change in
interpretation of what the federal money
could be used for, Maryland officials hired a
team of consultants and came up with the
new request for $417 million.

“Oh, we were very conservative, very con-
servative,” Rita C. Davidson, Maryland's sec-
retary of Employment and Soclal Services,
sald in an interview in which she discussed
the sudden increased request.

Maryland’s request for federal funds Is
based on programs ranging from state ald to
aleoholics and ex-convicts to a private soclal
center for the elderly run by the Baltimore
graduate chapter of a college sorority.

In the last fiscal year, Maryland rece'‘ved
$20.5 million from the federal social services
program. The jump in its request this year
to $417 million is the largest increase sought
by any state except Milssissippl.

The $417 million in federal funds for Mary-
land would be an amount equal to 20 per
cent of the entire current state budget and
more than the state is currently spending
for education, public safety or any other
single state service.

In addition, the $417 million Maryland
hopes to get under the soclal services pro-
gram would far exceed the amount the state
would get under proposals to help states
through revenue sharing with the federal
government, The most Maryland would get
under the Senate Finance Committee’s ver-
slon of a federal revenue sharing bill would
be $117.5 million.

The windfall that Maryland and other
states expect is federal money provided under
the Soclal Securlity Act. Health, Education
and Welfare Secretary Elliot L. Richardson,
whose agency distributes money to states
under the act, has called the increases that
Maryland and other states have requested
“a wvirtual open-ended rald on the federal
treasury.”

The federal social services program, which
threatens to double Itself every year, re-
quires HEW to pay 875 for every $25 that
states spend to help present, former and
potential welfare recipients. There is no
limit on the total amount states can request
in federal matching money.

None of the money goes for welfare pay-
ments as such. It is intended for services to
keep people off welfare, such as day care cen-
ters for mothers who have young children
and want to work.

A Senate-passed celling of $2.5 billion on
the soclal services program was knocked out
of the HEW spending bill in a joint confer-
ence committee 1ast week, increasing the llke-
lihood of a major cost overrun in the HEW
budget this year. Without a ceiling, the con-
ference compromise passed the House
Wednesday, 239 to 166, and passed the Sen-
ate last night, 67 to 22.

Richardson indicated Wednesday that Pres-
ident Nixon might veto the bill if it passes
without a ceiling on soclial services spend-
ing. In that event, the windfall that Mary-
land is looking for might not materialize.

Until this year, Maryland has not been
one of the big beneficlaries of the federal
social services program—a situation that
seemed to rankle Mrs. Davidson, who re-
ferred frequently to the federal largesse for
social services bestowed on California.

Maryland takes its marching orders cn
eligibility for federal soclal welfare funds
from the reglonal office of HEW in Phila-
delphia, where the act was interpreted
strictly.

Mrs. Davidson sald the federal regional
officials told her that Maryland was eligible
for federal matching money only for those
state programs that helped Maryland’s
260,000 welfare recipients.

For some years, she noted, the interpreta-
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tion by the HEW regional officials for Call-
fornia has been significantly more liberal. In
fact, California in 1960 was getting 40 per
cent of all the federal social services money
distributed in the nation.

Mrs. Davidson pressed for a change by the
Philadelphia office of HEW, she said, and,
other states across the country did the same.

By late spring, she sald, the Philadelphia
office—like others—began to change.

Mrs, Davidson’s staff and a group of hired
consultants then closely read through the
state budget, picking out every program that
they could argue helped get people off wel-
fare, helped them from getting back on or
helped keep them from ever having to go
on the welfare rolls.

Maryland’s list included state-run pro-
grams for alcoholics and programs for mental
retardates, ex-convicts, and drug addicts.

They did not stop with the state budget.
They went around to private agencles that
run soclal services-related programs.

Epsilon Omega, the Baltimore graduate
chapter of a college sorority, which runs a
social center for elderly people, was included
in the Maryland request. So were three pri-
vate groups that run summer camps for
needy children. So was the consumer law
center of the state Legal Ald Bureau.

For each state dollar spent on the pro-
grams that they were able to locate, they re-
quested $3 from the federal government un-
der the Act. When they finished the appli-
cation in time for the June 30 deadline, it
all totaled up to $394 milllon more than the
original request for Maryland.

Mrs. Davidson sald the Philadelphia HEW
officials have given her the “generalized opin-
fon” that the request is acceptable,

After all the work to get the federal money
by locating the state soclal service program,
Mrs. Davidson's office has not produced any
specific plans for how the federal money
would be used.

Mrs. Davidson and her staff sald in an in-
terview this week that the money would per-
mit them to expand existing programs and
add new ones. They could not say what new
programs would be created or by how much
the old ones would grow.

They said the new federal money would
permit the state to extend social services to
groups other than welfare mothers, It could
enable them to help blue collar families
who, for example now cannot afford private
day-care centers for their children but make
too much money to be eligible to use state-
run centers.

Mrs. Davidson and her staff said they could
not now give even the roughest idea of how
many new people will benefit from expansion
of the social services programs.

All of this will be worked out in the next
six months during a period of “program de-
slgn” by Maryland's state agencles, local gov-
ernments and the privately run soclal wel-
fare agencies, Mrs. Davidson said.

Saying Maryland has never before had
enough programs to aid all the people who
need some form of public social service, she
sald the federal money would be used and
was needed.

“The needs are just so crying, just so
crying,” Mrs. Davidson said.

QUORUM CALL

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

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

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. aYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescindec.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. CrHiLes) laid before the Sen-
ate the following letters, which were re-
ferred as indicated:

Prorposep DwiGHT D. EIsENHOWER MEMORIAL
BICENTENNIAL CIivic CENTER ACT

A letter from the Commissioner, Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend
the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amended,
to provide for the construction of a civic
center in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes (with an accompanying pa-
per); to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER (GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled "Audit of Payments
From Special Bank Account to Lockheed
Alreraft Corporation for the C-5 Aircraft
Program During the Quarter Ended June 30,
1972, Department of Defense, dated Au-
gust 11, 1972 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operatlons.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmifting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Drug Abuse Control
Activities Affecting Military Personnel,” De-
partment of Defense, dated August 11, 1972
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Military Drug Abuse
Control Program Activities in Continental
United States,” Department of Defense, dated
August 11, 1972 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Drug Abuse Control
Program Activities in Vietnam", Department
of Defense, dated August 11, 1872 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, & report entitled “Drug Abuse Control
Program Activities in The Philippines”, De-
partment of Defense, dated August 11, 1972
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Drug Abuse Control
Program Activities in' Okinawa”, Department
of Defense, dated August 11, 1972 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Drug Abuse Control
Program Activities in Europe”, Department
of Defense, dated August 11, 1972 (with an
accompanyling report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
to law, a report entitled “Legislation Needed
to Revise the Interest Rate Criteria For De-
termining the Financing Costs of Water Re-
source Projects”, Department of the Interior,
Department of the Army, dated August 11,
1972 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:
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By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S.3811. A bill to amend the Act entitled
“An Act to provide for the establishment of
the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, and
for other purposes”, approved November 5,
1966 (Rept. No. 82-1042).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr. Bur-
pick, Mr. HumPHREY, Mr. EENNEDY,
Mr. McGoveErN, Mr. MonTOYa, and
Mr., PASTORE) :

S.3008. A bill to stabilize interstate com-
merce by mitigating the adverse economic
effects of shifting patterns of Federal ex-
penditure, to provide for national planning
for economic diversification, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, Mr.
RaNpoLPH, Mr. TunnNeY, Mr. Moss,
Mr. McInTYRE, and Mr, HARTKE) :

S.3909. A bill to provide youth services
grants, and for other purposes.

By Mr. COOPER:

S.8910. A bill to reduce sedimentation
from land-disturbing actlvities consistent
with the applicable water quality standards.
Referred to the Committee on Public Works.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. Moss (for himself, Mr.

Burpick, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. McGoOVERN, Mr.
MonToYA, and Mr. PASTORE) :
S. 3908. A bill to stabilize interstate
commerce by mitigating the adverse eco-
nomic effects of shifting patterns of Fed-
eral expenditure, to provide for national
planning for economic diversification,
and for other purposes. Referred to the
Committee on Government Operations.
ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION ACT OF 1872

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I introduce
a bill to diversify the economies of those
areas of the country which have come to
depend almost entirely on major Fed-
eral programs, such as those in defense
and aerospace, for their stability.

The purpose of the measure is to en-
courage these highly impacted commu-
nities to develop alternative industrial
and commercial opportunities thereby
strengthening their ability to adjust, with
the minimum dislocation and human
hardship, to a shift in national priorities.

The Economic Diversification Aet of
1972 calls for a national policy to pre-
pare for the adverse effects of Federal
defense and aerospace cutbacks on those
areas which rely heavily, in some cases
solely, on these programs. To achieve this
goal, the bill provides for Federal action
to help these localities to plan their eco-
nomic futures in light of changing Fed-
eral spending patterns. Assistance would
include:

A national effort to monitor, and hope-
fully, forecast the economic impact of
reduced Federal spending on various lo-
calities;
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Planning and technical grants to high-
ly impacted communities;

Establishment of local development
corporations to provide the “risk capital”
facilities vital to an expanding commerce
and industry;

And incentives for industries in these
areas to broaden their operations to non-
Federal markets.

Economic diversification would bene-
fit the entire Nation. By ending the re-
liance of these communities and indus-
tries on existing Federal programs, the
American people would gain a new flexi-
bility to direct the Nation's resources
toward its highest priorities.

The need to plan and provide for the
local economic impact of massive Fed-
eral spending, especially in defense and
aerospace, has become well established
in recent years.

Today, Government purchases of goods
and services amounts to almost one-
quarter of the gross national product. By
way of contrast, in 1929, the Federal
share in the American economy was only
about 8 percent. This growing Federal
role in the Nation’s economy has had its
heaviest impact on those communities
serving defense and aerospace installa-
tions. This has also been true in those
industrial centers which have come to
do the great bulk of their business with
the Federal Government.

Consider the case just in my own State.
Over the past 10 years, the Federal work
force has increased at an annual rate of
6.1 percent, while the rest of the State’s
nonagricultural work force grew by only
3.6 percent. Today the Federal payroll
amounts to $415 million a year. One out
of every six workers is employed by the
Government. This figure, moreover, does
not include those employees working for
firms operating on Federal contracts.

In some areas of the State, the Fed-
eral impact is proportionally much high-
er. In the three counties of Davis, Weber,
and Morgan which supply manpower for
Hill Air Force Base, almost 20,000 of the
73,600 wage and salaried work force are
employed either at Hill Air Force Base
or at Defense Depot, Ogden.

In Tooele County which contains
Tooele Army Depot and the Dugway
Proving Grounds, 6,777 out of the 9,322
work force are employed by the Govern-
ment. Most are Federal employees. Obvi-
ously this enormous influence on the lo-
cal economies carries with it an equally
immense potential for harm should the
Government activity be terminated or
substantially reduced. We have all seen
the impact in those parts of the coun-
try which relied on Federal defense and
aerospace programs when these pro-
grams were cut back. Businesses closed,
supporting industries were forced to lay
off workers. The revenues of local gov-
ernments were hit by reduced property
values and even more sharply, reduced
personal incomes. Economic depression
spreads widely to all those who had de-
pended on Federal jobs and wage income,
either directly or indirectly, for their
livelihoods.

In recent months Utah experienced a
substantial reduction-in-force at Hill Air
Force Base. It was part of the adminis-
tration’s program to cut Federal payrolls
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5 percent by the end of fiscal 1972. Over
1,500 employees were affected; 239 career
and career-conditional employees lost
their jobs. Another 83 temporary em-
ployees were separated. Many other po-
sitions were eliminated through the
process of attrition, thus eliminating
jobs which would never be replaced.

The economic impact of this relatively
small manpower cutback at Hill gives
only an indication of the disastrous
consequences which would attend a truly
massive RIF.

Now another RIF is projected for De-
fense Depot, Ogden—in the same city.

There is an obvious need to bring new
industries, new economic activities, to
parts of the country such as Ogden. This
is our best way to help prepare these
communities for inevitable shifts in Fed-
eral requirements, which are themselves
dependent on changing national and in-
ternational conditions. This stabilizing
bill would benefit the entire Nation.

One of the great strengths of the
American economy has been its phenom-
enal ability to adjust to new conditions,
to respond to new national challenges by
enlisting vast amounts of capital and
technological know-how in a short period
of time.

This remarkable flexibility, demon-
strated so boldly during the early days of
World War II and again during the race
to the moon, is now threatened by a
growing dependence in many parts of
the country on the continuation of exist-
ing Federal programs. Many communi-
ties today see any shift in national pri-
orities as a threat, not only to local job
markets, but to their overall economic
stability.

Though certainly understandable, our
concern for the short-run welfare of
these communities has crippled the Na-
tion's ability to shift rapidly to meet its
urgent new demands.

I believe that it is time for our Nation
to deal quickly with local economic im-
pact of Federal decisionmaking, Failure
to do so will mean even more disloca-
tion, and, as far as national priorities are
concerned, continued pressure to main-
tain the status quo at all costs.

To meet this need, the bill I propose
today would establish an Office of Eco-
nomic Diversification, which would be
primarily responsible for determining the
impact of Federal spending, particularly
in defense and aerospace, on capital and
labor markets throughout the country.
This office would also act to isolate those
areas of the Nation which are vulnerable
to a shift in Government spending and
to coordinate Federal, State and local ef-
forts to prepare for their economic ad-
justments.

The office would be authorized to assist
these highly impacted areas to assess
their resources and make plans for more
diversified industrial and commercial ac-
tivities.

These areas would be eligible to create
economic diversification corporations
which would receive Federal assistance
to: develop plans for local economic di-
versification; participate in financing re-
search and development projects which
would contribute o a more broadly based
local economy; guarantee or make loans
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which would create new industries and
job opportunities.

This bill would also permit special
Small Business Administration loan
guarantees to firms located in these areas
which are attempting to diversify their
operations into non-Federal markets. As
an added incentive to industrial diversity,
the bill also provides that all Federal con-
tractors would be required, whenever
practical, to develop plans for the use of
their facilities and manpower skills in
efforts to enlarge the economic base of
the locality.

I ask that the full text of the bill be
printed in the Recorp at this time.

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

8. 3008
A bill to stabilize interstate commerce by
mitigating the adverse economic effects of
shifting patterns of Federal expenditure,
to provide for national planning for eco-
nomic diversification, and for other pur-
poses

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Economie Diversi-
fication Act of 1972".

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF
POLICY

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the Federal Government, through its
expenditures for goods and services, exeris
a significant impact on the direction, as well
as the strength of the entire national econ-
omy;

(2) many industries and localities are sub-
stantially dependent upon the existing pat-
terns of national expenditures;

(3) shifts in patterns of Federal expendi-
tures for goods and services of which the
Federal Government is the largest and often
the sole purchaser creates large-scale dislo-
cations in capital and labor markets;

(4) these resulting dislocations adversely
aflect interstate commerce and have particu-
lar impact upon the localities wherein the
supplies of the Federal Government are lo-
cated, and their labor markets; and

(5) failure to provide effective mechanisms
for mitigating these dislocations tend to re-
duce the flexibility of the National Govern-
ment and reduces its ability to insure our
national security with a responsive and re-
silient National Government,

(b) Accordingly, the Congress declares that
it is the national policy to promote a sound
economy by promoting economic diversifica-
tion and by undertaking positive programs
to maintain interstate and foreign commerce
by mitigating the effects of shifts in national
expenditure patterns.

(c) It is the purpose of this Act—

(1) to initiate a continuous system of
monitoring and forecasting of the impact of
Federal expenditures on labor and capital
markets, and to disseminate the results of
this program of monitoring and forecasting
to all interested Federal, State, and local offi-
cials, and to the public generally;

(2) to encourage coordination of the pro-
grams of all levels of government, which are
designated to provide assistance to localities
and labor groups in their efforts to plan and
provide for shifts In Federal spending
patterns;

(3) to provide for the development of
more adequate programs of Federal assist-
ance to adversely affected localities, firms,
and their employees; and

(4) to provide immediate technical and fi-
nancial assistance to promote the stabiliza-
tion of interstate commerce by encouraging
economic diversification, with special provi-
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slons for areas presently suffering substantial
economic dislocation.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE OFFICE OF
ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION

Sec. 3. (a) There is established In the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President the Office of
Economic Diversification (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Office”’).

(b) The Office shall be headed by a Direc-
tor, who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

(¢) There shall be in the Office a Deputy
Director who shall be appointed by the Pres-
ident by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Deputy Director shall per-
form such functions as the Director may
prescribe and shall be Acting Director dur-
ing the absence or disability of the Director
or in the event of & vacancy in the position
of the Director.

(d) There is established in the Office a
Council on Economic Diversification consist-
ing of—

(1) the Director of the Office, who shall
be the Chairman of the Council;

(2) the Secretary of Commerce;

(3) the Secretary of Labor;

(4) three members of the public chosen
from among the leaders of organized
labor; and

(5) three members of the public chosen
from the business community.

The public members shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and shall serve at the
pleasure of the President.

(e) The Director shall head and direct the
staff of the Office, and shall assist the Coun-
cll in carryilng out such activities as 1t may
request.

FUNCTIONS

Sec. 4. (a) The Director of the Office is
authorized to—

(1) collect data relating to the impact of
Federal expenditures on interstate commerce,
and upon particular industries, professions,
segments of the labor market, and localities;
and to project future impacts resulting from
possible shifts in Federal expenditures;

(2) disseminate this Iinformation as
broadly as possible to promote advance plan-
ning by all sectors of the economy and
thereby to permit mitigation of the hard-
ships which might arise from shifts in Fed-
eral expenditures by diversification and de-
creased reliance upon Federal expenditures;

(3) select, appoint, employ, and fix the
compensation of such officers and employees
as are necessary to carry out his duties un-
der this Act, subject to the civil service and
classification laws;

(4) direct and supervise all personnel so
selected, appointed, or employed;

(5) employ experts and consultants in
accordance with section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, and compensate indi-
viduals so employed for each day (including
traveltime) at rates not in excess of the
maximum rate of pay for grade GS-18 as
provided in section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code, and, while such experts and
consultants are so serving away from their
homes or regular place of business, to pay
such employees travel expenses and per diem
in lieu of subsistence at rates authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
for persons In Government service employed
intermittently;

(6) utilize, with their consent, the serv-
ices, personnel, and facilities of other Fed-
eral agencies and of State and private agen-
cles and instrumentalities with or without
reimbursement therefor;

(7) enter into and perform such contracts,
leases, cooperative agreements, or other
transactions as may be necessary in the con-
duct of the work of the Office and on such
terms as the Director may deem appropriate,
with any agency or instrumentality of the
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United States, or with any State, territory,
or possession, or any political subdivision
thereof. or with any public or private per-
son, firm, association, corporation, or insti-
tution;

(8) accept gifts and voluntary and un-
compensated services, notwithstan the
provisions of section 665(h) of title 31,
United States Code;

(9) designate representatives to serve or
assist on such committees as the Director
may determine to be necessary to maintain
effective liaison with Federal agencies, and
with State and local agencies involved in the
problems of economic development,

(10) perform such other activities, not
delegated to the Council, as are necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) The Council is authorized to—

(1) authorize and direct studies of eco-
nomie effects of Federal expenditure pat-
terns,

(2) identify those localitles, industries, job
skills, and firms which are substantially de-
pendent upon Federal expenditures,

(3) approve or disapprove all applications
for grants or other assistance authorized by
this Aect,

(4) promulgate such regulations as may
be necessary to carry out the dutles of the
Office under this Act.

(c) The Office, acting through the Direc-
tor or the Council is authorized to—

(1) consult with the Governors of the
several States and the officials of any unit of
government within the United States and its
territories to encourage appropriate studies
;md‘plsnnlng at the regional, State, and local
evel;

(2) encourage the establishment of Eco-
nomic Diversification Corporations referred
to in section 6 of this Act;

(3) consult with trade and industry as-
socliatlons, labor unions, and professional so-
cieties to encourage and enlist their support
for a coordinated effort to increase the eco-
nomic diversification of each locality;

(4) serve as a clearinghouse for informa-
tion on existing Federal, State, and local
programs which provide for the development
of economic plans, and provide for means to
mitigate the adverse impacts of shifting
Federal expenditure patterns; and

(5) enter into agreements with other Fed-
eral departments, with agencles of State and
local governments, and with private groups
and individuals to carry out the purposes
and provisions of this Act;

(6) prepare and transmit the following
reports to the Congress and the President:

{(a) annually, in January, & report on the
activities of the Office during the past fiscal
year, with particular attention to data in-
dicating the extent to which the economy of
the varlous localities assisted have become
more diversified during the year;

(b) annually, at such time is appropriate,
a report on the extent to which the Federal
Government has affected the diversification
of the national economy during the preceding
year, together with recommendations for fu-
ture Federal activity to accomplish the goals
of this Act;

(c) periodically, such reports and recom-
mendations as the Council feels should be
made available to the Congress and the Presi-
dent; and

(d) when requested, such special reports
as may be requested by the President, or the
Congress, or any committee thereof;

(7) the Council shall approve or disap-
prove of the chartering of any Economic Di-
versification Corporation as provided for in
section 6 of this Act. Such action shall be
taken pursuant to procedures established
under the authority of this Act, however, in
no case shall an application properly sub-
mitted not receive a decision within ninety
days of the receipt thereof;

(8) appoint advisory committees composed
of such private citizens and officials of the
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Federal, State, and local governments as is
deemed desirable to advise the Office with
respect to its duties under this Act, and to
pay such members (other than those regu-
larly employed by the Federal Government)
without regard to any conflict-of-interest
statutes while attending meetings of such
committees, or otherwise serving at the re-
quest of the Director or Council, compensa-
tion and travel expenses at the rate provided
for in paragraph (5) of subsection 4(a) of
this Act with respect to experts and consult-
ants;

(9) obtain by subpena, where necessary,
such information as the Office acting through
either the Director or the Counell is author-
ized to acquire under this Act;

(10) conduct public hearings anywhere in
the United States to consider means to ac-
complish the purposes of this Act.

GRANTS TO LOCALITIES FOR ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Sec. 5. (a) From funds avallable pursuant
to section 10 of this Act, the Office is au-
thorized to make grants to eligible localities
to assist them In assessing their economic
condition and determining their resources;
and establishing, if conditions warrant, an
Economic Diversification Corporation.

(b) In determining whether or not to ap-
prove a planning grant under this section the
Council shall consider the extent to which
the planning proposal is supported by the
various segments of the local community,
the extent to which the local economy is de-
pendent upon federally financed programs,
and the existing or likely unemployment in
the area.

(c) “Eligible locality” means any political
entity, or combination of entities, which at
the time of the application is experiencing
or is expected to experience within the ensu-
ing six months an unemployment rate in
excess of 8 per centum of the work force,
if any significant portion of such unemploy-
ment is directly or indirectly related to shifts
in Federal expenditure patterns. The Coun-
cil shall determine whether or not the appli-
cant has authority to act on behalf of the
entities to be encompassed and shall not
approve any planning grant request for any
entity within the geographic area of an exist-
ing applicant.

(d) In the event that funds made avall-
able pursuant to section 10 of this Act are
insufficient to provide adequate funding to
all applicants, the Couneil shall give priority
to those communities suffering from the
most severe economic dislocation, and shall
report to the President and the Congress the
applicants which have been denled due to the
insufficiency of funds.

ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION CORPORATIONS

Sec. 6. (a) In order to promote develop-
ment planning and financing in localities
through locally controlled institutions the
Council is authorized, under such regula-
tions as It may prescribe, to provide for the
organization, incorporation, examination, op-
eration, and regulation of associations to be
known as Economic Diversification Corpora-
tions, and to issue charters therefor.

(b) The Council shall not issue a charter
unless it is satisfied (1) that the governing
body of the applicant will consist of a broad
cross section of the political and economic
interests in the locality to be serviced, (2)
that to the extent allowed by local law the
governing body of the applicant will in-
clude adequate representation from the gov-
ernmental officlals elected or appointed hav-
ing general responsibility for the overall
development of the locality, and (3) that the
applicant will not include within its service
area territory now served by any other cor-
poration established under this Act: Pro-
vided, however, That in the event that
Council shall determine that the interests of
the localities affected would be better served
it may redefine the service territory of the
applicant and the prior existing corporation
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to meet the requirements of this subsection.

(c) In addition to such other powers as
may be conferred upon such Economic De-
velopment Corporation by the Council each
such Corporation, when chartered and au-
thorized to commence operations, shall be
authorized to—

(1) analyze existing economic data, con-
duct additional studies of the local economy
to develop plans for economic diversification
with the cooperation of local, State, regional,
and Federal officlals, and the citizens in the
affected locality;

(2) participate in financing research and
development projects which would contri-
bute to the goal of diversification of the local
economy;

(3) guaranty or make loans, whether or not
secured, in the form and manner approved
by the Council or in accordance with its
regulations which will both promote diversifi-
cation of the local economy and afford new
job opportunities for the members of the
labor force of the community: Provided, how-
ever, That the Corporation shall not provide
capital assistance under this section unless
the capital market of the community is un-
able to provide the necessary capital on terms
and conditions which will permit the enter-
prise to be undertaken; and

(4) guaranty or make loans, to individuals
or to organizations to finance the establish-
ment of or the enrollment in courses of study
designed to permit individuals now in the
labor force to engage in new forms of employ-
ment in the locality: Provided, however, That
no assistance under this section shall be
granted unless the applicant has recelved
the approval of the proposed course of em-
ployment from an official of the State em-
ployment service.

(d) From the funds avallable pursuant to
section 10 of this Act, the Council is au-
thorized to make an initial capitalization
grant of not more than $500,000 to each Eco-
nomic Diversification Corporation upon ap-
proval of its application for a charter. Such
grant shall constitute a preferred capital con-
tribution of the United States, and in the
event of the dissolution of the Corporation
or upon the occurrence of such other event
as the Council may proscribe in the terms of
the grant such contribution shall be repaid
to the Treasury of the United States.

(e) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized on behalf of the United States to
subscribe for preferred shares in such associ-
ations which shall be preferred as to the
assets of the assoclation and which shall be
entitled to a dividend, if earned, after pay-
ment of expenses and provision for reason-
able reserves, to the same extent as other
shareholders. It shall be the duty of the
Secretary of the Treasury to subscribe for
such preferred shares upon request of the
Council; but the subscription by him shall
not exceed $1,000,000 in any one such asso-
clation, and no such subscription shall be
called for unless the Council is satisfied that
the funds are necessary for the accomplish-
ment of well-developed plans for economic
diversification in the community served by
the association. To enable the Secretary of
the Treasury to make such subscriptions
when called there is authorized to be appro-
priated the sum of $100,000,000 to be im-
medlately available and to remain available
until expended. The terms and conditions as-
soclated with such subscriptions shall be set
by regulation of the Council.

(f) No State, county, municipal, or local
taxing authority shall impose any tax on
such associations not expressly authorized by
Congress,

(g) The Economic Diversification Corpora-
tion is authorized to borrow funds at such
rates as may be appropriate from individuals,
associations, corporations, political entities of
the United States, or any agency thereof
otherwise authorized to loan money for such
development purposes.

(h) From funds made available pursuant
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to section 10(d) the Council may authorize
the Secretary of the Treasury to make loans
to specific economic diversification corpora-
tions on such terms and conditions as are
appropriate: Provided, however, That no in-
dividual economic diversification corpora-
tion shall ever be indebted to the United
States under the provisions of this Act in
excess of 850,000,000,
LOAN GUARANTEE AND INTEREST PAYMENT
PROGRAM

Sec. 7. Title IV of the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958 is amended—

(1) by striking out the title heading and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“TITLE IV—GUARANTEES
“PART A—LEASE GUARANTEES

(2) by striking out “this title”, wherever it
appears in sections 402 and 403, and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “this part’; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: 1

“PART B—DIVERSIFICATION PROJECT
GUARANTEES

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 410. As used in this part—

“{1) The term ‘eligible lender' means an
eligible institution, an agency, or instru-
mentality of a State, or a financial or credit
institution (including an insurance com-
pany) which is subject to examination and
supervision by an agency of the United
States or of any State (including an Eco-
nomic Diversification Corporation) or a pen-
sion fund approved by the Administration
for this purpose.

“(2) The term ‘diversification project’
means the planning and carrying out of any
project by a business concern which is des-
ignated to facilitate that business concern’'s
diversification by allowing it to enter into
different markets and which will also assist
the locality in which the concern is located
to diversify its local economy.

“AUTHORIZATION OF THE ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 411. (a) The Administration may,
upon such terms and conditions as it may
prescribe, enter into a contract and guaran-
tee any loan for a diversification project
made by an eligible lender against loss as a
result of the failure of any person to meet the
terms of such loan, subject to the following
conditions:

“{1) The person to whom the loan is made
is a small business concern.

“(2) The loan is required in order for such
a person to carry out a diversification proj-
ect.

“{3) Such person is not able to obtain such
loan on reasonable terms and conditions
without a guarantee under this section.

“(4) The loan bears interest at a rate not
in excess of B per centum a year.

“(5) The Administration determines that
there is reasonable assurance that such per-
son will repay the loan.

“(6) The application therefore bears the
approval of the Board of Directors of the
Economic Diversification Corporation serv-
ing the locality of the applicant, whether or
not the funds are to be loaned by it.

“(7) The diversification project for which
the loan is made meets requirements estab-
lished by the Administration for feasibility
and reasonableness of costs.

“(b) When entering into a contract to
guarantee a loan for a diversification project
which meets the six conditions specified in
seﬁ:lun 411(a) above, the Administration
will—

“(1) give preference to small business con-
cerns which have suffered severe direct or
indirect financial difficulties resulting from
the diminution or termination of any Fed-
eral contracts; and

“(2) give preference to diversification
projects aimed at alding in the resolution of
the Natlon’s pressing domestic problems.

“(c) Any contract of guarantee under this
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sectlon shall obligate the Administration to
pay upon default to an eligible lender the
unpaid balance of the principal amount of
the loan, other than interest added to prin-
cipal.,

;?'(d} The Administration shall fix a uni-
form fee for any guarantee under this sec-
tion which shall be payable at such time as
may be determined by the Administration.
To the extent practicable, having due regard
for the purpose of this section, the amount
of any such fee shall be determined in ac-
cordance with sound actuarial practices and
procedures. Any fee so established shall be
subject to periodic review in order that the
lowest fee that experience under the program
shows to be justified will be placed into ef-
fect, The Administration may also fix such
uniform fees for the procesing of applica-
tions for guarantees under this section as it
determines are reasonable and necessary to
pay administrative expenses incurred in con-
nection therewith.

*“{(e) The provisions of section 402 shall
apply in the administration of this section.

“FUND

“SEc. 412. (a) There is established a re-
volving fund for use by the Administration
in carrying out this part, except section 413
thereof. Initial capital for such fund shall
consist of not to exceed $50,000,000 trans-
ferred from the fund established under sec-
tion 4(e) (1) (B) of the Small Business Act,
but paragraph (6) of such section shall not
apply to any amounts so transferred.

“(b) There shall be deposited into the fund
established by this section all receipts from
the guarantee program authorized by this
part. Money in such fund not needed for the
payment of current operating expenses or
for the payment of claims arising under such
programs shall be invested in bonds or other
obligations of, or guaranteed by, the United
States; except that money provided as initial
capital for such fund shall be returned to the
fund established by section 4(c)(1)(B) of
the Small Business Act, in such amounts and
at such times as the Administration detfer-
mines to be appropriate, whenever the level
of the fund established by this section per-
mits the return of such money without en-
dangering the solvency of the program under
this part.

“INTEREST ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

“SEc, 413, (a) In addition to any contract
of guarantee entered into pursuant to sec-
tion 411 of this title, the Administration is
authorized to make, and to contract to make,
interest assistance payments to any eligible
lender which has made & loan subject to the
provisions of such section 411, on behalf of
any person to whom such loan is made. Such
payments shall be made at such times and
under such conditions as the Administration
may by regulation provide. Interest assist-
ance payments to any such lender shall be
made only for the period equal to the repay-
ment period as provided in the agreement
evidencing such loan, but in no event for a
period longer than five years.

“(b) No interest assistance payments made
under this section for any loan for any year
shall exceed the difference between 3 per cen-
tum and the interest such person would be
required to pay under the agreement evidene-
ing such loan.

“"(¢) (1) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Administration such
sums as may be necessary for the payment of
interest assistance grants to eligible leaders
in accordance with this section.

“(2) Contracts for interest assistance
grants under this section shall not be en-
tered into in an aggregate amount greater
than is authorized in appropriation Acts, and
in any event the total amount of interest
assistance grants which may be pald to
eligible lenders in any year pursuant to con-
tracts entered into under this section shall
not exceed $15,000,000.”
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DEVELOPMENT AND DIVERSIFICATION PROVISIONS
IN COVERNMENT CONTRACTS

Sec. 8. (a) Under such regulations as the
Office shall prescribe, each Government con-
tract or grant, entered into twelve or more
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, any agency of the Federal Government
shall contain provisions effective to—

(1) require a general contractor, whenever
appropriate to survey the economic impact
upon the locality or localities in which the
major portion of such contract or grant is
to be carried out of (A) the completion of
work under such contract or grant, or (B)
a substantial reduction in the use of a facil-
ity operated under such contract or grant;

(2) require each contractor to estimate the
degree of dependency, currently and pros-
pectively, of such contractor under defense
contracts or grants; and

(3) require a general contractor, whenever
practicable, to develop plans for the use of
any facility, operated under, or personnel
skills or other benefit derived from such a
contract or grant, to supplement community
and private efforts to foster economic diversi-
fication in such locality upon the completion
of such contract or grant or substantial re-
duction of the use of a facility operated
under such contract or grant.

(b) The Office shall encourage trade and
industry associations, labor unions, and pro-
fessional organizations to make appropriate
studies and plans to further the purposes of
this section.

(c) The Office may by regulation exempt
entire agencies and types of materials or serv-
ices from the application of this section.

Sec, 9. (a) Pursuant to the provisions of
section 4(a)(5)(d) of this Aet the Council
is requested to report to the President and
the Congress on the feasibility of a nation-
wide program of salary continuation insur-
ance for employees of contractors and sub-
contractors whose job security is threatened
by shifts or possible shifts in national ex-
penditure patterns. The Council shall con-
slder whether or not a compulsory insurance
plan, the premiums for which could be paid
in all or in part by the Pederal Government,
would provide a stabllizing influence on the
economy while at the same time facilitating
the necessary changes in national expendi-
tures necessary to make the Government re-
sponsive to national needs.

(b) This report shall be prepared in co-
operation with the Department of Labor, the
Department of Commerce, and other inter-
ested Federal, State, local, and nongovern-
mental organizations interested.

(c) The Council shall make its initial re-
port on this study within twelve months of
the enactment of this Act, and the final
report shall be forwarded to the Congress
not later than January 1, 1974.

Sec. 10. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out the provisions of
this Act for each fiscal year such sums as
tg; Congress deems necessary not to ex-
ceed—

(1) 50,000,000 for planning grants under
section 5 of this Act;

(2) 50,000,000 for initial capitalization
grants under section 8(d) of this Act;

(3) #50,000,000 for long-term loans to Eco-
nomic Diversification Corporations under
section 6(e) of this Act;

(4) $200,000 for all purposes of this Act.

(b) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the study directed by sec-
tion 9 of this Act, $200,000 to remain avail-
able until expended.

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself,
Mr. RanpoLPH, Mr. TUNNEY, Mr.
Moss, Mr. McINTYRE, and Mr.
HARTKE) :
S. 3909. A bill to provide youth serv-
ices grants, and for other purposes.
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YOUTH PROGRAMS ACT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
very pleased today to announce the in-
troduction of the “Youth Programs Act
of 1972.”

This legislation has two main purposes.
One is to provide small grants to be used
for the operation of youth services in-
cluding hotlines, runaway houses, walk-
in centers, and medical services,

The second is to try to attack the
problem of alienation of young people
from Government and the political proc-
ess by providing for them in a meaning-
ful role in administering this grant pro-
gram.

As chairman of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Children and Youth, I have
been both impressed and fascinated to
observe in the last year or two the bur-
geoning of services actually started and
operated by young people for other young
people. For example, throughout the
country, we know that there are at least
600 hotlines or telephone emergency
services. In addition, we know of untold
hundreds more drop-in centers, medical
services, runaway houses—the names are
ggltm meorta;:t.;&'hah is important is that

£ people do ¢
it urn to these services

These services have wundoul
sprung up because the young peop?:egg
subject to perhaps greater stresses than
any comparable group in history.

One tragic indicator of the need for
this service is the alarming increase in
the suicide rates of young people. For
males between the ages of 10 and 19, the
suicide rate has tripled between 1960 and
1970. For females in the same age group
the increase has been from a statisticalls;
insignificant 0.04 suicides per 100,000 to
8.0 per 100,000, a 200-fold increase. For
women from age 20 to 29, the increase
in the suicide rate has been the same.

In addition, we hear one story after
another that speaks to the alienation
of young Americans, not only from their
rﬁaiguhels_.gt;\lxt from the schools, church,

Ppoilltic Irocess—
oy p from society as a

We cannot, in good conscience. i
their pleas for help. Young pe,rsogggf
between the age of 14 and 24—make up
fully 20 percent of our population, As
many as 1 million of these young Amer-
lcans run away from home every year,
often becoming the victims of an un-
healthy and even criminal “street” en-
vironment. Six percent of youth of high
schpol age, under 18, have tragically ex-
pe;dlglented with heroin.

ny young people who run aw
take hard drugs, or who get drawna:{ng
& street life they do not really want and
g:;nﬂgt L;atgem to euslcal);e from, literally
Ow a soul they feel
tu.t;]n éo for help. 2 s
S0, Youth Emergency Service,

hotline in Minneapolis, reielves g?oog
c_:a.Ils_ each month, and a similar service
in Cincinnati receives 6,000,

And in a 2-year period, 2,500 young
runaways showed up on the doorstep of
one San Francisco runaway shelter,
Huckleberry House, for assistance.

Youth crisis centers have helped many
ggsneg people with problems such as
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Crisis centers have proven that they
can play a crucial role in bringing run-
aways and their families back together,
in referring young addicts to needed
medieal services, in aiding young people
in trouble with the law.

Virtually all of these accomplishments
have been achieved without the as-
sistance of the Federal Government. Oc-
casionally, such as in the case of the
Youth Emergency Services hotline in
Northfield, Minn., some funds have
trickled into the crisis service through
programs whose basic purpose was not
the support of crisis services. But the in-
terest of the Federal Government in any
kind of youth programs has at best been
sporadic—and its financial commitment,
minimal. Programs that service youth
are scattered throughout Government
agencies and lack coordination.

It is now over a year since the White
House Conference on Youth convened in
Estes Park, Colo. In that year we have
seen a proliferation of sleekly packaged,
voluminous documents, task force re-
ports, recommendations, answers to rec-
ommendations. Yet in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare,
which has prime responsibility for deal-
ing with the problems of young people,
less than 12 percent of members of ad-
visory committees are under 30 years
old. Only some 2 percent are under 25
years old. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp at this time,
statistics on the youth membership of
HEW advisory boards as provided to me
by Secretary Richardson.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

YouTH MEMEBERS OF PUBLIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEES

There were a total of 3,570 public mem-
bers on HEW public advisory committees on
May 1, 1972

There were 22 persons 25 and under serv-
ing on such committees &s of May 1.

There were 107 people 30 and under serv-
ing on such committees as of May 1. This
figure includes the 22 who are 25 and under.

There were a total of 822 members serving
on committees on which there were one or
more youth members. (See chart below for
agency by agency compilation.)

30 and
under

25and

under Total  Percentage

Agency

st

D | nomWwNaS

-

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on June
95, the Subcommittee on Children and
Youth held a hearing in Minneapolis for
the purpose of learning about the new
forms of youth crisis services—how they
operate, who they serve, what they do,
and the problems they face.

I was particularly impressed by the
thoughtful statements of the young peo-
ple who operate crisis services for Min-
nesota youth—who have thought deeply
about what they are trying to do and who
feel strongly the responsibility they hold
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for the future of so many young people.

I scheduled that hearing, among other
reasons, because I heard that some 85
hotlines have actually closed down in
the last year. And I heard that many of
them closed because they could not plug
into a source of money that would sup-
gplll't a staff member and pay the phone

ill.

The Department of Health, Education,
_a.nd Welfare has indicated some interest
in youth programs in recent years. Per-
haps the most sophisticated thinking
about how to support such programs and
make them effective have come out of
the National Institute of Mental Health,
a component of HEW. For several years
NIMH has been discussing the means of
developing an effective mechanism for
§upporting youth programs and provid-
ing input by young people into admin-
istration of the programs. In fact, some
small grants have already been awarded
to youth-sponsored youth services by
NI_MH. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this time a
memorandum dated March 1972, which
outlines a proposal for a permanent
NIMH youth grant program.

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

PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION oF NIMH
YourH GRANT PROGRAM

At the present time funding sources for
youth-initiated activities within the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health and other
government agencies are not readily accessi-
ble. Youth today have developed innovative
projects many of which are meeting the needs
of youth and families where many of our
abundantly funded traditional programs have
proven unresponsive and/or inept. This
present proposal is an attempt to develop a
funding mechanism which is responsive to
the needs of youth, as well as a youth grant
program, which is an integral part of the
Institute's on-going program.

FUNDING PROGRAM FOR YOUTH-INITIATED

PROJECTS
I. Plan I—A youth office and youth review
committee composed of youth consultants
A. Description: Youth Office Staff/Youth
Coordinator

1. The Youth office would be staffed by a
Youth Coordinator who would be an NIMH
stafl member who could work effectively with
NIMH stafl across Divisions, with the NIMH
Intramural Committee on Youth Initiated
Activities, and with youth reviewers and
youth groups.

2. Three or four youth would work with
the Coordinator as hired NIMH staff to de-
velop and maintain an NIMH youth program.
B. Roles of Youth Office Staff and Youth

Coordinator

1. Coordinate and consult on youth pro-
jects within the Institute

2. Stimulate grants in the area of Youth.

3. Feedback and monitoring of Youth-
Initiated Projects

4. Make recommendations concerning
whether applications are appropriate for re-
view by the Youth Review Committee

5. Refer (when appropriate) large scale
youth-initiated grant applications to Divi-
sion for review and funding.

C. Description: Youth Review Committee
(Ad Hoc)

1. There are six youth reviewers from the
Pilot program who would be available for
further development of the program. These
youth reviewers did an excellent job and have
been pralsed by many NIMH staff members.
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2. A year's stability would be provided for
the six Youth reviewers to “maintain the di-
rect and continuing involvement of youth in
the planning process” (HSMHA Agency
Youth Plan—Philosophy of Youth Involve-
ment).

D. Roles of 7Youth Review Committee

(Ad Hoc)

1. The Youth Reviewers would be avallable
as consultants to NIMH staff on any projects
involving youth which are being processed
through the standing research committees.

2. The Youth Reviewers might review grant
applications relating to youth and present a
critigue to the Review Committee which was
assigned the grant application. (See Review
Procedure used in the Division of Mental
Health Services.)

3. The Youth Reviewers would be available
to meet, when appropriate, with Division Di-
rectors and Branch Chiefs.

4, The Youth Review Committee members
and the NIMH Youth Office would have the
criteria for grant applications clearly spelled
out. They want each applicant to know that
youth will be reviewing the grants and what
measuring sticks are used in determining
whether a grant is approved or disapproved.
By keeping this “transparency” they hope to
encourage straight-forward applications with
a minimum of rhetoric.

E. Review of Applications: 2 Options

1. Ad Hoc Youth Review Committee:

a. Would review small scale (up to $10,000)
grant applications from youth-initiated proj-
ects which have components of either of re-
search, service, and training or all three.

b. Would provide speed in processing and
funding of youth applications: 80 days from
date of submission of a grant application
an applicant would receive payment of funds
if application was approved.

¢. Would provide a simplified grant appli-
cation.

2. Standing NIMH Review Committees (re-
search, service, and training):

a. Would review large scale grant appli-
cations ($10,000-8100,000) from youth-initi-
ated projects which were appropriate Tor a
specific committee to review.

b. Would review applications from youth-
initiated projects which have further devel-
oped their program through the small scale
funding mechanism—the (Ad Hoc) Youth
Review Committee.

c. Small scale funding via the contract
mechanism has been used successfully by the
Section on Youth and Student Affairs to en-
able Youth Projects to develop their projects
further before applying for large scale fund-
ing (see Runaway House Contract and Train-
inz Grant. As a result of a contract provided
to Runaway House, a grant to this organi-
zation is now in the process of being
awarded.)

d. Would review small scale grant applica-
tions which are in a specific program area,
ie., Metro Center may prefer to have some
specific grants reviewed by its own standing
committee (some program areas may have
developed some youth-initiated small scale
grant applications to educate their Review
Committees).

F. Regional Offices

The HSMHA Youth Agency Plan involves
youth staff in working out of the Reglonal
Offices. These youth staff (YPAC) have In-
dicated a willingness to provide regional con-
sultation to youth initiated projects to en-
able youth groups to apply to the NIMH for
grant applications either to the Youth Review
Committee or to other Standing Review
Committees.

G. Funding

1. The Youth Reviewers (and the opera-
tlonal costs of the Youth Review Committee)
could be supported from funds from various
Divisions. Chairman grants of Review Com-
mittee might be an effective mechanism.




August 11, 1972

2. The funds to support the youth initiated
projects could come from funds earmarked
by varlous Divisions or from a speclal fund-
ing source, l.e., the Director's fund.

3. The funds for those grants reviewed by
(Ad Hoc) Youth Review Committee could be
administered similar to the Small Grants
Programs, i.e., projects may be pald and ad-
ministered by appropriate program area;
other grants paid by funds from (Ad Hoc)
Youth Review Committee.

H. Beneifits

1. These projects are low cost-high gain.

2. Youth have developed effective service,
research and tralning projects for less than
14, the price it would cost to have profes-
slonal services (see contracts—Section on
Youth & Student Affairs).

3. Youth initiated projects reach a popula-
tion that is inadequately served by traditional
services.

4, These projects place emphasis on preven-
tion, which is often more beneficial and less
costly than focusing strictly on treatment.

FIRST YEAR PLANS OR ALTERNATIVE PLANS

(These plans are based on feedback from
different Divisions)

Plan II—Each division could develop its
own panel of youth reviewers. These youth
reviewers could present and critique youth
initiated projects to the Review Committees
of the Divisions as was the Procedure in the
pilot program of the Division of Mental
Health Services.

The Panels of youth interviewers from each
Division could work together to coordinate a
youth program. The SMHF Section on Youth
and Student Affairs could aid this coordina-
ting function and could serve as a resource
for competent youth for reviewers and on
youth initiated projects.

Plan III—The Youth Reviewers could be
based out of one Division and relate to the
entire NIMH. The Division of Special Mental
Health Programs would be the most ap-
propriate Division for this Program and the
Center for Studies of Child and Family Men-
tal Health (SMHF) the most appropriate unit
to base the program.

The SMHF is only “coordinating center” in
the Institute which has its on-going man-
date “to relate to the entire NIMH on matters
relating to the development of the Institute’s
Program for children and families.” The Cen=-
ter’'s Section on Youth and Student Affairs is
the only section within NIMH focusing pri-
marily on youth and has been serving a co-
ordinating and youth advocacy role within
the Institute for the past three years. (See
SMHF Annual Report 1969 and 1970).

Grants Management and Legislative
Branch have reviewed the Intramural Com-
mittee proposal and have informed the com-
mittee that an authority to create a youth
grant program already exists In previous leg~
islation. When the operational plan for the
youth program proposal is devised, the Intra-
mural Committee would continue its on-
going contact with Grants Management in
developing review procedures.

(Dr. Plaut might find it helpful to receive
a separate report from Mr. Desmond Mc-
Learen, Assistant Chief, Grants and Con-
tracts Management Branch who is an active
member of the Intramural Committee.)

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, and
so today, I am introducing in the Senate
the Youth Programs Act of 1972. This
bill is designed specially not to create a
huge, unwieldy, expensive, and eternal
bureaucracy. It will provide small
grants—a maximum of $10,000 a year—
to be used by crisis services to train em-
ployees, monitor the effectiveness of
their services, compile and distribute
lists of youth-serving agencies in the
community, and to pay operating ex-
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penses. In other words, the grants will
enable services that have proven their
value to continue to serve their commu-
nities.

The bill provides for operation of the
program from a new Office of Youth Af-
fairs in the Office of the Secretary of
HEW. Fifty percent of members of the
staff of that office must be under 25,
and at least half of those must be under
21. It is my hope that this measure will
encourage the bureaucracy to listen to
and consult young people not only on
issues that directly affect them, but on
all of the great issues which confront
our political system.

Under the legislation I intend to in-
troduce, there would be an incentive to
search for even more effective, long-
range approaches. The bill would require
a study of what elements of the existing
services could and should be preserved—
and also a thorough consideration of
what the approach of the Federal Gov-
ernment should be toward youth serv-
ices. This study would include recom-
mendations for new legislation and for
administrative changes that would make
the Government more sensitive to the
needs of young people.

I would just like to say that the time
limit on funds and the proposed research
are not an attempt to dilute the effec-
tiveness of this grant program. Several
witnesses at the hearing emphasized
that crisis services are delicate institu-
tions that could wither away from the
excessive influence of the Federal Gov-
ernment—both by losing their credibil-
ity with young people and by becoming
lax about maintaining community sup-
port.

In closing, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of the bill be
printed in the Recorp together with the
following background materials: two
articles on hotlines and how they op-
erate, one by Gus Potter, youth services
coordinator of the town of North Hemp-
stead, Long Island, N.Y.; and the other
by Dale C. Garell of the hotline at
Children’s Hospital in Los Angeles; ex-
cerpts from a recent follow-up study
of runaway youth served by ‘“The Bridge”
in Minneapolis; and some of the testi-
mony presented at the Subcommittee on
Children and Youth’s hearing on youth
crisis services.

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

8. 3909

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the: v

“YourH PROGRAMS AcT"
STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds

that—

(1) nearly 1,000,000 young Americans run
away from home each year and often become
the victims of an unhealthy and criminal
environment;

(2) an increasingly large number of young
Americans have experimented with drugs and
subsequently suffered damaging physical and
psychological effects from the use of such
drugs;

(3) within the last 10 years the suiclide
rate for young American males between 10
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and 19 years of age has tripled, and within
the last 6 years the suicide rate for young
American females between 10 and 19 years
of age has Increased 200 percent; and

(4) an increasing social and cultural
change together with geographical and social
mobility has contributed to the alienation
of many young Americans from soclety and
established Institutions, leading them to
create their own Institutions.

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act
to provide youth services grants and to es-
tablish in the Department of Health, Educa=
tion, and Welfare an Office of Youth Pro-
grams.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 3. In order to carry out the provisions
of this Act, there are authorized to be
appropriated $10,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1873, and for each of the two
succeeding fiscal years.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE OFFICE OF YOUTH

PROGRAMS

Bec. 4. (a) There is established in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
the Office of Youth Programs. The Office shall
be headed by a Director who shall be ap-
pointed by the Secretary within 90 days of
enactment of this Act; and shall perform
such duties as are delegated to him by the
Becretary.

(b) To the extent practicable, the Secre-
tary shall employ personnel in the Office so
that at least 50 percent of such personnel are
individuals who have not attained 25 years
of age and at least one-half of such per
centum are individuals who have not at-
tained 21 years of age.

(e) The Secretary shall carry out the pro-
visions of this Act through the Office of
Youth Programs.

GRANTS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
make grants to pay the Federal share of the
cost of youth service projects conducted by
nonprofit private organizations, particularly
organizations engaged in furnishing emer-
gency telephone counseling, general counsel-
ing, medical service, and services for run-
aways.

(b) Grants under this sectlon may be
used for—

(1) training volunteers and for providing
compensation for workers in such projects;

(2) monitoring the effectiveness of the
services provided by such organizations;

(3) compiling, improving, and distributing
lists of youth organizations within appropri-
ate geographlic areas, and

(4) operating expenses for such organiza-
tions.

(e) (1) No grant may be made under this
section except upon application made there-
for in accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Secretary.

(2) No grant may be made under this sec-
tion to any individual organization or proj-
ect in an amount in excess of $10,000 in any
fiscal year.

{(d) (1) The Secretary shall pay to each
applicant which has an application approved
under section 5 an amount equal to the Fed-
eral share of the cost of the application. The
Federal share for each fiscal year shall not
exceed 75 percent of the cost of such appli-
cation, except that for applications from or-
ganziations located in areas of high concen-
tration of poor people, pursuant to regula-
tions established by the Secretary, the Fed-
eral share may be increased to an amount
not to exceed 90 percent of the cost of such
application.

(2) Payments under this section to any
nonprofit organization may be made in in-
stallments, and in advance, or by way of
reimbursement, and with necessary adjust-
ments on account of underpayments or over-
payments.
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(e) The Secretary is authorized to estab-
lish whatever procedures he determines nec-
essary to assure that whenever possible, ap-
plications under this section will be proc-
essed to completion within a period not to
exceed 00 days from the date on which any
such application 1s received.

THE NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON YOUTH

SERVICES

Sec. 68 (a) The Becretary is authorized to
establish and operate a National Clearing-
house on Youth Services which call—

(1) collect, analyze, and disseminate re-
search materials relating to the services as-
sisted under the provisions of this Act with
particular emphasis upon such materials as
are developed by nonprofit organizations re-
ceiving financial assistance under this Act;

(2)+ conduct a thorough evaluation of the
programs assisted pursuant to section 5 of
this Act; and

(3) develop recommendations for a long-
term approach, by the Federal Government,
to the problems of young Americans.

(b) The Secretary, through the National
Clearinghouse on Youth Services, may Carry
out the functions under this section directly,
or by way of contract, grant, or other
arrangement.

YOUTH ADVISORY BOARD

Sec. 7. (a) There shall be established a
Youth Advisory Board within 80 days of en-
actment of this Act. The Board shall consist
of fifteen members, at least fifty percent of
whom are individuals who have not attained
twenty-five years of age and at least one-half
of such percentum who have not attained
twenty-one years of age. The Board shall be
appointed by the director of the Office of
Youth Programs after consultation with
youth who have experience in youth pro-
grams, either as providers or as reciplents of
such services. The Board shall—

(A) Assist in the establishment of priori-
ties for the award of grants under this Act.

(B) Recommend general policies for, and
review the conduct of, the Office.

(C) Advise the Director of the Office on de-
velopment of programs to be carried out by
the Office.

(D) Conduct such studies as may be neces-
sary to fulfill its functions under this Sec-
tion.

(E) Prepare an annual report to the Sec-
retary on the current status and needs of
youth programs in the Unlted States.

(F) Submit an annual report to the Con-
gress on the activities of the Office, and cn
youth programs in the United States.

(G) Meet at the call of the chairman, ex-
cept that it shall meet (i) at least four times
during each fiscal year, or (1) whenever one-
third of the members request in writing that
& meeting be held.

REPORT

SEc. B. The Secretary is authorized and di-
rected to prepare and furnish to the Presi-
dent and the Congress not later than July 1,
1975, a report on his activities under this
Act, together with an evaluation of financial
assistance provided under this Act and rec-
ommendations, for long-term solutions to the
problems of young Americans,

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 9, As used in this Act, the term—

(1) “nonprofit private organization” means
any organization, inecluding unincorporated
assocliations of individuals which the Secre-
tary determines is capable of carrying out a
Ppro, to be assisted under this Act;

(2) *“Secretary” means the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare; and

(3) “young American” means any indi-
vidual who has attained 10 years of age but
not 26 years of age.
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[From the Federal Probation, December
1871]

“HorLINE” FOR TROUBLED YOUTH
(By Gus Potter)

Hotlines started so that human beings of
all ages could find each other in the dark-
ness of loneliness and despair. A widening
emotional communication gap between
adults and youth and each other is stran-
gling traditional services that adults have
historically and sociologically delivered to
young people. Though youth are more beset
by increasingly complex challenges, no long-
er do the troubled youth openly seek the
traditional advice and guidance of their par-
ents, ministers, teachers, or the corner po-
liceman as the “wise elders.”

“Hotline” is a magic word, ranging from
the high level diplomatic circuits between
Washington and Moscow to anything that
smacks of “instant solution,” such as the
1970-1971 ABC-TV series called “Matt Lin-
coln,” starring Vince Edwards. Hotlines have
sprung from many sources that have met
together In the past few years at the con-
fluence of the youthful counter-culture, the
allenation between generations, and the
“mod"” psychological notion that phones are
“cure-alls.”” The grandfather of all Hotlines
is the suicide prevention service, and much
of Hotline's technique stems from suicide
phones technique. As the drug crisis spread
across the country in the mid-1860s, the
same urgency for nonthreatening phone re-
sponse to drug emergencies arose to share
the spotlight with suicide services.

The Hotline approach to general youth and
drug problems was popularized across the
Nation as a result of the original 10-week pi-
lot project sponsored at the Los Angeles
Children's Hospital where psychologist Jerry
Bissiri and Dr. Dale C. Garrell, director of
the hospital’s adolescent medicine division,
teamed in April 1968. Some 10,000 calls-a-
year later, the service operates solely for
youth counseling on a seven-night-a-week
basis, from 6 p.m. to 12 midnight and 2 a.m.
on weekend nights. Their service spread the
word locally with wallet-size announcement
cards distributed in four area high schools,
and the news of Hotline spread quickly by
word of mouth. Originally funded by a foun-
dation grant, the project was later funded
by Los Angeles County. Serving as the basic
model of a Hotline service for youth, the Los
Angeles staff has hosted the first two inter-
national gatherings, starting in 1970, of Hot-
line gatherings, starting in 1970, of Hotline
workers, and has helped countless hundreds
of similar services to organize.

Many similar services exist in religious and
charitable organizations, such as “telephone
ministries” and “FISH™ groups, where help
is arranged for a broad spectrum of needs
through contact with phone and action vol-
unteer staffs. One of the largest such services
is “HELPLINE" sponsored originally by Dr.
Norman Vincent Peale’s Marble Collegiate
Church in New York City and now run by
the Religion and Psychiatry Association. The
service works with all age and ethnic groups
and gets 1,300 to 1,500 calls a week. Some
750 services are now listed in the National
Hotline Directory, with new ones springing
up in every community in the United States
and Canada, as well as all the major foreign
metropolises where London, especlally, has
been a ploneering leader.

THE NORTH HEMPSTEAD HOTLINE

In late February of 1970, four clergymen
and youth workers on the now-mellowed
Gold Coast of Nassau County, out on Long
Island, New York, formed a telephone coun-
seling service for youth, known as “Hot-
line,” centered In the Manhasset area. It
would become an emergency service resource
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for youth in time of a personal crisis by
bringing an understanding, objective, and in-
formed listener as close as the nearest tele-
phone.

On Long Island, the first “broad scope”
Hotline started with one phone and received
three calls on its first night. The phones are
located in the Sunday School office of the
local Episcopal Church whose rector, the
Reverend Frank Johnston, was one of the
Hotline founders. By the end of 1970, after
133 nights on the phones, 2,144 calls had
been answered, of which 1807 were “sub-
stantive.” The year ended with four phones,
some 25 listeners—mostly youth—and a
corps of concerned professional adults and
youth as referral consultants.

The Long Island service in Manhasset, now
sponsored by the youth services program of
the Town of North Hempstead and its young,
active Town Supervisor Michael J. Tully, Jr.,
is only one of 25 similar Hotlines on the Is-
land ranging from the L.S.D. Rescue Bervice
in Brooklyn to the Hotline in Riverhead,
way out In Suffolk County at the Headquar-
ters of beautiful Peconic Bay.

DIFFERENCES ABOUND IN SERVICES

All across the United States and Canada
“street people” and “straight people” have
opened nontraditional facllities and services
such as walk-in clinies, free clinies, crisis
intervention centers, runaway houses,
switchboards, and many more. A Hotline
service, strictly speaking, is usually only
a phone operation, and many Hotlines around
the country consist of phones located in
semisecret spots. Many of the other services
include a Hotline phone as an integral part
of a total operation. Between all these dif-
ferent types, a loose network of information
coordination has formed, based on the simi-
lnrlty_of phone operations.

Each Hotline is different In philosophy,
schedule, operation, staff interests, needs of
the local area, and the kinds of problems
dealt with. Most Hotlines deal solely with
youth, but some speclalize in youth talk-
ing to adults, such as in Fairfield, Califor-
nia, or for parent-to-parent lines, such as
in Broomall, Pennsylvania. Some Hotlines
operate 24 hours a day, usually in the urban
centers or where Hotlines are part of a
large hospital or mental health center, or
in the nontraditional and even antiestab-
lishment centers. Many services operate only
at night time, some only on the weekend
“peak activity” periods, and a few only in
the daytime hours.

Some Hotlines have a central office, but
many are located in individual homes where
a “call diverter” automatically switches calls
to a selected home each night, such as in
Northport, Long Island, where the Narcotics
Guidance Council has served key experienced
drug workers manning phones 24 hours a
day. Many of the Hotlines use telephone
answering services to recelve messages when
the Hotline is “off-duty,” but many others
use a message-giving tape announcer list-
ing other 24-hour-a-day services to call in-
stead.

Many of the Hotlines are run by street
people, such as “HELP" in FPhiladelphia,
where peer staff members receive a thousand
calls & week from youth too alienated to
take their problems to professional agencies.
On the other hand, one quarter of the 200
Narcotics Guidance Counecils run by munici-
palities in New York State have “drug Hot-
lines"” and another 50 percent are planning
them. In between both extremes are the
Hotlines similar to Los Angeles, run by a large
hospital, or by the Manhasset line, run out
of a small church in-rich suburbia.

OPERATIONS AND FINANCES

Every conceivable kind of Hotline exists,

and many have already folded because of
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lack of money, commmunity apathy, or fail-
ure of youth to appreciate or respond. Many
such services should have folded, many not.
Some still operating have severe money prob-
lems and scrape along on donatlons for phone
bills, Some have grants and tax support.
Some operate on widely varying schedules,
as described above, partly because of li-
mited funds or limited staff, or both. Most
Hotlines are community sponsored without
government ties, either by civic or religious
associations and some simply a private group
of people. Many appear to be located In
churches or storefront centers, some in pri-
vate homes or in business complexes. In many
urban areas or where large numbers of “street
people" congregate, the Hotline 1s usually lo-
cated in an old frame house or storefront
clinic. Many of these street operations receive
little funding and staff operation is run like
a commune and living coop.

A Hotline service usually consists of two
or more phones and a reserved outgoing
line. Most Hotline numbers have catchy
numbers, such as Los Angeles’ 666-1015, or
Manhasset, 627-5005; many translate their
number into catchy words, like H-O-T-
L-I-N-E (468-5463) or partly, like 482-HELP.

All Hotlines have special resource lists of
community people particularly noteworthy
or available to allenated youth seeking im-
mediate help. Such empathetic resources re-
ceive referred troubled callers, Some Hotline
services are little more than referral sta-
tions, while many (such as Los Angeles and
Manhasset) do few referrals, concentrating
on direct over-the-phone counseling for the
vast majority of their calls. Referral is
usually an automatic procedure for certain
calls, such as abortion references or & means
of last resort when the caller so obviously
needs specialized reference or help from a
particular consultant.

CRISIS PHILOSOPHY

In a special article in the November 1970
issue of Delinquency Prevention Report (US.
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare) Los Angeles Hotline pioneer Dr. Ger-
ald R. Bissiri describes some of the psycho-
logical factors affecting the Hotline Approach.

“The major crisls intervention model used
in Hotline follows closely the precepts of
General Systems Theory in the style of
Gerald Caplan in his considerations of pre-
ventive psychiatry. Within his framework, a
crisis is viewed as an upset or disequilibrium
in an Individual's efforts to organize ex-
perience so that it is reasonably predictable
and need-fulfilling.

*“A crisis 1s experienced when one is faced
with a problematic situation which, for the
moment at least, appears both insolvable
and inescapable; insolvable in the light of
perceived limitations in coping resources;
inescapable Insofar as important needs are
at stake. The usual situation is one in which
needs conflict—the satisfaction of one pre-
cluding the satisfaction of the other.

“Inevitably crisis will be resolved in one
way or another, if only to eliminate the
unpleasant accompaniments of being off-bal-
ance: tension, anxiety, cognitive disorienta-
tion increase the longer the resolution is
delayed. The manner in which a crisis is re-
solved is considered crucial for ongoing ad-
Justment. It can represent a significant gain
in adaptabllity—in mental health—by virtue
of an enhancement of the individual's prob-
lem-solving resources. In this case, the per-
son emerges from the crisis a more effective
human being.

“On the other hand, the outcome of a crisis
resolution could mean the addition of mal-
adaptive coping styles, i.e., patterns of re-
sponse which, in effect, represent a lesser
capacity to deal with novel experiences and
thus an increased vulnerability to breakdown
in the future. This would be the case, for
example, if one has chosen to avoid the
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problem or to manipulate reality in fantasy
or to escape reality pressures through alien-
ation or drugs.

“The forces brought to bear on the deci-
sion-making processes determining the
choice of strategy for crisis-resolution in-
clude a varlety of predispositions which the
individual brings to the event. These include
his background of coping experiences, his
current ego strength, speclal meanings as-
sociated with the current problem situation
and previous experience. In fact it is assumed
that as the crisls intensifies, the crisis-bearer
will be increasingly prone to turn to others
for assistance. It Is further assumed that
to the extent the intervention (outside as-
sistant) is well-timed—that is, geared to
the individual’s reaching-out—optimal bene-
fit 1s approached and effort minimized.

“It is assumed that through the very act
of clarifying such a crisis, the Hotline lis-
tener and the crisis caller, working together,
can “work through the problem" to achieve-
ment. Coping strategies become apparent as
one approaches a total understanding of the
problem situations. Such understanding ob-
viously requires an atmosphere of honest self-
disclosure and a mutuality of intent on the
part of the parties involved that carrles no
signs of prejudgment.

“Major aspects of the Hotline philosophy
include the following concepts:

“1l. Immediate availability so that assist-
ance is timed to the "reaching-out.”

“2. An open door policy meant to serve
people with problems rather than problems
with people attached.

“3. The recognition of the need for help
rests with the adolescent himself rather than
being the Inspiration of others, the latter
often the fuel for resistance.

*4. Respect for the anonymity of the caller
50 that he's free to test out doubts about
himself with immunity as well as the trust-
worthiness of the listener, and

“5. An approach reinforcing notions of
strength in the individual rather than weak-
ness of dependency, by mobilizing the call-
er's resources toward effective problem solv-
ing."”

Much Hotline philosophy derives from the
empathetic nonjudgmental approach cham-
pioned by Dr. Carl Rogers, author of On Be-
coming a Person and Encounter Groups, who
addressed the 1971 Hotline conference in
Monterey, California. Dr. Rogers said, “Lis-
tening rightly done, is the most significant
thing you can do for a person. To the caller,
the empathetic nondirective therapy means
you, the listener, really care. This is some-
thing you can't fake. It’s a willingness to
stand in his shoes, to understand deeply what
he means, without a trace of judgment. This
is very rare for a young person to experience.
A caring relationship is formed and the call-
er's self-respect is increased.

HOTLINE IS A SOCIAL FPHILOSOPHY

As a loosely strung network of wholly au-
tonomous services, the various Hotlines rare-
ly see themselves as a new social force in
their communities. Hotlines have been urged
at their areawide gatherings to exert pres-
sure on the traditional social agencies to
“de-bureaucratize” themselves or Hotlines
would refer their callers only to those persons
or services that do. Many Hotlines select only
sources on criteria bordering on radical or
“freak” standards, where waiting lists are
shunned, where traditional approaches are
avoided, and where availabllity was immedi-
ate, even in the dead of a winter's weekend
night.

Because of the thoroughly nonjudgmental
and nondirective psychological approach,
many Hotlines avold judgmental associations
such as with police, government agencies,
public hospitals, or mental health cliniecs.
The moralizing 1s minimal and the need for
response to emotional needs at the moment
is paramount.
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Many Hotlines exist for drug education,
drug emergencies, or even, as on the upper
west side of Manhattan in New York, for
locating drug pushers. Such lines are aware
of their limited appeal in advance due to
their very nature. Hotline should not be a
“straight world's” bridge to alienated youth,
because the news will spread by word-of-
mouth if unfeeling or judgmental adults are
manning the phones.

One of the more controversial philosoph-
ical aspects of Hotline has been the man-
ning of such services by “amateurs”
and paraprofessionals in the counseling
sphere, where professionals naturally (and
rightly) see many limitations and pitfalls.
Hotline staff veterans say this is the risk
necessary to reach youth and the street scene
today, that such alienation and lack of con-
structive identity-development cannot be
helped by the vast professional network and
that such youth are driven even further away
by professional approaches. The recent AMA
convention in Atlantic City in June 1971
erupted over charges that doctors today have
generally contributed to youthful rejection
of medical services.

A Hotline can guarantee one protection
that no other face-to-face service can offer.
The telephone itself is a surrogate “confes-
sional booth," leading paranold and scared
youth to its use, instead of the more threat-
ening frontal approach for help. Such fron-
tal approaches conjure up instant prejudg-
ment, unless carefully prepared in advance.

SOME OPERATING POLICIES

Policles of operations vary widely, but
some underlying principles exist in most
phone services where no other side opera-
tions are involved. These include:

(1) Identity of the phone location is se-
cret, keeping potentlally disturbed persons
from coming to the scene.

(2) No tracing, taping of calls, or no at-
tempts at identification are possible or per-
mitted. No taping even for training and
evaluation purposes is allowed.

(3) No medical or legal advice from non-
professionals.

(4) No arrangement or referral for illegal
or immoral purposes, though laws in such
grey zones as abortion and drug emergencies
are untested in legal challenges.

(5) No face-to-face contact later between
caller and listener.

(6) No telling the caller what to do. They
won't learn to resolve their own crises; and
if the instructions are wrong, they might
do more psychological harm than good.

(7) At least two staff members on duty,
able to back up each other, with one older
staff member mature and cool under pres-
sure.

(8) No drug involvement while on duty;
no advocacy of drugs or drug techniques
while talking on the phone; no description
of the listener's personal drug involvement
just to win the caller's trust or confidence.
Exceptions in case of tripping or crashing
emergencies.

(8) Staff may give only their first names,
real or concocted, if they feel it necessary;
but no other personal data.

STAFFING, SELECTION, AND TRAINING

The greatest problem is in selecting ap-
propriate staff to man the lines. Manhasset’s
Hotline does not seek or accept volunteers,
but instead selects only personally known
candidates. Unknown volunteers are politely
thanked for their interest and told firmly
that no volunteers are accepted. As a result,
staff selection is a very personalized procedure
between the coordinator, or certain veteran
staff members, and a wide circle of acquaint-
ances through previous youth groups or
activities. The required team of 256 staff
volunteers is usually full, even for the heavy
summer months. In general, parents and
adults with no ‘‘street experlence' are cate-
gorically avoided because of the near im-




27904

possibility of untraining them from their
preformed judgmental attitudes toward
youth. Many other Hotlines must rely on
the volunteer selection process since their
immediate circle of concerned friends is too
limited, or the task too broad, or the area
to cover quite immense. These Hotlines must
then add an initial psychological screening
scheme, like the suiclde line in Nassau
County, “LIFELINE,” where an advance psy-
chological training course of 10 weeks tries
to weed out undesirable candidates.

Staffs usually range from midteens to the
sixties, depending on the local philosophy
of whether callers, youth and /or adults, want
to talk to youth or adults. Stafl selection in-
cludes both sexes, since many callers choose
to make the distinction to whom they wish
to speak. Manhasset’s four listeners each
night usually consist of three males and
one female. Membership involvement on the
Hotline staff is not publicly announced and
staff may not disclose their involvement,
since many of them are from high schools
which provide the most callers, such as
Schreiber High School in Port Washington.
Of the four on duty, three are youth or col-
lege age, and one, called the team supporter,
is a professional, usually a clergyman, so-
cial worker, youth director, nurse, gradu-
ate student, New York Times reporter, or per-
sonnel director, all of whom qualify as
knowledgeable of the “street scene” and
whose credentials of trust with allenated
youth have been proved before coming on
the lines,

Many institutionalized Hotlines, sponsored
by hospitals or mental health clinics, must
use pald staffs made up largely of nonjudg-
mental graduate students, in order to man
a round-the-clock operation. The pay at Los
Angeles Hotline, for example, is $2.50 an
hour. Salaries for staff listeners are usually
based on such needs as the reguirement for
professional standards and full-time sched-
ule where volunteer variables are not ac-
ceptable.

Many Hotlines use a 3- or 4-hour shift. The
nighttime-only Hotline might keep the same
stafl for the whole shift (from, say, 6 p.m. to
2 am.) or split the shift in half.

The first question in public meetings about
Hotlines is “what training do Hotline 1lis-
teners have,” as if tralning was a panacea
for dealing with the caller’s problems. This
is a misleading question that requires the
retort that Hotline listeners must have in-
herent capabilities that no amount of train-
ing could provide or inspire. The training
process for such staff is then really orlenta-
tion toward phone techniques, phone refer-
rals, phone psychology, and other procedural
matters. The real “training” must be done
with preoriented people. After the initial
orientation phases, the bulk of ongoing
training usually deals In staff awareness
through role-playing, demonstration, case
analysis, problem call evaluation, and staff
encounter or awareness training. Here is
where an experienced and knowledgeable
psychologist can be a major service as a con-
sultant during this orientation and ongoing
training program for the staff.

The Manhasset staff and training pro-
cedure includes several steps:

(1) Evaluate selection of candidates.

(2) Two 2-hour orientation meetings to
discuss phone techniques, staff responsibil-
ities, philosophy, phone procedures, call rec-
ords, referrals and emergency procedures.

(3) Short “encounter” (6 to 10 minutes)
at the monthly staff meeting between the
candidate and the assembled staff.

(4) A 3-month probation period working
on the phones with “buddies” and a team
supervisor, mutually evaluating the progress.

(5) A final short “encounter” after the 3
months at the next staff meeting, with a
final acceptance determined then.

(6) Monthly 2-hour staff meetings with
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outside consultants analyzing call handling,
problem calls, situations, and referred tech-
niques,

(7) When a listener starts to slip, either a
repeat probation period, or a firm release
from the lines.

Staffl supervision rests with the coordina-
tor who must combine the needs for a mu-
tual cooperative spirit among the staff with
a firm and gentle authoritarianism in deal-
ing with the vibrant and unique personalities
that each listener presents. This is hard to do
in a Hotline owned and operated by a Town
Government, and is especially difficult in a
real mutual cooperative where personalities
and power struggles are natural partners.

A rapidly growing feature of the services
is the “"burnt-out” stafl phenomenon noticed
at the recent Monterey conference in May
1971. Some staff have been working (for 1lit-
tle or no pay to afford vacations) for months
or years without respite, losing their original
dedication for the pressing onslaught of
tragedy, dilemma, and confusion constantly
approaching them on the phones. Hotline
staff planners must be awake to the trend
of listeners getting bored or stale after a few
months or a couple of years,

REFERRALS AND CONSULTANTS

Behind the phone listener is a group of
selected referral consultants, such as doc-
tors, lawyers, or psychologists, who have
agreed to accept referred calls dealing with
specialized problems such as pregnancy in-
quiries, legal ald needs, and many more.
These consultants have usually proved them-
selves socially aware of the needs of allenated
youth, and are available at the Hot-
line and may glve reduced or free services
to such callers. Otherwise, agency or insti-
tution referrals are just “routine referrals,”
where Hotline may give out the agency phone
number without followup or where Hotline
can actually arrange an appointment or fol-
lowthrough with confirmations.

ALL TYPES OF CALLERS

Each Hotline has its own statistical record
and no attempt is now planned to correlate
these nationally or locally. According to mu=-
tual understanding at various conferences,
girl callers predominate over boys between
2 to 1 and 5 to 1. This may reflect the greater
ability of girls to relate their emotional
needs, albeit less specifically than boys, and
are thus more likely to use a phone counsel-
ing service. On the other hand, the specific-
ity of a boy's problem may be dealt with
openly between friends, or repressed without
any desire to relate.

Not every Hotline call is “real” or “sub-
stantive.” Gag or goof callers range from b
percent to 25 percent in some areas, with a
large number of “hangups’” when the phone
is answered. The Manhasset line finds that 756
percent of its calls are “substantive,” with
girl callers at 70 percent. The average caller's
age, based on a 60 percent sampling, is 16.2
years; and the average length of the call
ranges about 20.56 minutes. Many of the call-
ers, mostly girls, are “repeaters” or “chronic
callers,” seeking consistent companionship
through periods of depression or loneliness.

A smaller percentage of calls than most
people realize come from drug problems,
though many calls dealing with other prime
subjects have peripheral Involvement with
drugs. Usually 10 to 20 percent of the Hot-
line calls deal directly with drug use and drug
emergencles, such as tripping, crashing, or
overdosing. Drug Hotlines, of course, have a
higher percentage because of their speclal
image and service nature.

Call frequency varies in cycles. In 1870, In
Manhasset, the heaviest night was Saturday
(24.3 calls night) over Friday (20.4 calls), but
the trend is reversing with Friday leading the
way. The single buslest hour is between 10
and 11 p.m. on Saturday nights.

The vast majority of calls deal with social
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peer-level problems, family disputes or hang-
ups, drug emergencies, drug involvement,
psychological problems, loneliness, pregnancy
or abortion questions, drinking alecohol,
smoking tobacco, runaway counseling, school
and community problems, draft and political
matters, V.D. tests, inter-Hotllne referrals,
and a rising degree of suicidal callers. Many
other types of Hotlines, especially in urban
centers, deal with runaways, need or inter-
city travel and rides, places to house over-
night, and urgent medical attention. Many
neophyte Hotlines find thelr original glamor-
ous predictions of “action on the phones"
melting under the feet when the phones
don't ring for a couple hours, or when gag
callers from a party somewhere “bug” our
listeners, or several “hangups” come in a row.
Many Hotline listeners find such “action,”
and the danger of being judgmental to weak
callers two of their most frustrating staff
problems.

On the basis of limited sampling, the most
important methods of advertising for Hotline
is “word-of-mouth” through friends, posters,
wallet-sized cards distributed through
schools, or AM/FM rock music station an-
nouncements. The telephone operator, or a
listing in the phone book, is important for
travellers. But adult-oriented news storles
and other traditional approaches have little
effect with the youth.

FOREMING NEW SERVICES

Communities forming new Hotlines or
crisis centers have many pitfalls to avoid
before undertaking their service. The most
serlous danger is that the service is being
planned by “do-gooders” who have no street
experience or relationship with alienated
youth. Organizations planning to open up
drug Hotlines whose staff of planners have
seldom been emotionally involved with heavy
drug-users, may find their Hotline expendi-
tures a colossal white elephant and a sad
target of sick humor from drug-abusers. The
second most serious pitfall is the selection of
a capable and empathetic staff, described
above. Most of the remaining decisions must
be based on real, not imaginary, needs of the
alienated potential cllentele, though very
few community adult groups seem to under-
stand what those needs are these days. Hir-
ing an experienced and successful group from
another area to come into the local commu-
nity to consult may be the wisest, in the
long run.

COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION NETWORKS

After the 1970 Los Angeles conference, dele-
gates asked the crisis center in Minneapolis
to undertake a limited international infor-
mation network. Since then, additional re-
glonal networks have sprung up, sometimes
overlapping, sometimes in fits and starts.

The national information network is
headed by Een Beitler, director of the Youth
Emergency BService, 1423 Washington Ave-
nue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55404.
They publish a national Hotline directory
(contribution of $2) and a periodical infor-
mation newsletter, the Exchange (contribu-
tion $3). They have limited ability to advise
on setting up new services and publish a
small outline on starting new Hotlines.

In addition, the Los Angeles Hotline under
former administrator Myldred Jones, now
coordinating the Western Hotline region, has
hosted the first two international confer-
ences in 1970 and 1971 at Los Angeles and
Monterey, California. In addition, the West-
ern Hotline region has held two regional
workshops. The busiest activity east of the
Rockies comes from the East Coast, where
simultaneous conferences were held on April
3, 1971, in Amherst, Massachusetts, and
port, Connecticut. Since then, the Amherst
planning meeting resulted in a conference
at College Park, Maryland, in June 1971. Co-
ordinating Northeastern United States and
Eastern Canada information is the Manhas-
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set Hotline, 13556 Northern Boulevard, Man-
hasset, New York 11080. Coordinating New
England efforts and crisis services is “Project
Place,” 37 Rutland Street, Boston, Massachu-
setts. Both the Manhasset and Boston serv-
ices publish newsletters.

NATIONAL STANDARDIZATION TRY

Efforts of groups at the recent Monterey
conference to form a set of nationwide stand-
ards and certification committees were vigor-
ously turned down, mainly because of the
autonomous nature of individual Hotlines
which outweigh the natural tendency to
make the Hotline network a national bu-
reaucracy despite the many rampant local di-
vergencies of philosophy and procedure. Also,
the conference participants felt the most
urgent need was expansion of the Iimited in-
formation network so that the work of suc-
cess and other activities could be spread
further. There was also no hope of many to
adequately control such bureaucracy, and a
desire to avold a national office as long as
possible.

Because of the many attempts at ground-
swell coordination, and partly to avoid the
“empire-building" attempts of some Hotline
“freaks” and power-playing fanatlcs, indi-
vidual Hotlines have been cautioned to avoid
universal entanglements, political or finan-
cial, that jeopardize the primary import of
phone listening, though a nationwide mu-
tual coordinating network, for runaway
counseling and cross-country travelling
clientele is a very useful service.

The Hotline technique is diffused into so
many other overlapping systems such as
free clinics, runaway houses, drug centers,
and crisis services, many of which have their
own nationwide coordinating system. In the
foreseeable future those Hotline and crisis
staff members who want to maintain an
even keel, until a suitable nonthreatening na-
tionwide service structure can be bullt with
or without federal funds, should avold the

natural tendency to create regional, area, or
national groups in multiplicity or duplica-
tion, which may be largely fronts for ego-
trips or mutual staff sensitization, relishing
the new found power in the “'street commu-
nity"” that Hotline or crisls center participa-
tion gives to its staff members.

THE SaN Francisco PrRoJECT: A CRITIQUE

(By Willlam P. Adams, Paul M. Chandler,
and M, G. Nelthercutt, D. Crim)

It has not been established that the rise
in reported crime reflects basic changes in
American people. It is apparent, however,
that seldom in the history of our country
has such a majority of law-abiding citizens
been so acutely aware of crime and so con-
cerned with its remediation. It is a concern
that embraces our political system, increas-
ing our interest in the effectiveness of crime
control approaches. In view of heightened
public concern, research in probation and
parole can no longer be regarded as a luxury;
it is essential to improve program effective-
ness and to increase public confidence In
these processes.

Research is costly and funds for research
in probation and parole have been limited.
It is important, therefore, that we make our
research investments wisely. In 1964 a ma-
jor research effort, the San Francisco Proj-
ect ! was undertaken. Because the final proj-
ect reporter revealed methodological uncer-
taintles and equivocal results, a critique
might reveal some valuable lessons for guid-
ance in future research investments.

On June 1, 1964, the National Institute of
Mental Health awarded a $275,000 grant to
the School of Criminology, University of

1 Joseph V. Lohman, G. Albert Wahl and
Robert M. Carter. The San Francisco Proj-
ect. Berkeley: Unlversity of California, April
1965.
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California, Berkeley, for research in proba-
tion and parole. Funded for four years, the
project began September 1, 1964, As then
conceived, the main goals of the project
were

1. Develop diseriminating criteria for the
classification of federal offenders.

2. Study the effects of varled intensities
and types of supervision and caseload sizes.

[From Children, September—October 1969]

A HoTLINE TELEPHONE SERVICE FOR YOUNG
PEOPLE IN CRISIS

(By Dale C. Garell)

One of the major reasons that young people
today find themselves allenated from what
they call the “establishment” of the “sys-
tem"” may be the Increasingly wide gap be-
tween them and the helping agencies. Long
walting periods, unavallability of service
when needed, the categorizing of persons by
their complaints, and the fragmentation of
services make it difficult for many adolescents
to use the services that do exist for them.
Added to these deterrents to the use of
service are young people's characteristic re-
luctance to regard themselves as problems,
their unwillingness to wait for help Iif it is
not immediately available when crises arise,
and their general lack of knowledge about
existing services.

In an effort to help young people break
through these obstacles to securing help
when they need it, the Childrens Hospital at
Los Angeles is providing an emergency tele-
pone service for adolescents and young adults
under 25. Called the Hotline, the service was
established in April 1968 as a resource for
helping young people in a time or crisis by
making an understanding, objective, and in-
formed listener as close as the nearest tele-
phone. Over 7,000 telephone calls were re-
celved from young people during the service's
first year.

When the Hotline was first proposed, sev-
eral questions arose. Would young people use
the service? What types of problems would
they present? Could all the phone calls be
answered? Who should answer the phones?
How would the telephone answerer be trained
for the task? What about followup, commu-
nity resources, and funding? Through a
serles of meetings with representatives of
other services in the community, the hos-
pital established an advisory board to con-
sider these questions. This committee still
meets monthly to discuss policy issues and
program needs.

Support for the program was obtained
from the California Department of Health,
the Rosenberg Foundation, and private dona-
tions. To man the telephones, persons were
sought who could communicate easily with
young people in an open and sensitive way,
who were not easlly put on the defensive, and
who were not authoritarian or judgmental
in their responses. Each applicant was inter-
viewed Independently by two professional
members of the advisory board.

When the staff was selected and the serv-
ice was ready for operation, four young peo-
ple, with approval of the school authorities,
distributed 10,000 cards calling attention to
the Hotline to young people on the campuses
of four local high schools. A local newspaper
also carried a notice of the program.

The service operates every night of the
week, including Sunday. The usual hours are
from 6 p.m. to 12 midnight, but on Friday
and Saturday nights the hours are extended
until 2 am. At all times during the service
hours, three staff members are on duty to
answer calls on four incoming lines, which
are linked to a rotary mechanism. The
switchboard is also equipped to permit an
incoming call to be transferred to consultants
available in mental health, medicine, proba-
tion, religion, community resources, or law.
In this way, a three-way conversation (or
“pateh-in") is possible when indicated by
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either an emergency situation or a staff mem-
be~'s wish to consult a speclalist. The tele-
phone numbers of several consultants in
various fields of service are kept in the Hot-
line office, as well as the numbers of com-
munity agencies that serve as resources.

In addition, the clinic employs an answer-
ing service that takes messages from young
people when they call outside regular hours.
These calls are referred to members of the
clinic staff during the day or members of the
Hotline staff when they come on duty, and,
if the situation seems urgent, a worker con-
tacts the caller. Thus, 24-hour coverage is
achieved.

The staff consists of 30 young persons,
most of them in their 20's, who have vari-
ous types of background. A number of them
are graduate students in medicine, social
work, or psychology. Working in teams of
three persons per shift, they are paid $15
each for 6 hours of work. All staff members
receive some preliminary training as well as
training on the job. Before beginning work,
each staff member attends two formal 3-
hour sessions. Subjects discussed in these
sessions include the youth culture, the drug
and hippie scene, venereal disease, laws re-
lating to juveniles, and community re-
sources for providing help. The new staff
members are helped to understand general
principles of interviewing and of crisis in-
tervention through role-playing and answer-
ing simulated telephone calls.

Training is a continuous process., All staff
members attend regular meetings with the
program’s supervisors to learn techniques
of dealing with callers, review the principles
of the service, and discuss actual calls that
raise gquestions or that exemplify problems
for the stafl. In addition, the training su-
pervisors make periodic visits to staff mem-
bers on duty to provide individual consulta-
tion.

At all times the caller's desire for anonym-
ity Is respected. He is not asked to give
any Iinformation about himself. However,
callers frequently describe themselves vol-
untarily in presenting their problems. The
stafl’s approach to assisting callers is based
upon a number of assumptions:

1. Those who call the service do so because
they face some conflict or uncertainty that
they have not yet been able to resolve on
their own.

2. Effective resolutions of problems can
only evolve out of the context of the indi-
vidual's own experience.

3. Persons with problems benefit little, if
at all, from direct advice, readymade solu-
tions, or any kind of action that displaces
responsibility.

4. Unconditional concern and respect for
the caller, effectively communicated to him,
are prerequisites for constructive interac-
tion between the staff member and the
caller.

A directory of community agencies—hospi-
tal, police, public health, and mental
health—is kept on hand in the Hotline room
at the hospital to help the staff refer the call-
er to the best place for securing the kind of
help he needs. A catalogue of resource ma-
terial, including information about frequent
problems among teenagers and current fads
in teenage language, is also kept there. In-
formation on every call is recorded; all com-
pleted data forms are kept on file In se-
quence, and a separate file is kept for fre-
quent callers.

CALLERS AND PROBLEMS

The data obtained from each call are coded
and fed to a computer through the facilities
of the Youth Study Center of the University
of Southern California. We have recognized
from the start that our attempts at evalua-
tion will be limited by the anonymity of the
callers, the program’s emphasis on service
rather than research, and the problems en-
countered in getting such a program under-
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way. Therefore, in analyzing the results of
our first 3 months of operation, we addressed
ourselves to two baslec questions: Would ado-
lescents use an emergency telephone service?
What kinds of problems would they present?

The answer to the first question was a de-
cided “yes.” During its first 3 months of op-
eration, the service received 1,071 calls from
872 persons—an average of 19 calls a day. The
busiest times were on weekends when the
average was 25 calls a day. The calls lasted
from 1 minute to 314 hours. The average du-
ration was 20 minutes, but the most frequent
duration was about 10 minutes.

No information is routinely requested dur-
ing the Hotline calls. However, a great deal
of data is frequently volunteered. Of the first
872 callers, 516 gave their age. They ranged
in age from 13 to 35 years, but most of them
were between the ages of 13 and 20. The aver-
age age was slightly over 17. It was 16.8 for
females and 17.7 for males. There were nearly
twice as many females as males—a ratio of
1.7 to 1.

In regard to our second question, the
analysis showed that the callers had present-
ed 31 different kinds of problems or re-
quests. The most frequent by far were prob-
lems related to boy-girl relations (nearly 21
percent of the problems mentioned) and
problems related to parental conflict (nearly
19 percent of all). Other problems frequently
brought up by the callers related to drug use
(nearly 7 percent of all), school (nearly 5
percent), social isolation (over 3 percent),
social inhibition (3 percent), and pregnancy
(3 percent). A scattering of miscellaneous
problems comprised 27 percent of the prob-
lems or requests recorded.

Many of the calls were concerned with In-
formation only—about the Hotline itself
(nearly 6 percent of the “problems” record-
ed) and with other types of information
(over 3 percent). Some of the problems
brought up by the callers were “put-ons”
(3 percent).

The following brief illustrations show some
of the specific problems that prompted young
people to use the Hotline:

A 1T-year-old youngster who had shot
heroin and missed a vein was in a panic as
to what to do. Through the “patch-in" serv-
ice, he was able to talk directly to a physi-
cian, who assured him that he was not in
immediate danger.

A l4-year-old girl who had run away from
home wanted to know the legal implications
of her action. Through the “patch-in," she
was put in contact with a juvenile publie
defender who gave her the information she
sought and discussed various alternatives
with her.

A 19-year-old girl called in a panic because
she thought she might be pregnant. Frantic
at the prospect, she was alternately contem-
plating marriage, suicide, or abortion. She
was referred to a local public health agency
for a medical examination and pregnancy
test. Later she called back to say that the
examination had revealed that she was not
pregnant,

A l4-year-old boy and his mother called in
together on extension phones asking the
Hotline operator to mediate a heated argu-
ment, After some discussion, they saw how
ineffective it was for them to be talking to
each other by phone from separate rooms
when they could be talking out thelr differ-
ences face to face.

In Instances of acute medical emergencles
when the life of the caller may be at stake,
as in contemplated or attempted suicide, ef-
forts are made to find out the location of the
called and to Intercede.

CONCLUSIONS AND QUESTIONS
On the basis of our first year's operation
of the Hotline, two facts stand out clearly:
1. Adolescents will use the emergency tele-
phone service to discuss their personal prob-
lems in detaill, We suspect that the main
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reasons why they do so 1s because of the
anonymity it allows them and because the
service is available to them immediately when
a crisis occurs in their lives. The fact that
the service is located in a hospital may also
appeal to young people in trouble because of
the objectivity, neutrality, and confidential-
ity traditionally assoclated with medical
services. Another reason for the frequent use
of the service may be that most social agen-
cles that help people with interpersonal and
social problems do not provide service in the
evening or on weekends.

2. The types of problems for which adoles-
cents use an emergency telephone service pri-
marily relate to interpersonal relations, espe-
clally boy-girl problems and family confilets.

Our experlence to date has raised several
questions that we are planning to explore:

Does the emergency telephone service reach
young people who would not ordinarily seek
help from existing community agencies?

Our impressions are that in some instances
the Hotline may serve as young people's
treatment for problems that are subeclinical
in nature, such as early predelinquent be-
havior or situational crises of adolescence
that, if unresolved, might require profes-
slonal therapeutic intervention. In other in-
stances, the Hotline may help the young
person ldentify his own needs and then direct
him to the appropriate community resource
for dealing with them.

Can an emergency telephone service to
teenagers also serve as a listening post for
learning about pressing problems in the teen-
age world?

Since the population served may include
many persons not likely to use the resources
of social agencies, the data generated by Hot-
line callers may provide more valld informa-
tion on the kinds of problems that teenagers
face today in large metropolitan communities
than such agencies can provide. If so, such
information would be of value in community
planning for meeting the needs of teenagers.

How effective are our methods of dealing
with the troubled teenagers who use the
Hotline?

Impressions we have received from repeat
calls (20 percent of the callers are repeaters)
and unsolicited letters from callers suggest
that the service may prove to be a valuable
adjunct to other community resources for
adolescents. We realize, however, that more
precise information is needed to evaluate the
effectiveness of our staff members’ methods
of helping teenagers cope with their problems
and the utilization of the service by young
people. Therefore, we are exploring several
research techniques that promise to yield a
more definitive answer to this question. We
are now developing methods to analyze the
interaction that takes place during calls and
to relate the types of interaction noted to the
results of the service as measured by follow-
up reports requested of the caller and in-
formation received from the caller's school,
family, and friends. Because the caller's
anonymity and confidence must be respected,
these approaches to evaluation cannot be
made without the permission of the caller.

Is the emergency telephone service an ef-
fective training vehicle for professional per-
sons in the health field?

Our use of gradusate students to answer the
incoming ecalls may indicate whether such
experience is useful to students in develop-
ing skill in working with adolescents facing
crises,

The Hotline Emergency Telephone Service
represents an experiment in communicating
with young people. The fact that so many
people still in their teens have used the Hot-
line polnts to the need for services that reach
out to adolescents who have problems with-
out labeling them as problem adolescents.
This response also suggests that the develop-
ment of multipurpose youth centers pat-
terned on the Hotline approach to the young
might merit careful consideration. We know
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that the fragmentation of services often
keeps people from using them. If our com-
munities would provide centers where young
people, merely by walking in, could get health
supervision, personal counseling, job place-
ment, legal ald, or recreation, according to
their needs, many more young people might
seek help for their problems before serious
complications developed. Moreover, the com-
munities might find that they had bullt
effective two-way channels of communication
between the “establishment"” and the young.

A HOTLINE CONVERSATION

LisTENER. Hello, this 1s Hotline. My name is
Linda. Can I help you?

CaLLER, Well, I've been thinking lately that
I'd like to try some “pot" (marijuana). Do
you think I should?

LisTeNer., I take It you're not so sure
whether you want to or not?

CaLrLER, Well, I don’t see what's wrong with
it. All the other guys are; they've been tak-
ing it a long time.

LisTeNer. How's it happened you've gone
along this far without having triled it yet?

CaLLER. I've thought about 1t a lot.

LisTeNErR, What are some things you've
considered that make you hesitate?

CaLLEr. I read somewhere that you can
get hooked or it could change my brain.
What do you think?

LisTeNner. Well, right now I'm wondering
about other things you may have thought of
that make you uneasy about trying it.

CaLLER. Well, it seems llke everybody's
doing it and I want to be an individual.

ListeneR. Do you think it's real Important
to be an individual?

CALLER. Yea, like it's really hard not to do
what everyone is doing. Do you know what
I mean?

LisTeNER. Yes, I think I do—like drugs,
for example, seems like a lot of people are
taking them and that this would be particu-
larly difficult to stay away from—there could
be a lot of pressure.

CaLLER. What would you think if I told you
I've already taken drugs?

LisTeNER. Well, then I might wonder if this
has been bothering you.

CaLLER. Well, actually that's really why I
called. Can you help me?

LasTENER. Do you mean you'd like to stop?

CaLLER. Yea.

At this point, the listener asked the caller
if he had tried to stop, and, if so, how. The
reasons these attempts had failed were ex-
plored and other possibile approaches were
considered by the two of them together in an
extended discussion between them.
FoLLOWUP STUDY OF RUNAWAY YOUTH SERVED

BY THE BRIDGE
(By the Research Department, Community
Health and Welfare Council of Hennepin
County, Inc., February 1972)
PREFACE

The following report on runaway youth
served by The Bridge constitutes the final
evaluation of the experimental phase of the
program by the Community Health and Wel-
fare Council’s research department and Run-
away Youth Committee. Conclusions con-
cerning effectiveness of the program's poli-
cles and evidence for continuance of The
Bridge have been made with the approval of
the Family and Child Welfare Committee;
and thus, completes the Runaway Youth
Committee's established planning objectives
as designated in the original mandate.

Between the writing of this report and ac-
ceptance of the report by the Board of Di-
rectors of the Community Health and Welfare
Council, The Bridge was Iincorporated as
an agency independent of Catholic Welfare
Services. The conclusions as drawn in this
report only relate to the organizational struc-
ture of The Bridge, staff and characteristics
of runaways admitted between February 1
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and August 31, 1971; the report does not in-
clude information upon which to base an
endorsement of the present auspices.
L - - -
The bridge’s functions

For many, the running is to protest the
situation they were living In and hopefully
bring to the attention of someone the neces-
sity of resolving the problem either with thelr
parents, themselves or roclety. The Bridge is
especially designed for these youth who are
running for help because of personal or
family problems. Its primary therapy is “crisis
counseling” which is designed to help re-
direct the runaway rather than necessarily
resolving all of the detailed portions of his
or her problem. Staff social workers serve
as a liaison in this function. The following
five functions have been established for The
Bridge:

1. A temporary emergency shelter for those
youth who want to quit running.

2. To provide an accepting, sensitive, sta-
ble environment or neutral ground at the
fringe of society which gives the youth time
to,“cool off” and “put the brakes on'" be-
fore making any commitment to leave their
present residence.

3. Crisis counseling to help the youth per-
ceive problems more clearly, phone or con-
tact his or her parents, and involve the par-
ents in the process of the youth returning
home:; thereby using the runaway crisis to
help families evaluate the reasons for run-
ning and to suggest treatment plans and/or
make referrals to appropriate social agenciles.

4. To provide services to the youth who
are already under the jurisdiction of an of-
ficial agency in the community.

5. To find other appropriate shelter if the
youth is not able or ready to return home.
The bridge’s program

The Bridge has both a house management
staff and a qualified family counselor. House
staff consists of three day and two night
house managers who serve on a twenty-four
hour basls. The family counselor must: 1)
process each youth admitted, 2) keep the
resident staff aware of the youth's prob-
lems and 3) inform the youth that the staff
must contact his or her parents within
twenty-four hours. Volunteers are used to
complement the fulltime staff.

To be served, the runaway youth must fol-
low The Bridge's policies and cooperate in
a prescribed treatment program. No force of
any kind is used to keep the youth at the
runaway house. If the youth gives the run-
away counselor his or her parent's names
the parents will be notified regardless of
whether the youth decides to stay or not
because the parents are probably anxious
and concerned about their son or daughter's
whereabouts.

The intake policy requires that there be
two steps accomplished with each youth.
First, that as much data as possible be gath-
ered concerning the youth and family, espe-
cially the name and address of the parents so
that they can be contacted. Secondly, the
youth must be willing to be counseled with
his or her parents and cooperate with the
persons at The Bridge by ablding by all of
the rules and regulations such as helping
to prepare meals.

The crisis counseling includes the identifi-
cation of the problem, a review of this prob-
lem with both youth and parents and a sug-
gestion for treatment and possibly a refer-
ral to an appropriate social agency. The
treatment program also includes small group
counseling and a few recreational activities
provided in the runaway house. When a
youth is admitted, he is given any medical
attention and care necessary.

Information about the youth comes from
both the case records and the dally progress
materials on the operation of the house.
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Within the records, both background mate-
rials and progress of the case at the house
are available. In addition, there is a group
log, & morning report and changes of shift
conferences which allow communication
among staff members about the individual
youth. All of these serve as a means of co-
ordinating information among the staff.
Purpose of the case records and follow-up

The Research Department of the Commu-
nity Health and Welfare Council was asked
by the Committee on Runaways to assist
them in evaluating The Bridge during its
experimental stage. Two means were em-
ployed to collect the necessary data for the
evaluation—creation of case records and a
follow-up study. The case record system was
established at the opening of The Bridge
in December of 1970 with three functions in
mind: (1) to aid the staff in rendering ef-
fective and efficient services to the youth, (2)
to collect administrative data for periodic
progress reports, and (3) to develop a re-
source for obtaining more detailed descrip-
tions of runaways as a whole than was previ-
ously possible.

Secondly, after sufficient time had elapsed,
a follow-up study was conducted in order to
acquire information on the status of the
youth and the attitudes of the youth and
parents towards the services received from
The Bridge. This, together with selected vari-
ables from the case records, form a basis for
determining the usefulness and importance
of such a runaway house.

-

- - - -

CHAPTER IV. CONCLUSIONS
The role of the bridge

It was concluded from the findings that
The Bridge can be an important link In
the provision of health and welfare services
In the community. The Information sup-
ports the need for a temporary emergency
shelter for runaway youth who want to quit
running. Most of the clients generally sup-
ported the counseling service but differed in
their feelings about whether the youths or
the parents should receive the benefit of
the doubt. The Information emphasized
that only qualified counselors should counsel
the youth and volunteers should remain in
the less sensitive functions of the house’s
operation.

The bridge’'s effectiveness

In summary, a majority of the youth and
their parents thought the operation of the
house, the manner in which they were
treated, the individual and group counsel-
ing, and the stafi’s referral of the family
to other soclal agencles were services for
which they thought The Bridge should be
commended.

From the information gathered in the rec-
ords and through the follow-up study, it
is concluded that The Bridge has generally
been correct in its assumptions about the
type of person they want to serve and are
prepared to serve coming to the house. This
is particularly true for first-time runners.
The staff’s assumption that many of these
first runners are acting out their need for
help and desiring a solution to their dif-
ficulties with their parents has been largely
proven correct. Consequently, it appears that
The Bridge is more successful if the youth
wants to stop running, and if the varents
or other significant adults are able and will-
ing to work out the problems. On the other
hand, The Bridge is much less successful
with vouth who have little interest in re-
turning to their family of origin, have com-
mitted criminal acts, or are already under
the jurisdiction of an official agency. The
Bridge is also unable to force parents to
listen to the youth, discuss each other’s feel-
ings and to change enough to bring about
constructive factors which will afford a posi-
tive relationship between the youth and
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adults. The Bridge also has no power to force

a youth or family to receive help from the

social service agencies or health services to

whom they are referred by The Bridge. Thus,

long-term resolution of the problem is great-

ly reduced.
-

- * * -
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
A, Description of runways

1. Three-fifths of those admitted between
February 1 and August 31, 1971 were females.

2. Fourteen and fifteen years olds were the
most frequent guests in the house.

3. Most of the youths were white.

4. Over three-fifths of the youths came
from homes in Hennepin County and ap-
proximately 95% came from Minnesota.

5. About 77% of the persons who came to
The Bridge had been living with both par-
ents and some brothers and sisters.

6. About B0% were first runners who had
been running alone,

7. Over two-thirds of the youth expressed
their problem in terms of parent-child re-
lationships.

8. Over three-fourths of the youth admit-
ted to The Bridge remained three days or
less.

9. Almost 50% of the persons admitted to
The Bridge were recorded as eventually go-
ing home. Of the approximately 23% who
went back out on the streets, most of the
girls responded to the gquestionnaire from
home.

10. Over 71% of the youth who responded
were living at home. Of the average it had
been six or more months since they had left
The Bridge.

11. The youths’' recall of the problem which
precipitated the run matched closely with
The Bridge's case records.

12. Over 60% of the youth and parents
combined stated that their primary problem
had improved and approximately 157% sald
it was resolved. Most of the other youths and
parents said there was no improvement.

13. All of the cases of alcoholic parents,
the youth's emotional instability and/or use
of drugs were improved; 75% of the coms-
munication and cooperation problems were
improved or resolved; all of the youth with
school or racial problems felt their prob-
lem had remained the same, and two-thirds
of the youth whose behavior was disapproved
of by the parents thought the problem had
remained the same or gotten worse.

14, Approximately 54% of those families
which could be contacted by mall have been
referred to a health or welfare service by The
Bridge. About T71% actually contacted the
agency after leaving The Bridge.

B. Youths' opinions of services received
from The Bridge

1. In general, those youths who returned
the gquestionnaire were more positive and
better informed about The Bridge than the
parents.

2. Most of the youth who returned the
questionnaire saw almost no realistic alterna-
tive to The Bridge except returning home or
recelving help to acquire some other stable
living arrangement under adult supervision.

3. About 889 of the youth rated The Bridge
as “excellent” or “good” and 93% felt The
Bridge had given them some kind of help.

4. The youths were most complimentary
with regard to the manner in which The
Bridge helped with the problem and treated
the youth.

5. About 83% of the youths rated The

Bridge more highly than the services they
received later from other health and welfare
programs,
6. Over half of the youths' suggestions
related to new services at The Bridge and
improving operational procedures. The other
suggestions fall into the areas of recom-
mending new facilitles or additional spe-
clalized staff.
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C. Parents’ opinions of services received from
the bridge

1. The services at The Bridge which seemed
the most important to the parents were:
counseling, sheltering, informing parents and
referral to the other agencies.

2. In general, the parents rated The Bridge's
service slightly lower than the youths. They
also tended to report recelving services in
more structured social service settings which
a few parents rated higher than The
Bridge's services.

3. Most of the parents’ comments when
asked for suggestions concerning new serv-
ices at The Bridge were general compliments
or criticisms of the current services, Of those
who made specific suggestions, they were
primarily concerned with Improvements in
counseling and referrals.

D. Conclusions

1. From the information available, The
Bridge seems to have been a successful dem-
onstration project and should be continued
on a permanent basis.

2. There seems to be a sufficlent number of
runaways coming to The Bridge to warrant
the operation to continue at this address,

3. The primary functions and program
have generally remained close to the original
design and appear to be what many runaway
youth need as a link back to a stable living
arrangement.

4. The Intake policy and house rules seem
to have been functional to the program and
especially effective with youth who want to
quit running,

TESTIMONY oF DowaLD F. MunIcH, M.D.

This testimony will speak to the following
topics:

(1) The history of the Hotline develop-
ment;

(2) The theoretical background of the
Hotline approach;

(3) The directions Hotlines are taking;

(4) The relationship to other service de-
livery systems;

{5) Current and future needs of Hotlines.

Hotlines—by which I mean crisis counsel-
ing by telephone—had their orlgin with the
opening of a telephone service at Childrens
Hospital of Los Angeles on April 1, 1968.
However, for the beginning one must go back
one year prior to that date. The service ac-
tually began with the formation of a multi-
disciplinary advisory group with the precise
intent of developing a crisis counseling serv-
ice available to youth under 25 years of age
using the telephone as the exclusive contact
instrument. This service was conceived as a
crisis intervention resource wherein an un-
derstanding, sympathetic, yet objective lis-
tener would be as immediately available as
the nearest telephone.

The idea of such a service grew out of an
awareness by the staff of the Adolescent Unit
at Childrens Hospital of Los Angeles that an
increasing number of youth seemed alienated
from the soclety and that they seemed to
lack adequate avenues of communication to
helping resources during stress. Dr. Dale Ga-
rell specifically was instrumental to this rec-
ognition and to the assembling of the ad-
visory group which developed the first Hot-
line.

The causative elements which lead to the
large number of allenated youth will not be
commented upon extensively here. The ma-
Jor forces, however, are thought to be:

(1) Increasing soclal and cultural change
rate;

(2) Increasing geographic and soclial mo-
bility:

(3) Prolongation of adolescence with at-
tendant absence of a valued soclal role;

(4) Further deterioration of the nuclear
family;

(5) Increasing urban complexity.

In response to the perceived alienation,
the advisory group designed a program and
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called it Hotline. Perhaps the most unigue
and crucial features of the resource are its
immediate availability and respect for the
anonymity of the caller. The approach uti-
lized is not one which presumes traditional
professional tralning in psychotherapy or
counseling on the part of those who answer
the calls. Rather, it is based on the concept
of “creative listening" and underpinned by a
warm and human regard for others and a
special awareness of and sensitivity to the
world of young people.

The service at Childrens Hospital has been
averaging over 15,000 calls a year and while
the precise lmpact of the program remains
unclear, the continually increasing use of
the service would seem of some significance.

DEFINITION OF HOTLINE

In review then, the major provisions of the
Hotline concept are as follows:

(1) Immediate availability so that assist-
ance is timed to the “reaching out";

(2) An open door policy meant to serve
people with problems rather than problems
with people attached:

(3) The recognition of the need for help
rests with the adolescent himself rather
than being the inspiration of others, the
latter often fuel for resistance;

(4) Respect for the anonymity of the caller
so that he's free to test our doubts about
himself with immunity as well as the trust-
worthiness of the listener; and

(5) An approach reinforcing notions of
strength in the individual rather than weak-
ness or dependency, by mobilizing the caller’'s
resources toward effective problem solving.

The Hotline at Childrens Hospital after its
inception had a rapid growth spurt and as
it became known spawned an unknown num-
ber of other telephone services. It is thought
that there are more than 500 Hotlines cur-
rently operating in the United States. These
services cover a broad and varied spectrum
of speclalty, generalized, youth and adult
programs. Services vary from program to
program, some just referral services but most
following the crisis intervention model which
I will describe later.

The problems which appear at the Hotline
interface are equally broad and varied. A
majority, however, are from youth in crisis.
Most frequently are crises concerning peers,
parents, and drugs. These three categories
comprise about half of all calls. The re-
mainder are problems with various subsys-
tems; work, housing, isolation, loss of ps¥-
chological control, suicide, etec. In this re-
gard may I remind you that serious in-
creases in suicide rate are a current American
phenomenon. The suicide rate in males age
10-19 has tripled between 1960 and 1970. In
females 10-19, an even more pronounced in-
crease has occurred during this period (from
04 to 8.0/100,000). Similar multiplication of
suicide rates has occurred in the 20-29 year
age group. Our society clearly has a problem
in this area—a problem which is by non
means currently sclved.

The approach of Hotlines to the problems
presented rests soundly on crisis intervenr.
tion theory which is dealt with next.

THEORETICAL BACEKGROUND AND RATIONALE

A focal aspect of the Hotline service is the
approach followed In assisting the young
people who call. This approach rests on a
number of key assumptions related to the
nature of crisis, to their resolution and to
adolescence in general. There is nothing new
here—simply the cholce of one particular set
of blases over others that might be followed
in trying to assist young people as they grap-
ple with difficult problems.

The crisis model adopted follows closely
the precepts of General Systems Theory in
a fashion similiar to that of Caplan in his
considerations of preventive psychiatry.
Within this framework, a crisis 1s viewed as
an upset or disequilibrium in an individual’s
efforts to organize experience such that it's
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reasonably predictable and need-fulfilling. A
crisis is experienced when one is faced with
a problematic situation which, for the mo-
ment at least, appears both insolvable and
inescapable. Insolvable in the light of per-
ceived limitations in coping resources; in-
escapable insofar as important needs are at
stake. The usual situation is one in which
needs conflict—the satisfaction of one pre-
cluding the satisfaction of the other.

Inevitably, crisis will be resolved in one
way or another if only to eliminate the un-
pleasant accompaniments of being “off-bal-
ance”: tension, anxiety, cognitive disorienta-
tion increase the longer a resolution is de-
layed. The manner in which a crisis is re-
solved is corsidered crucial for on-going ad-
justment. It can represent a significant gain
in adaptability—in mental health—by wvir-
tue of an enhancement of the Individual's
problem solving resources. In this case, the
person emerges from the crisis a more effec-
tive human being than he was beforehand.
He is prepared to face adaptively a wider
range of experience and thereby allow him-
self the opportunity for further growth and
enrichment.

On the other hand, the outcome of a crisis
resolution could mean the addition of mal-
adaptive coping styles, i.e., patterns of re-
sponse which, in effect, represent a lessened
capacity to deal with novel experiences and
thus an increased wvulnerability to break-
down in the future. This would be the case,
for example, if one has chosen to avoid the
problem or to manipulate reality in fantasy
or to escape reality pressures through aliena~
tion or through the use of drugs.

Thus, the crisis represents a rather im-
portant fork in the road—moments of truth,
as it were. On the one hand, an opportunity
to move further along towards self-mastery
and fulfillment; on the other, the chance
of a significant setback that, at the very
least, will require the retracing of steps. The
issue, then, Is two-fold: how to capitalize
on the crisis experience recognizing its po-
tential for growth; and secondly, how to
avold panicking into a dead-end. These two
components are clearly not independent.
However, it would seem we most often over-
look the opportunity implicit in the crisis
while attending primarily to the preventive
aspect. This is, perhaps, no more conspicu~
ously evident than in the manner in which
we customarily approach the '‘problem" of
drug abuse. Hotline is intent on exploring
ways that enable at least as much as under-
lining ways that do not.

The forces brought to bear on the decision
making processes determining the choice of
strategy for crisis resolution include a variety
of predispositions which the individual brings
to the event. These include his background
of coping experiences, his current ego
strength, special meanings associated with
the present problematic situation as derived
from previous experience, and so on. An ad-
ditional source of significant influence can
be that which is forthcoming from the inter-
action of the individual with “significant
others” in his psychosocial environment. In
fact, it is assumed that as the crisis intensi-
fies (i.e., continues without resolution) the
crisis-bearer will be Increasingly prone to
turn to others for assistance. This is regarded
as no less true of the adolescent than of an
adult or young child. It is further assumed
that to the extent the intervention (outside
assistance) is well-timed—that is, geared to
the individual’'s “reaching out"—optimal
benefit is approached and effort minimized.

In setting up the Hotline service one of the
primary considerations was that of provid-
ing the means whereby the need for the im-
mediate availability of an outside assistant
could be met. Such provision is considered
particularly important for the adolescent
because of the characteristic instability of
forces—the rather delicate balance that pre-
vails generally, let alone during crisis pe-
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riods, that tends to force impulsive action.
Underlying the notion that a Hotline was
needed was, in part, the observation that the
condition of immediate availability was not
being met for many young people by the
“significant others' within their own world,
not to mention the traditional care-giving
agencies with walting lists, eligibility mazes
and limited hours.

In addition to “timing" there are other
conditions assumed prerequisite to the op-
portunity for intervention, particularly with
the adolescent. There is the question of
whether or not the individual will avail him-
self of the outside help even If the latter is
avallable when needed. There seem to be any
number of factors that could stop the process
short. For example, certain pre-conceived no-
tions as to how the outsider will Interact
once disclosures are made. Fears of rejection,
of ridicule, of pre-judgment are mixed in
with the images that a youngster may have
of the “significant others” in his world and
these kinds of expectations obviously inter-
fere with his seeking their assistance.

One is reminded here of how important a
role the business of imagery plays in the
adolescent faced with the prospect of seeing
a psychiatrist or psychologist. It is rare
that adolescents greet this news with en-
thusiasm and it seems to have to do with
the connotations that come to mind. To be
sure, one doesn't have to be crazy to see a
psychiatrist but this kind of objectivity may
not come easily to the adolescent fighting
his fears of insanity, a fairly typical pre-
occupation it would seem.

This argument can be extended beyond
the psychiatrist to the traditionally con-
ceived caregiving agencles that most com-
munities provide. The question again is how
avallable, in effect, are these resources when
their services are defined in terms of a
specific problem as opposed to simply see-
ing people who are troubled by this or that.
One suspects that many adolescents at least
are “turned off” by the connotations of the
label, even assuming they are somehow able
to so pinpoint the problem that they are
clear on what line to stand in.

The most troublesome connotation of be-
ing labeled a problem, particularly for the
adolescent who 1is struggling to prove to
himself, let alone to others, that he shows
promise of becoming an adult, is probably
that which to him at least implies weakness,
inadequacy, inferiority and the like. All of
this amounts, in effect, to saying that the
individual is incapable of being responsible
for his own life and, thus, that it must be
taken out of his hands. Hopefully this is
not necessarily what happens once the help-
ing process gets started. However, it appears
to be a frequent expectation on the part of
adolescents and as such to promote consid-
erable resistance to “reaching out” at all.

Added, then, to the list of conditions es-
sential of effective intervention can be pos-
sible is a kind of “no strings” message. As-
sistance is standing by when the need is felt
to reach out and there are no strings at-
tached to the assistant’s participation in
one’s struggles and concerns, The assistant
is here to listen, to hear one out and to col-
laborate in problem solving. Anonymity is
respected so that doubts may be tested with
immunity.

A final key assumption underlying Hot-
line’s approach relates to what constitutes
help once a person has reached out and
made contact. If the conditions of timing
and unconditional regard have been met, the
major thrust of the helping relationship is
that of mobilizing the individual's resources
toward effective problem solving rather than
rendering advice or in other ways taking over.
If the crisis experience is to yleld dividends
in terms of growth, the individual must be
afforded the opportunity of continued in-
volvement in working through the problem.
The task of the outside assistant then is not
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prescriptive but rather one of provoking in-
quiry; of setting up an atmospsere in which
the individual is prompted to examine what
he’s experiencing, to reconsider his opinions
about himself and his relationships and to
become aware of alternative pathways in
meeting the challenge he faces, The outcome
of this kind of experience is two-fold: (1) the
individual’s ego strength is enhanced because
he discovers a capacity to be responsibly in-
volved In matters of personal significance;
and (2) emergent strategies or solutions are
most likely to be implemented because they
have meaningful anch: in the indi-
vidual’s own perceptual world. In short, the
goal is to counter the tendency to rely on
external agents of change and through the
very process of interaction itself allow for an
experience In self-direction. It is assumed
that this kind of opportunity will have sig-
nificance beyond the resolution of the im-
mediate crisis.

The tasks of the outside assistant, as con-
ceived above requires considerable discipline,
skill and effort. To collaborate in the sense
intended here implies understanding as fully
as possible how the crisis-bearer views his
situation. To gain this kind of understanding
requires listening in the true sense: Being
completely engrossed in what is being said
without imposing value judgments, without
comparing, without translating what is be-
ing said into the terms of one’s own experi-
ence, Hotllne's monthly tralning sessions are
devoted in large part to “listening work-
shops”; a continual effort is necessary to
overcome old patterns of not listening.

It is assumed that through the very act
of clarifying the crisis (on the part of both
the assistant and crisis-bearer) much of the
“working through" is achieved. Such under-
standing obviously requires an atmosphere
of honest self-disclosure and a mutuality of
intent on the part of the parties involved
that carries no vestige of prejudgement.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Telephone counseling services in addition
to expanding in number have also partici-
pated in the development experienced by
any new service system. In recent years Hot-
lines have begun to develop quality control
standards and a system of ethics necessary
for such a system. This process has not been
an easy one because the anonymity of the
listener and caller has made the evaluation
of phone services difficult. In spite of this
lack of clear evaluative feedback, Hotlines
like similarly non-feedback systems, have
tried to separate highly effective systems
from others. This standardization of program
has produced some internal conflicts as all
quality control programs in the humanitarian
service systems seem to do. The conscientious
management of most Hotlines has persevered
in this endeavor. Therefore, this evaluation
must be anecdotal or testimonial in charac-
ter. The evaluation effort has met consider-
able resistance and needs to be pursued.

Along with the search for quality con-
trol, Hotlines have expanded the services
that they render to include walk-in, referral,
out-reach, residential, and advocate services
in some areas. All of these services seem to
be needs of the Hotline constituency. The
development of individual Hotlines has
varied with the institutional base, the clear-
ness of mission, and the organizational in-
tegrity of the program.

In the expansion to other program serv-
ices, it became apparent that Hotline had a
coordination role which was not currently
being fulfilled among not only established
agencies but also among alternate culture
delivery systems such as free clinics, runaway
houses, and switchboards. These other pro-
grams which grew up concomitantly in rela-
tionship to the same alienated youth groups
have gradually become integrated with tele-
phone services with the latter being the co-
ordinating agent.

The estimated one million yearly teenage
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runaways, the millions of alternative cul-
ture youth, and a variety of other youth
subcultures all look to this service delivery
system as the major force in solving the
human crises that their members experience.
The future will see expansion of all these
programs with Hotlines as the leading and
coordinating agency.
NEEDS

Most Hotline programs as other alternate
culture service systems have and will con-
tinue to have severe operational problems.
These problems are characterized by lacks
in the areas of institutional connectedness,
organizational longevity, adequate funding,
technical ability and managerial competence,
One sees a variegated vista if one examines
programs around the country. If there is a
single most crucial need in the programs
being discussed, it is the need to get ade-
quate human and capital resources to pro=-
vide stability in the areas already mentioned.
The instability of purely volunteer programs,
the lack of technical assistance and the ab-
sence of competent full-time management
have conspired to destroy basically sound
initial programs repeatedly.

We at Childrens Hospital of Los Angeles
have had the blessing and support of a
sound institution with a multiplicity of tech-
nical, managerial, and capital resources. We
would urge the development of such re-
sources at the federal level to give adequate
and continuing support to less advantage-
ously positioned efforts. The need for not
only expansion but for continuing staff and
program support is crucial to maintain and
further develop this non-duplicated service
resource. The problems of youth in our so-
clety are legion and will not be dealt with
by less than our best effort.

SENATE HEARINGS ON HOTLINES, JUNE 17, 1972

L. BACKGROUND ON KENNETH BEITLER, DIRECTOR
OF THE EXCHANGE

Local:

Founder and former Director of Youth
Emergency Service (YES).

Member of the Advisory Board of the Com-
munity Information and Referral Service of
Hennepin County.

National:

Keynote speaker for the Second Interna-
tional Hotline Conference in May 1971, at
Pacific Grove, California,

Resource person for the National United
Way Study Committee on Information and
Referral Service, held in Alexandria, Virginia
in March 1972.

Director of Midwest Hotline Conference
held in Minneapolis on March 17-19, 1972.

Conference Director, Third International
Hotline Conference, Northfield, Minnesota,
June 22-25, 1972.

II. BACKGROUND ON THE NATIONAL HOTLINE
AND SWITCHBOARD EXCHANGE, INC.

The National Hotline and Switchboard Ex-
change is the central clearinghouse for in-
formation on hotlines, switchboards, and
other youth orlented crisis centers. Among
the materials published by the Exchange are:

1. “The Exchange,” a monthly newsletter,
is mailed to over 1,500 hotlines, switchboards,
and interested individuals. Each issue of “The
Exchange” lists conferences seminars, whom
to write to for training manuals, general in-
terest items, and guest editorials and articles,
The subscription fee for one year is 26.00.

2. The National Directory of Hotlines,
Switchboard, and Related Services is pub-
lished twice each year. The next edition will
be published on July 1st, 1971, Coples are
avallable for $2.00 each.

III. NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF HOTLINES, SWITCH-

BOARDS, AND RELATED YOUTH CRISIS CENTERS

A History: :

1. Beginning with the first sulcide preven-
tion center in Los Angeles in the early 1960's
using carefully trained volunteers to perform
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“grisis intervention by telephone' has spread
across the country.

2. The first hotline telephone center was
started in Los Angeles in 1068. Operated as
& project of the Division of Adolescent Medi-
cine of Children’s Hospital, this model uses
highly trained “listeners,” with professional
back-up and referral help avallable to the
caller.

3. Bwitchboards first started in San Fran-
clsco in the Summer of 1967 as a response
to the massive influx of youth Into the
Halght-Ashbury area. The switchboard mod-
el is that of a loosely structured telephone
service, offering information and some refer-
rals for the community in which it is located.
Its staff may have little formal training, and
will probably be from the community being
served,

B. Growth of Programs:

1. By August of 1970 there were at least 73
hotlines and other telephone crisis services
for youth, not including sulcide prevention
centers.

2. By April of 1971, the number had grown
to at least 378, with at least one hotline in
every state in the country.

3. By June, 1972, this number had grown
to 656, despite the fact that last year nearly
85 hotlines closed due to lack of funds, vol-
unteers, community support, or other factors.

C. Related Youth Crisis Centers:

1. Many communities have other types of
youth crisis centers that include crisis lines
as & small part of their operation. Drop-in
centers, drug help centers, free clinics, and
other youth oriented programs may offer a
crisis line to the community.

2. In addition nationally, there are over 62
Runaway programs which crisis intervention
counseling to young people and their fam-
ilies.

3. In many communities the United Fund
sponsors an Information and Referral Service,
which although serving the entire commu-
nity, does offer help to young people. There
are more than 85 Information and Referral
Centers in the country.

D. Staff and Management:

1. The sponsor varies from state to state,
program to program. In New York state, the
sponsor is many times the local Narcotic
Guidance Council, while in Maryland some
programs are sponsored by local mental
health centers. In a few cases the Red Cross,
or YMCA sponsors such a program. However,
the majority of hotlines are set up as pri-
vate non-profit corporations, with an inde-
pendent Board of Directors.

2. The volunteer staff of each program is as
varied as the community it serves.

3. The training for each program also
varies, for in some programs there s as much
as 60-80 hours of formal training, while in
other programs the training is minimal. This
difference is due to the fact that the goals
or purpose of each program are different,
and that the types of calls, and their serious-
ness varies from center to center.

4. All hotlines make use of extensive lists
of referral resources who serve as volunteer
back-up help as needed. Clergymen, lawyers,
school counselors, and doctors serve as re-
ferral resources.

5. The annual budget will include phone,
rent (usually donated), publicity and admin-
istrative salaries, such salaries being neces-
sary Tor all centers.

IV, SUMMARY OF HOTLINES IN MINNESOTA

A. The first hotline in Minnesota was
Youth Emergency Service, YES, which was
started in Minneapolis in May of 1969. (Both
the Suicide prevention center, and the Com-
munity Information and Referral Center are
older than YES, but do not exclusively serve
youth.)

B. At present there are 19 services in Min-
nesota, primarily located In towns which
have either a college or junior college, Al-
though a couple of programs are actually
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sponsored by a college, most are sponsored
and funded privately in each community. At
present, there is no state wide network or
other attempt at co-ordination.
V. DOCUMENTATION OF NEEDS—SEE ATTACHED
SHEET
VI. POSSIBLE FEDERAL ROLE

A. Help In Bullding Credibility:

Many services, especlally those in small
town and rural areas, have a hard time win-
ning community support, more so Wwith
adults than with the young people to be
served. Yet adult support for funding, for
professional resources, etc. 1s very important
to the long term success of a program.

Credibility building can be in the form of
speeches, press releases, research grants, or
articles in various federal journals, possible
within H.E.W., NIMH, ACTION, etc.

B. Funding:

Because hotlines are new, respond to many
needs, and not just drug problems, they
don't fit into existing funding patterns. Yet,
financial stability is important if a program
is to deliver quality care.

Hopefully a temporary funding mechanism
could be established within H.E.W., or some
similar agency. Such a funding mechanism
would provide small amounts ($5,000-
$10,000) of matching funds through a simpli-
fled grant proceeds. Young people should be
involved in this process.

C. Utilization of Data:

Hotlines and similar programs both pro-
vide service and gather data on unmet com-
munity needs. This information should bhe
included in any comprehensive health care
planning that goes on at the federal, state,
or local level. HE.W. guidelines and plan-
ning should utilize data collected from non-
traditional sources, such as hotlines,

VII. CONCLUSION

Hotlines and other crisis centers, are at
best a temporary response to a deeper prob-
lem. It is as if the entire country was experi-
encing a “nervous breakdown” and taking all
of us with 1it.

It is as if each local hotline is up against
tremendous odds. Everyday there are the con-
stant reminders: the war In Vietnam goes
on, pollution, politicians that play to the
fears and prejudices of many, unemployment
that takes its worst toll upon the young, the
returned veteran, and on and on.

It is no wonder then that so many young
people find our present educational system
meaningless, old life styles irrelevant, and
the future bleak.

So maybe, just maybe, more than hotlines
and crisis centers, we need to take a look at
the major institutions, and ask that they
change to meet the needs of the people, and
not vice-versa.

HOTLINES—AVERAGE NUMBER OF CALLS PER MONTH

Name of program, city, State

National:

Community Crisis Center, Atlanta, Ga___

The Connection, Denver, Colo

The Help Center, College Park, Md. _

Switchboard of Miami.gMiami, Fla.

621-CARE, Cincinnati, Ohio. _......

Contact Little Rock, Little Rock, Ark_

Hotline for Youth, Kansas City, Kans_

HEAD and NOSE, New Orleans, La__. ¥
Loz:‘nland Hotline, Portland, Oreg_._.____.._.____

PORS = O 00 G e e

]
w

Youth Emergency ServicahAu stin, Minn
in

People’s Center, Duluth, n
Campus Assistance Center, Minneapolis, Minn_. . _
Community Information and Referral, Minneapo-
lis, Minn.____ :
$ml;ge£ncy Social gemw, minneapolis. Minn._
outh Emergency Service, Minneapolis, Minn..
Hotline, Moorhead, Minn__. o
Mountain, St. Cloud, Minn._.
Pooneil Corner, St. Paul, Mi
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE
oN CHILDREN AND YOUTH

(Note.—Delivered Saturday, June 17, 1072,
Library, Metropolitan State Junior College,
1419 Harmon Place, Minneapolis, Minnesota.
From: David Hvistendahl, General Coordina-
tor, Youth Emergency Service for Rice
County, Inc., 402 Division Street, Northfield,
Minnesota 55057.)

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportu-
nity to impart to you my thoughts on “hot-
line” programs.

Youth Emergency Service (Y.ES.) has
been in operation in Rice County, a pre-
dominantly rural county with a population
of 41,600, for the past year and a half. Y.E.S.
has helped over 3,000 callers with problems
ranging from suicidal thoughts to lacking a
babysitter on Friday night.

Faribault is the largest city In the county
with a population of 16,600. Our office is lo-
cated in Northfield, a college town with a
population of 10,000. Y.E.S. reaches out to the
whole county by accepting collect calls from
anywhere in the county.

We were fortunate while setting up the
Y.E.S. program to receive *seed” funding
from the Office of Economic Opportunity’s
Youth Development Program. The federal
funding, received through the Goodhue,
Rice, Wabasha Citizens' Action Couneil, is
responsible for the program’s longevity.
(Most hotlines, I understand, fall to survive
more than a year due to chronic funding
shortages.) The initial goals of the program
were to provide anonymous, non-directive
counseling for drug problems, relationship
problems, and unwanted pregnancies among
teenagers and referrals to professional people
and agencies for low-cost medlcal, legal, and
counseling aid.

The Y.E.S. program has expanded and
changed rapidly as the needs of the com-
munities we serve have changed. We now
handle more employment problems than drug
problems, offer family counseling and assist-
ance with housing problems.

Most of the work we do on the hotline and
in the walk-in center consists of applying
“band-alds”; the real hope for alleviating the
social and personal problems we deal with
lies in education. Two of our three full-time
stafl members spend much of their time dur-
ing the school year putting on educational
programs in the junior highs and high
schools In the county on drug abuse, ven-
ereal disease, and other social problems.

The Y.E.S. annual budget, including sal-
arles for three full-time staff members (two
of whom have degrees in counseling), is
about $15,000. One-third of the budget is
donated by the communities served. The
success of the program, however, i1s due to
the dedication of college students and other
young people who have volunteered thou-
sands of hours of their time to keep the
switchboard open 17 hours a day, seven days
a week,

Hotlines have four major advantages as
a model for community service programs.
First, hotlines can be flexible In the types
of services offered to meet the changing needs
of the community. Most hotlines have on-
going training programs, so the staff can
receive training to cope with new problems
as they arise. The information and referral
files in most hotline offices are also set up to
accommodate frequent changes in content.

Second, low-cost hotline programs im-
prove the efficiency of other existing agencles
and programs by helping the individual go
to the right place with a particular problem.
In that regard, hotlines serve as a clearing-
house for human resources for the com-
munity.

Third, by relying upon volunteer help it is
feasible for hotlines to offer crisis interven-
tion and other services during more hours
than professionally-staffed programs. Some
people also find it emotionally easler to
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anonymously contact a nonprofessional hot-
line counselor that a professional counselor
with impressive degrees and fees.

Finally, hotlines can overcome transporta-
tion problems endemic to community serv-
ice programs in small-town and rural areas.
Hotlines can efficlently serve a large area
with a low population base by relylng upon
telephone contacts.

The future of Y.E.S. is uncertain. Our fed-
eral funding terminates January 1, 1973.
However, we are fairly confident that we will
be able to raise enough funds from the com-
munities to keep part or all of our program
in operation. Had we never received federal
funding, we would never have had the op-
portunity to build the public confidence in
the Y.ES. program, and become a commu-
nity-funded project.

BENATE HEarING oN HorrLiNEes, JUNE 17, 1972

(Note—Pooneil Corner, 359 Onelda Street,
Saint Paul, Minnesota 56102. Frank Capriotti,
Former Director of Poonell Corner: B.A. In
Psychology, Macalester College, St. Paul, Min-
nesota; One of the founders and former Di-
rector of Poonell Corner; Consultant and
tralning workshop leader for various Hotline
programs Including HOPE, Face to Face
Crisis Center, Sunrise Hotline; Assistant Con-
ference Director, Third International Hotline
Conference, Northfield, Minnesota June 22-
25, 1972; and Seminar Leader for the Mid-
west Hotline Conference in Minneapolis,
March 17-19, 1872.)

WHAT IS POONEIL CORNER?

Pooneill Corner is a Telephone crisis inter-
vention, information and referral service,
commonly referred to as a “Hotline”. At
present Poonell receives approximately 1,000-
1,200 calls per month. The concept of Foonell
Corner is that of a closely knit community
of phone volunteers reaching out to a greater
community, that being the greater St. Paul
community. Each volunteer attempts to help
the caller out in whatever way he/she can.
This may be by talking to the caller, attempt-
ing to aid the caller in identifing and sort-
ing out his/her feelings and accepting these
feelings as being O.K. feelings to have. Then
the volunteer will attempt to work with the
caller in looking at all of the alternatives the
caller has to the crisis situation. A crisis situ-
ation is defined as any time In a person’s life
in which he/she is having difficulty dealing
with a situation, decislon or anything else.)
In looking at the alternatives to the problem
the volunteer may inform the caller of one or
more of Pooneil's over 400 professional re-
sources,

WHY A POONEIL CORNER?

A group of Macalester College students, sev-
eral of whom were majoring in Psychology,
began meeting in late 1969 to try to see if
something could be done to aid the Macales-
ter College Student Community in dealing
with it's problems. It was felt that some form
of Helpline may give temporary help to the
students and then perhaps the causes of
some of these stressful or crisis situations
could be better understood and dealt with.
After looking at several existing Hotlines, in-
cluding Youth Emergency Service in Min-
neapolis, it was decided that The Listening
Ear in East Lansing, Michigan would be asked
to help set up this line. The name Pooneil
Corner was taken from & song by the Jeffer-
son Airplane, a popular rock group, and the
telephone lines were opened on March 13,
1970. After several months, knowledge of
Poonell’'s existence had reached many peo-
ple in St. Paul. It was then decided that there
was a need for a phone service that included
more people in the St. Paul area, and Poo-
neil expanded it's service to all of St. Paul.

WHAT IS HOLDING POONEIL CORNER BACK?

It seems to be an inherent problem of a
phone service that you have to expend al-
most as much energy proving that you are
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worthwhile to obtain funding, as you spend
actually helping the people that call in. An-
other problem is staffing the phones, a tele-
phone volunteer seems to be a very transient
person. Approximately 80-100 hours over one
and one-half months are spent training the
volunteer to work on the telephones at
Poonell. The volunteer usually stays for two
to three months longer, this means that a
lot of time and energy has to be spent con-
stantly attempting to maintain a trained
staff. The third area which seems to be hold-
ing Pooneil back is the constant up-dating
required to maintain an accurate file of re-
sources, all 400 must be checked each month
to see if the hours, address, etc. are accurate.

HOW CAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HELP
POONEIL CORNER AND OTHER HOTLINES?

By providing access to funding. This could
be either by making funds easily available
or providing funding consultation services to
aid the Hotline in obtaining funds.

By ailding Hotlines in bullding credibility.
The Hotlines have a good amount of credibil-
ity wth the people that they serve, but cred-
ibility building is needed with the more es-
tablished sectors of the population. This
could be done perhaps through grants, legis-
lation, subcommittee hearings such as this,
or other such things.

IN CONCLUSION

I feel that Hotlines are a very necessary
and much needed safety valve for our soclety.
But care must be taken to remember that
they are only providing temporary help for
problems which are caused by greater stresses
than hassles at home with one's parents.
There seems to be a connection with these
problems and many of the soclal issues of the
day. Hotlines are only the first step, the step
which identifies the fact that something is
wrong. I feel that Hotlines should be looked
at in this broader spectrum.

ALTERNATIVES TO EXIsTING YOUTH SERVICES
PROGRAMS, SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMIT-

TEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, BY Susan L.
KrEMER, YOUTH EMERGENCY SERVICE, MIN-
NEAPOLIS, MINN., JUNE 17, 1972

As an introduction to my statement, I will
briefly outline my background and present
involvement in youth services programs. I
graduated from Mankato State College last
Spring with B.S. degree In Social Work and
Corrections, While In Mankato, I was very
active in setting up and administering alter-
native youth services programs. I worked
with many other people in organizing Man-
kato’s Youth Emergency BService (YES). I
became director of this program. Because
Mankato did not have adequate facilities to
deal with people using and abusing drugs,
I worked with some people to set up a drug
drop-in center. Along with this I was doing
abortlon-pregnancy counseling with women
who were having hassles because they were
pregnant at a time in which they did not
want to be pregnant. I was also active on a
variety of community based boards and com-
mittees in an attempt to bridge misinforma-
tion and misunderstanding between the com-
munity, parents, and young people.

After graduating from Mankato State Col-
lege, 1 decided to go to graduate school in
Social Work at the University of Minnesota.
I will graduate next spring with a M.S.W.
degree. Last fall I was elected President of
the Student Assoclation of Social Workers.
This organization is designed to act as a
vehicle for change within the School of So-
cial Work. I am currently working with the
Youth Emergency Services (YES) in Min-
neapolis as a board of Directors member, a
shift supervisor and a phone volunteer. This
summer I will. be working as a street work-
er in the West Bank and Dinkytown areas
surrounding the University of Minnesota
campuses.

Throughout my experiences in traditional
and non-traditional social agencies, I have
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become increasingly aware of the gaps be-
tween the needs of the people and the serv-
ices avallable to respond to the wide range of
needs that people have. I have had experience
working with a wde range of “straight” agen-
cles and it is my opinion that the policles
and structures that operate in these agen-
cles often inhibit and defeat the goals of
the agencies in terms of adequately respond-
ing to the needs of the people. Because of my
disillusionment & impotence in radically
changing these systems, I became involved
with “alternative’” agencles. It is my opin-
ion that alternative street agencies can fill
many of the gaps that exist in social serv-
ices. The use of volunteer staffs, flexible
hours, and alternatives to traditional treat-
ment models have had an impact in terms
of fillilng some of the gaps that presently
exist.

However, even alternative agencles must
become bureaucratized and structured. As
problems of funding, staffing, etc. arise,
street agencies must become "established” in
their own way in an attempt to deal with the
hassles inherent in their programs. And
again, there are gaps in the service provided
and the needs that people have. Perhaps be-
fore I explain my recommendations for pos-
sible ways this situation can be changed, I
will share some of the insights I have gained
concerning youth services from the people I
talk with on the street as a street worker.

Many of the people I talk with on the
street are looking for alternative ways to
live. Generally, they are disillusioned with
“middle America" and the inherent gaps be-
tween the idealist goals of our soclety and
the reality of this soclety. In reaction to this,
they have committed themselves to alterna-
tive ways of life on a philosophical level. In
many cases, the kids are incredibly ideal-
istic, angry, and sometimes lost. Although
they seem to have made philosophical com-
mitment to a way of life, they are often not
equipped with the basics of how to survive
in the lifestyle they have chosen. Often they
seem to be caught in the middle of two life-
styles; the middle class lifestyle of their par-
ents on one end, and the idealistic “peace-
love” hip style on the other end. One life-
style they have rejected, the other lifestyle
is too idealistic to be easily realized.

Apart from the inherent value conflicts
one must deal with in this sltuation, the
kids must also deal with situations involv-
ing drugs, sex, communal living, etc. Trying
to develop a new lifestyle presents many
problems and concerns for the kids. Because
a person splits to the West Bank and be-
comes a “hippie” does not mean that 15-18
years of being influenced and conditioned by
“middle America” can easily be ignored.

There are a varlety of social agencles on
the West Bank that are designed to be avall-
able if the kids choose to use them to work
out some of their hassles. These agenciles
have flexible hours, volunteers, long haired
staffs, and are generally free for the asking.
It is difficult to exactly determine the rea-
sons but I am finding out that many people
are not using these services. It is my opinion
that regardless of the nature of the services
offered, they are still offered within the con-
text of an agency and one must still present
cne’s self to the agency, thereby admitting
one is having hassles. Somehow, for the kids
in this situation to admit that part of the
“counter culture’ is creating a problem for
them 1s to break norms of the “counter-cul-
ure."” Somehow, it is to admit that part of
one's “middle America" background is in con-
flict with one’s hip, new lifestyle. When a
person, even on a philosophical level, has re-
jected this value system, it is difficult to get
in touch with hassles that may indicate to
the person that he/she may not be as well
integrated into the hip, West Bank "‘culture"”
as they would like to be.

This apparent situation concerns me, and
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although I personsally am very committed to
alternative youth services and the variety
of services that are provided, I am reaching
a point where I see a great need for alterna-
tives to the alternative street agencles. The
following are my recommendations which
may help to decrease the gaps between the
young people and the services which are
provided:

1. Governmental funding with less rigid
“strings attached"” which may encourage a
broader base of programs which do not have
to be so totally concerned with basic sur-
vival, thus freeing the program up to try
out creative, innovative approaches in deliv-
ery of services.

2. Encouragement of non-crisis orlented
programs designed to direct the talents and
creativity of people locking for viable alter-
native lifestyles.

3. Development of youth advocacy cen-
ters and/or clearinghouses in Washington,
D.C. that will act as a place where people
can find out about key people funding in
the government,

4. Additional funding to programs that
are into training people that want to work
with young people (free schools, medical
programs, etc.)

By Mr. COOPER:

S. 3910. A bill to reduce sedimentation
from land-disturbing activities consist-
ent with applicable water quality stand-
ards. Referred to the Committee on
Public Works.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference an ad-
ministration bill entitled the Sediment
Control Act. The bill was proposed by
the administration through the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. It represents
another good initiative by the adminis-
tration in the environmental field.

We have considered that the problems
of sediment relating to water pollution
would be adequately reached through the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
amendments. However, as the bill is still
in conference, I thought it appropriate
to introduce the bill. It will assist the
conferees in determining if the House
and Senate have adequately provided for
sediment control in the water pollution
control bill now before the conference.

I ask unanimous consent that an ex-
planation of the bill be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the explana-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorb, as follows:

THE SEDIMENT CONTROL ACT
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 201 states the purpose of the Title,
to reduce sedimentation from land-disturb-
ing activities consistent with water quality
standards.

Section 202 provides applicable definitions.

Section 203 provides for the Administrator
of EPA (hereinafter, the Administrator) to
issue within a year of the Title's enactment
guidelines for effective control of sedimen-
tation from land-disturbing activities, such
as road and bullding construction, and ex-
cluding agricultural and silvicultural activi-
ties and mining activities that would be
required under the President’s proposed
Mined Area Protection Act.

Subsection (b) provides that the guide-
lines shall include information on effects of
uncontrolled sediment and on the tech-
niques for control, including their costs and
effectiveness. The guidelines must also spec-
ify procedures to be followed by States in
establishing control programs and designate
categories of land-disturbing activities for
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which, within program areas, permits, gen-~
eral regulations, or no controls, respectively,
are appropriate,

Subsection (c) prescribes that the Ad-
ministrator will consult with appropriate
Federal, State and local agencies in develop-
ing and revising the guidelines.

Section 204 provides the reguirements for
State programs., The first 1s a survey to be
conducted, within a year of the Title's enact-
ment to subsequently as appropriate, to de-
termine on the basis of water quality stand-
ards critical areas of sedimentation result-
ing in substantial part from activities regu-
lated under this Title in which the stand-
ards may be substantially achieved either
under this Title alone or in conjunction with
controls over other sedimentation sources
such as agricultural runoff.

Within a year after initial Federal guide-
lines are issued (during which time the sur-
vey is to have been completed), States are
expected to submit control programs, con-
sistent with the guidelines, for the problem
areas identified in the survey.

Further provisions for such programs,
specified in subsection (b), include encour-
agement of the use of State or local agen-
cies that already issue permits for land-
disturbing activities, provided their pro-
grams are acceptable to the State water qual-
ity agency. A technically qualified agency
must review to evaluate permits prior to
issuance, a requirement applicable only
where the permit-issuing agency itself lacks
sufficient expertise. Adequate monitoring of
regulated activities and enforcement au-
thority must be provided.

Subsection (c¢) provides for Federal agen-
cles to regulate activitles on lands within
their jurisdiction.

Section 205 provides for several aspects of
Federal enforcement of requirements under
Title II. First, Federal agencies that provide
financial assistance for activities regulated
under this Title will require possession of
any requisite permit under Title II as a
condition of assistance.

Second, section 21(b) of the FWPCA,
which requires a State certification of rea-
sonable assurance of compliance with water
quality standards with respect to proposed
activities for which a Federal license or per-
mit Is sought, would be modified with re-
spect to activities regulated under Title II
to require a certificate of compliance with
the specific requirements Imposed under
Title IT.

Third, the Administrator would be au-
thorized to enforce the requirements of State
programs established under Title II in the
same manner as he may enforce standards
established under Title I, l.e., the present
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Here
the bill is drafted in antieipation of pend-
ing amendments of the FWPCA that would
basically authorize Federal administrative or
judicial enforcement of federally-approved
State standards when a State fails to do so.

Finally, Section 205 provides for Federal
establishment of and enforcement of regu-
lations in order to abate viclations of water
quality standards if a State had falled to
adopt an acceptable sedimentation control
program within six months after the time
specified for submission of such a program
to the Administrator for approval.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., February 8, 1972.
Hon. Srmmo T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PRESIDENT: In accordance with
the President’s 1972 Message to the Congress
on the Environment, there 1s transmitted
herewith a proposed bill containing The
Sediment Control Act and The Toxic Waste
Disposal Control Act, to be added as Title
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II and III of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act. They are being submitted to-
gether as the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act Amendments of 1972. The proposed
new Titles II and III are intended to
strengthen the Act in areas we believe are
inadequately covered under both the exist-
ing legislation and the extensive amendments
of that legislation now pending before the
Congress.

The proposed Title II, The Ssdiment Con-
trol Act, would supplement both the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, which does
not deal specifically with sedimentation as a
water quality problem although sediment is
the major pollutant of waters by volume,
and various authorities of the Department
of Agriculture for technical and financial
assistance to control sedimentation. The Act
would provide for controls over non-agricul-
tural land-disturbing activities, primarily
building and road construction activities.
The concentration of such activities in
urban-suburban areas and their substantial
per-acre yield of sediment often lead to par-
ticularly severe water quality problems.

The Act calls upon States to implement a
regulatory program, including permits where
appropriate, with respect to sedimentation
arising from such land-disturbing activities
in areas where they significantly affect water
quality. Mining activities, sedimentation
from which would be regulated under the
President's proposed Mined avea Protection
Act of 1971, are excluded from the Act, along
with agricultural and silvicultural activities.
Federal guidelines for State programs would
be promulgated by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency in consultation with the Secre-
taries of Housing & Urban Development,
Agriculture, and Transportation, with other
appropriate Federal agencies and with rep-
resentatives of State and local governments.
States would be given flexibility in assigning,
presumably to countlies or other local gov=
ernmental units in most cases, the respon-
sibility for administering the permit and
general regulatory program, The bill encour-
ages the use of existing regulatory mecha-
nisms, such as building and grading permits,
for providing the required sedimentation con-
trols. Local components of the State's pro-
gram would be subject to approval by the
State water quality agency. Relevant Fed-
eral permit and assistance programs would
be used to assist States in achieving com-
pliance with approved programs. The En-
vironmental Protection Agency would be au-
thorized to promulgate appropriate regula-
tions for application in States failing to im-
plement approved p ams and would oe
empowered to enforce State regulations where
a State fails to do so.

The proposed Title III, The Toxic Waste
Disposal Control Act, would provide for a
nationwide program to regulate land and un-
derground disposal of wastes toxic to human
health.

As controls over disposal of foxic subtances
directly into surface waters are strengthened,
the use of land or underground strata for
such disposal can be expected to increase
significantly, particularly with the enactment
of needed controls over ocean disposal, which
the President has proposed.

The program would be administered by the
States except in cases of State fallure to meet
guidelines of the Environmental Protection
Agency, in which event the Agency would
issue necessary regulations, The proposed pro-
pram would substitute for the present inad-
equate system of State regulation a more
orderly, nationwide system that would retain
the best in ongoing State programs under
Federal guidelines.

Both the sediment and toxic waste disposal
control provisions would substantlally en-
hance the effectiveness of the Federal-State
water pollution control program by providing
a structured approach to two significant
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| types of pollution, In addition, the toxic

waste disposal control provisions would help
| to provide the controls over ground water
| contamination which the President recom-
mended a year ago.

Although the proposed “Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972"

| are belng recommended as amendments to
the present law, we are of course aware of
the extensive amendments to the law already
pending in the Congress. Indeed, references
in our bill to the Federal Water Pollution
| Control Act anticipate such widely agreed-
upon and e reforms of the Act as
provision for effluent limitations, speci-.l
standards for toxic pollutants, and strength-
ened Federal enforcement authority that is
not limited to interstate pollution.

I would point out that 8. 2770, which has
passed the Senate, contains some general
provisions for controls over construction-
related sources of water pollution and for
disposal of pollutants on or under the land.
However, we belleve that the more specific
provisions contained in our proposed amend-
ments would establish a more effective frame-
work for action.

A similar letter is being sent to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that enactment of this proposed legis-
lation would be in accord with the program of
the President.

Sincerely,
WriLLiaM D. RUCKELSHAUS,
Administrator.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
8. 1032

At the request of Mr. RoserT C. BYRD
(for Mr. Hart), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. METcaLF) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1032, a bill to promote and
protect the free flow of interstate com-
merce without unreasonable damage to
the environment.

8. 3881

At the request of Mr. CHies, the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE),
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. Star-
FORD), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HarT), and the Senator from California
(Mr. TuNNEY) were added as cosponsors
of S. 3881, a bill to provide that meet-
ings of Government agencies and of con-
gressional committees shall be open to
the public.

SENATE RESOLUTION 353—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION TO ESTAB-
LISH A COMMISSION TO INVESTI-
GATE THE WATERGATE INCIDENT

(Referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
earlier today I urged that a two-man
bipartisan commission composed of
former Senator John Williams and
former Supreme Court Justice Arthur
Goldberg be appointed to investigate
the Watergate incident and the events
surrounding it, especially in connection
with the possible misuse of campaign
funds.

I suggested that the President of the
United States appoint these two men to
go into the matter. I sincerely hope that
he does so.

But in the event the President fails to
act, and to act within the next day or
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two, I am introducing a Senate resolu-
tion establishing a Senate investigative
commission composed of these two men
acting for and on behalf of the Senate of
the United States.

I send the resolution to the desk and
ask that it be appropriately referred.

The resolution reads as follows:

SENATE RESOLUTION 353

Whereas funds donated to a Federal elec-
tion campaign may have been used for the
purpose of engaging in survelllance at the
Democratic National Committee offices at
the Watergate;

Whereas investigating authorities of the
executive branch of the United States Gov-
ernment have a conflict of interest in investi-
gating this incident and making information
relating to this incident avallable to the
pubiic; and

Whereas the public should have confidence
in the investigation and determinations
made with respect to such incident: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That (a) there is established a
commission of the Senate to examine, inves-
tigate, and make a complete study of any
and all matters relating to the use of Federal
election campaign funds to conduct elec-
tronic survelllance at the Democratic Na-
tlonal Committee offices at the Watergate
Bulldings in Washington, District of Colum-
bia. Former BSenator John J. Williams of
Delaware and former Supreme Court Justice
Arthur Goldberg are appointed as the mem-
bers of the commission. Each of the members
shall receive $100 for each day (including
travel time) he is performing his duties as
& member of the commission.

(b) In carrying out its functions under
this resolution, the commission shall con-
sider and review all information in the pos-
sesslon of the Investigating authorities of the
executive branch of the United States Gov-
ernment.

BEec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the members of the commission, acting
jointly, are authorized in their discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, (3) to hold hearings, (4) to sit and
act at any time or place during the sessions,
recesses, and adjourned periods of the Sen-
ate, (6) to require, by subpena or otherwise
the attendance of witnesses and the produc-
tion of correspondence, books, papers, and
documents, (6) to take depositions and other
testimony, (7) to procure the service of
individual consultants or organizations
thereof, in accordance with the provisions of
section 202 (1) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1948, and (8) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a re-
imbursable basis the services of personnel of
any such department or agency.

Bec. 3. The expenses of the commission
under this resolution shall not exceed
$15,000, of which amount not to exceed $5,000
shall be avallable for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or orga-
nizations thereof as authorized by such sec-
tion 202 (i).

Sec. 4. The commission shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions as it deems advisable, to the Benate at
the earliest practicable date, but not later
than 30 days after this resolution is agreed
to or October 31, 1972, whichever occurs first.
Upon filing its report, the commission shall
cease to exist.

Sekc. 5. Expenses of the commission under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved jointly by the members of the
commission.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

BENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 89

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.,
PasTore), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BocGs), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr, FaANNIN), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHmLES), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr., STEVENS), the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DoMINICK), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CurTis), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MacNUsON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), and the Senator from Georgia
(Mr, TaLMaDGE) were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Concurrent Resolution 89,
in behalf of prisoners of war and missing
in action.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1433

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

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I submit an
amendment to H.R. 14896 on vending
machines to strike in section 7 all lan-
guage beginning with the phrase “The
first sentence” on line 6, page 16, and
continuing through to the word “institu-
tions” on line 13. On line 14, strike the
word “Sec.” and the number “8.” The ef-
fect of this amendment will be to con-
tinue the Secretary of Agriculture’s au-
thority to regulate vending machines in
school cafeterias.

My amendment is cosponsored by Sen-
ators AIKEN, BENNETT, TUNNEY, BURDICK,
Moss, MAGNUSON, McGOVERN, JACKSON,
MuskIe, and HART.

This amendment will strike the lan-
guage reported in the Senate version of
H.R. 14896. At the present time vending
machines are permitted in school cafe-
terias if they are a part of the school
lunch program, but vending machines
are not permitted for the distribution of
other food items. However, vending ma-
chines are permitted outside the cafe-
teria for distribution of items such as
soft drinks, if the school so permits.

The amendment I introduce is strongly
supported by the American Dental As-
sociation, the National Dental Associa-
tion, and the American School Food
Service Association.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
I received from the American Dental As-
sociation and the National Dental Asso-
ciation be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

AMERICAN DENTAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., August 8, 1972,
Hon. CriFrorp P. CasE,
Old Senate Office Building,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR CaSE: We are writing you on
behalf of the American Dental Assoclation
and the National Dental Association with
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respect to H.R. 14896, the National Bchool
Lunch Act amendments.

Section 7 of H.R. 14806, as passed by the
House of Representatives, would amend the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to permit the
sale of food through vending machines in
participating schools and service organiza-
tions. The Senate version of the bill, as we
understand it, would amend existing law
rescinding the statutory authority of the
U.8. Department of Agriculture to regulate
the sale of food items in competition with
programs authorized under the Child Nutri-
tion Act and the National School Lunch
Program,

Our Associations oppose the changes con-
templated by either version because they
would not help guarantee, as does the pres-
ent Act, the maintenance of adequate and
desirable nutritional standards for children
in school lunch programs.

The concern of our Assoclations Is two-
fold. We share, first of all, the desire of all
Americans that children be afforded dlets
that are high in nutritional value. The pres-
ent school lunch program plays a valuable
role in helping to assure this. It would be
imprudent and, we think, unfair to the
child to tempt him to ignore the well-
balanced lunch avallable to him in favor
of purchasing foods from vending machines
that would be far less valuable in terms of
his over-all growth and development.

Secondly, we are concerned about the de-
leterious effect on the oral health of children
that is the consequence of undue consump-
tion of sugar-rich foods, many of which are
commonly sold in vending machines.

Conclusive evidence has long been avail-
able concerning the hazards to dental health
resulting from the undue consumption of
sugars. The hazards are especially great
among school-age children. The sale of
sugar-containing drinks and other confec-
tions In schools through vending machines
encourages the between-meal consumption
of sugar-rich products.

Dentists have been bringing this evidence
to the attention of their patients and the
general public for decades. Sound oral health
care involves disincentives against indul-
gence in sugar-rich snacks between meals,
much less in place of well-balanced meals.
Uncontrolled placement of food and drink
vending machines purveying such products
militates against the efforts being made by
dentists, parents and schools to teach good
oral hygiene habits to chlldren.

We understand that the School Food Serv-
ice Directors Association—the people ulti-
mately responsible for the nutritional levels
of the foods children eat at school—is also
opposed to the placement of food-dispens-
ing devices as contemplated by provisions
of HR. 14896,

The American Dental Association and the
National Dental Assoclation strongly urge
the retention of statutory authority by the
T.S. Department of Agriculture to regulate
the sale of food items in competition with
programs authorized under the Child Nutri-
tion Act and the National School Lunch Act.

We are most grateful to you for the leader-
ship you have shown on this issue.

Sincerely,
CaARL A, LaveHLIN, D.D.S.,

President, American Dental Association.

Eppie G, SmirH, D.DS.,

President, National Dental Association.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, under cur-
rent law, the Secretary of Agriculture
has authority to regulate competitive
food services. The Senate version of H.R.
14896 would remove this authority from
the Secretary and, in effect, leave the
question of competitive food service up
to the States and local school districts.
School lunch directors are fearful they
would be forced to allow vending ma-
chines in school cafeterias. Certainly this
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would weaken their effort to provide
balanced and nutritious meals for all
children.

The House version of H.R. 14896 would
allow competitive food services to offer
the sale of “nutritious food through
vending machines—where the proceeds
of such sales will inure to the benefit of
the schools or of organizations of stu-
dents or parents approved by the schools
and (where) such sales will not sub-
stantially interfere with the (school
Iunch) programs so authorized.” Unfor-
tunately, there is no workable definition
of “nutritious foods” which could well
mean “empty calories” and there would
be substantial pressure not only to in-
stall such machines but, also, to use them
to the “advantage” of fund raising orga-
nizations.

In my view we should retain the exist-
ing system while continuing to improve
the quality of meals offered in the Na-
tional School Lunch program.

Returning to the original language of
the School Lunch Act does not foreclose
the option in the hands of the Secretary
to allow certain exceptions. For example,
senior high school students may desire
soft drink machines in school cafeterias
and if, in the Secretary’s opinion, there
is no sound reason to prohibit soft drink
machines, the authority exists for him to
take action.

Now, however, I think it is best to pro-
ceed as we have in the past and safe-
guard as well as we can the school lunch
program.

INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES AND THE
U.SSR.

AMENDMENT NO. 1435

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

Mr. BROOKE (for himself and Mr.
HucHES) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment No.
1434, proposed to the joint resolution
(S.J. Res., 241) authorizing the Presi-
dent to approve an interim agreement
between the United States and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF AN
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1431

At the request of Mr., Javirs (for Mr.
Case) the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. Pastore), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGee), the Senator from
Maine (Mr. Muskie), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. McInTYRrRE), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Tarr), the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr, Beair), and
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1431, intended to be proposed to the bill
(H.R. 14896), to amend the National
School Lunch Act, as amended, and for
other purposes.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA COM-
MITTEE

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I an-
nounce hearings by the Subcommittee
on Business, Commerce, and Judiciary of
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the Senate District of Columbia Commit-
tee on the following bills:

8. 2715, to provide that any person
operating a motor vehicle within the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall be deemed to
have given his consent to a chemical
test of his blood, breath, or urine, for
the purpose of determining the alco-
holic content of his blood.

HR. 6968, to amend the Uniform
Commercial Code of the District of Co-
lumbia to make a warehouseman’s lien
for charges and expenses in relation to
household goods stored with him effec-
tive against all persons if the depositor
of the goods was the legal possessor.

H.R. 13533, to amend the District of
Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 to
provide for the reimbursement of public
utilities in the District of Columbia for
certain costs resulting from urban re-
newal; to provide for reimbursement of
public utilities in the Distriet of Colum-
bia for certain costs resulting from Fed-
eral-aid system programs; and to amend
section 5 of the act approved June 11,
1878—providing a permanent govern-
ment of the District of Columbia—and
for other purposes.

The hearings on August 15, 1972, will
begin at 9:30 a.m. in room 6226, New
Senate Office Building.

Persons interested in testifying on
these bills should contact Mr. Robert B.
Washington, legal counsel, in room 6222,
New Senate Office Building.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS
PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR POLLU-
TION CONTROL

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
Wednesday the Senate approved and
sent to the White House the agricultural
appropriations bill for fiscal 1973. The
bill is particularly constructive this year
for the increase in funds for pollution
control and environmental protection in
rural areas.

All too often, soil erosion clogs our
streams and kills our wildlife. Feeding
vards and processing of raw agricultural
products can create serious waste dis-
posal and water pollution problems on
which farm operators need technical and
financial help. Heavy rains, unchecked
by adequate watershed treatment, result
in floods with loss of valuable soil and
stream pollution.

Such conditions not only damage our
natural resources and impede crop and
livestock production, but they also inhibit
the economic development of our rural
areas.

Federal assistance has been effective
in protecting our rural environment
through such programs as the Farmers
Home Administration water and waste
disposal projects, the rural environ-
mental assistance program, and the re-
source conservation and development
and watershed projects of the Soil Con-
servation Service. There are still, how-
ever, many rural counties and small
towns awaiting help through these pro-
grams; and it is important that a greater
Federal effort be made to reach them.

Last April, I urged the Senate Appro-
priations Committee to increase the fis-
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cal 1973 budget for agricultural pollution
control at least to the level of funding
for fiscal 1972. By its action this year
Congress has not only restored the
amount cut by the administration but
also appropriated an additional $50 mil-
lion for these important programs.

In my own State of Missouri, the in-
creases will permit a much-needed ex-
pansion of nonmetropolitan pollution
control efforts.

For water and sewer grants to small
towns and rural areas, Congress has ap-
proved $150 million, including a $58 mil-
lion carryover of funds from fiscal 1972.
This level would permit significant prog-
ress on the backlog of 90 applications in
Missouri now awaiting Farmers Home
Administration approval.

With the Federal support provided by
the Rural Environmental Assistance pro-
gram, Missouri farmers have been able
to initiate projects to prevent soil erosion
and flooding on their land and thereby
increase its productivity. Under the ad-
ministration proposed budget cut of $55.5
million for REAP, Missourians would
have lost $2.3 million in Federal funds
for these important projects. The farm-
ers in Missouri will welcome the congres-
sional action to restore the funds to the
fiscal 1972 level.

Unfortunately, for the Soil Conserva-
tion Service the final version of the bill
included a $10 million reduction in the
$340 million previously approved by the
Senate for SCS programs; but the con-
gressional action does provide increases
over both the 1972 budget and the ad-
ministration request for this year.

These increases will also be welcome
in Missouri where we have more coun-
ties not served by Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts than in all the rest of the Nation
combined.

Missouri’'s increased share of the $328
million appropriated by Congress for the
Soil Conservation Service should permit
the establishment of as many as five new
soil and water conservation districts. Re-
source Conservation and Development
projects in Missouri also should be ac-
celerated and planning applications for
others could receive approval. Finally,
with the SCS appropriation approved by
the Congress, construction contracts for
several very important watershed proj-
ects could be granted and planning for
other watersheds could be completed.

We of Missouri are pleased that the
House and Senate have recognized the
importance of these programs to protect
and preserve our rural environment.

It is hoped that the full amount appro-
priated will be made available by the ad-
ministration promptly, so that these pro-
grams can move ahead now.

THE FIGHT AGAINST MULTIPLE
SCLEROSIS

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, we in the
Senate are very much concerned with
man’s fight against disease. In the past
we have repeatedly demonstrated our
sincere desire to step up America’s fight
against the many diseases which attack
her people. For this reason, it seems to
me that we should be anxious to act
upon H.R. 15475, a bill which has already
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passed the House and which is current-
1y pending in the Health Subcommittee
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

The purpose of the bill is to create a
nine-member national commission to
study ways to escalate our fight against
multiple sclerosis. Multiple sclerosis,
which is often called the crippler of
young adults, is a disease of the nervous
system. It can strike any person at any
time without even the hint of a warning.
More than 250,000 Americans must
struggle with the crippling effects of this
disease every day of their lives. And every
yvear thousands of healthy Americans
come to the bleak realization that they
too are now among the victims of MS.

I have with me today, Mr. President,
an article written by Mrs. Linda Turner
Nickel, a young woman from Delaware
who is an MS victim. The article de-
scribes her first year of living with multi-
ple sclerosis. It would behoove all of us
to read the article and to witness the
patience, faith, and courage with which
a person can meet the terrors and the
pains of an experience like multiple
sclerosis. I think the article will demon-
strate to each of us that we must do
everything in our power to escalate the
fight against this tragic disease.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle, published in the Delaware State
News, of Dover, be printed in the REcorb.

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

[From Delaware State News, May 18, 1972]
MULTIPLE ScCLEROSIS WEEK—MY FIRST YEAR
oF Livine WirH MS
(By Linda Turner Nickel)

Fifteen years ago my Dover High School
commencement speech began with Shake-
speare’s words from “Hamlet":

“This above all: to thine own self be true,
And It must follow, as the night the day,
Thou canst not then be false to any man.”

Little did I know the real impact these
words would have on my life this past year.
Perhaps today the phrase would be updated
and reworded, “Do your own thing,” and this
is what I've been doing for exactly one year
today, March 22, 1872: living with, coping
with, and constantly readjusting to my life
with multiple sclerosls.

It has been a year of frustrations, annoy-
ances, fear of the unknown, and inability to
function normally. It also has been a year of
awareness, real communication, and true
realization and appreciation of life's bless-
ings. I've been affected by many of the symp-
toms of M.S.: numbness in parts of the body,
pins and needles feelings, extreme fatigue,
loss of bladder and bowel control, double and
blurred vision, slurred speech, hand tremors
with loss of coordination, imbalance and
staggering, and dragging of one leg and foot.

Fortunately these symptoms have come
and gone and usually have flared up with
emotional upsets and pressures. We've had
our share of those during the year. My symp-
toms began when we discovered & lump on
the back of the knee of our youngest son,
Eenny, age three at the time. It was dlag-
nosed as a Baker's cyst, not malignant; but
mothers will worry!

At this same time, my grandmother was
falling, and the realization suddenly came
that she wouldn't be with us much longer.
The numb feeling that started on my left
slde eased during the next few weeks, but
came back on the right side when Kenny was
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hospitalized and the cyst was removed. Dur-
ing this time, I was tested thoroughly by &
very capable and dedicated family doctor and
team of neurologists. An EEG and skull X-
rays were normal, but I knew I wasn’t my
normal self.

When we found a lovely old larger home
we had always dreamed of and put our out-
grown house up for sale, new eye symptoms
in the form of double vision and involuntary
eyeball movement appeared. A spinal tap
was taken with the doctor's suspicion to me
of “an Inflammation of the central nervous
system,” but to Paul the words were "“some-
thing serlous.” Paul suffered so much more
than I those few agonizing days of walting,
and we shared our feelings very deeply.

The day of the spinal tap, my closest
great aunt died, and my parents drove up-
state to tell me, but the doctor advised
against any further emotional strain. Paul
and two neighbors scrutinized the newspaper
obituary section, but I always read the small
downstate “Peninsula Shorts" section and
read of it.

Then on May 14 we faced the diagnosis
we had suspected: multiple sclerosis. Looking
back on the total shock, it was terribly
frightening. But we had each other, three
normal sons, a loving family, strong faith
and courage, wonderful relatives, friends,
and neighbors, and & church family truly
giving of its God-given talents, .

Somehow having the fear of the unknown
removed, we were able to face the reality of
an {llness in a previously normal active
teacher, wife, and mother. After reading data
about M.S., we found much of the informa-
tion ominous. A call to the local chapter of
the M.S. Soclety presented a totally new out-
look of hope and encouragement. One of my
friends from college also has M.S, and has
been a big help. Her view has become mine:
it could be something so much worse. When
I see her functioning normally, I know I
can, too.

During the rest of the year, there have
been other flareups (technically they are
called exacerbations; I call them exaspera-
tions!) . The major one came in June the week
before we moved. All the extra work in reno-
vating an over 30-year-old home was quite a
challenge, and the stress left me fatigued.
One night my legs began to spasm uncon-
trollably, and after that the right leg be-
gan to drag. To climb stairs, Doug, then seven,
and Tommy, then five, got behind me and
lifted my right leg up each step, That's quite
a responsibility for little boys, but they could
and wanted to help.

The day after we moved, the neurologist
put me in the hospital for 10 days of intra-
venous feedings with ACTH and physical
therapy. This treatment effected a real
miracle: within three days my right leg
worked again!

Homecoming in early July was one of the
most fulfilling experiences of my life. We
picked up the boys from a neighbor’s home,
and they held onto me so securely. Getting
out of the car, they waited and watched me
carefully. Little Kenny stood In front with
outstretched arms and clapped encouragingly
as we did to our bables taking their first
exciting steps. He sald, “Come on, Mommy.
Walk to me!" We all were thrilled and re-
lieved that I was beginning to walk nor-
mally again.

At home I improved with rest, extra help,
very limited activity, and follow-up therapy
at the Delaware Curative Workshop, which
is a remarkable place where courageous peo-
ple work hard to help themselves and each
other.

By August, our lives were settling into a
fair amount of normalcy. I had to depend
on Paul to help with some cooking, laundry,
weekly shopping, and caring for the boys.
He has, In the words of one of my college
roommates, been “an extra sensitive help-
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mate who can be yolif arms and legs When
you need him."

Luckily, I have help from many wonderful
friends who have visited, shopped, brought
meals, driven, watched the boys and
mothered them while I've been hospitalized,
and have sincerely cared about our entire
family. People have been truly good to us. I
guess it takes adversity to make one realize
that we all need to spend our priceless gifts
of time and energy in ways that count by
helping others, especially helping them to see
the good in themselves as so many have done
for me.

Events in normal lives don't always go
smoothly, and late In the summer Eenny fell
and needed stitches; in September grand-
mom died; and Doug fell out of a tree fort
and was hospitalized with a mild concus-
sion. Many people recognized us when we ar-
rived at the hospital. Is that good? Thank
goodness for such a helpful place! I emerged
from each of these stresses with a slight in-
crease in numbness. An immediate crisis can
be faced, but several weeks later the effects
show up. In November extreme fatigue began
again and didn't ease, which required another
10-day hospitalization with L.v. ACTH. So far,
this medication has worked well for me.

As T write this story, I've been on the medi-
cation once more for blurred central vision in
my right eye. This time the ACTH was given
by injection requiring dally visits to the
doctor’s office a block away instead of hos-
pitalization, thank goodness. Last night I
could read the newspaper again with the
affected eye. What encouragement for the
upcoming day of a one-year anniversary of
living with M.S.!

During the year, I've learned to readjust
to my strengths and limitations, At present
I walk normally: can carry & dally light load
of laundry up and down stairs; iron a little
if sitting: do small shopping; am driving
with automatic transmission after trading
our dear 1ll-year-old gearshift car; have
young playmates in occasionally for the boys;
can cook all meals, although the boys like
to help and are very capable when super-
vised; and when Paul has evening meetings,
the boys are good about getting themselves
ready for bed. They are learning real respon-
sibility. You know, if you can raise your
children to be dependable, industrious, hon-
est, and considerate of others, you need
not do everything to make them happy. They
will make themselves happy.

My day includes almost an hour of basic
stretching exercises each morning, and the
boys have learned to help me with these
from their observations at the Workshop;
resting for at least two hours each afternoon
with a short nap; and getting ready for bed
when the children do so I can relax with
Paul in the evenings. During the day, any
accomplishment in addition to caring for
the boys, meals, and laundry is a real victory.

I try to continue to design and make some
of my clothes and derive much personal
satisfaction from this creativity. Also, I've
learned to do macrame at the Workshop and
am again doing some oil painting.

Spending time writing, phoning, and oe-
casionally visiting keeps me in touch with
dear friends. We try to go out to dinner at
least once & month with family or friends
and have enjoyed attending some early din-
ner-dances, providing I take a long nap that
day and rest more the following days.

One of the most difficult readjustments

has been to make myself rest and not overdo
when I'm feeling energetic. The other big
readjustment has been to stop being such
a stubbornly independent perfectionist and
to ask for help when I need it. By accepting
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the help of others gratefully and thankfully,
I can iIn my own small way help people by
really them.

I don't know what the future holds, but
I do know that my life has been changed
for the better, because I've developed many
new philosophies about what is really im-
portant to self-fulfillment.

The following words of Reinhold Niebuhr,
the theclogian, have become most meaning-
ful: “Grant me serenity to accept the things
I cannot change; courage to change the
things I can; and wisdom to know the dif-
ference.”

But that familiar beginning, “To thine own
self be true,” still holds a dear place in my
life, for if I am honest with myself, I will
be what I can be within my own capablilities.

AVID POLITICAL OVERKILL

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have more
than once seen the statement that 20,-
000 Americans have been killed fight-
ing in Vietnam since President Nixon
took over. To set the record straight, I
would like to say categorically that this
statement is false. It is in my view a ter-
rible sad commentary on the way in
which some people will twist facts to
further their own purposes.

Here are the correct figures, compiled
from the Defense Department release of
August 3, 1972:

Klilled by hostile action:

1961 through 1964

1965 through 1968

January 1, 1969 through July 29,

It is worth noting that in 1968 alone,
American servicemen killed totaled 14,-
592. The total of 15,222 since, is bad. Any
casualties are bad, but it is not the 20,-
000 figure so casually bruited about.

Mr. President, the 20,000 figure charged
to President Nixon is obviously inflated.
Its avid currency can only be ascribed
to a political motivation which cares
nothing for truth, even when dealing
with the tragic matter of Americans
killed fighting in Vietnam.

JOB OPPORTUNITIES FOR U.S. DE-
PENDENTS OVERSEAS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
one who has been concerned for some
time about the discriminatory hiring pol-
icles with respect to American depend-
ents overseas, particularly in Europe, I
am glad to note that, according to an
article published in the Army Times of
July 26, 1972, under a newly approved
policy—

Dependents living overseas with their
sponsors will recelve preference for employ-
ment in all jobs at Defense installations.

As long as U.S. policy supports the
stationing of thousands of its citizens
at installations around the globe,
there is no alternative but to provide
them decent working and living condi-
tions according to the particular circum-
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stances of their assignment. The idea of
U.S. military families living overseas un-
der poverty conditions because hiring
policies give preference to foreign na-
tionals is totally unacceptable, and a
change in those policies, although long-
overdue, is welcome indeed.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle entitled, “Kin To Win Overseas Jobs,”
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Army Times, July 26, 1972]

KN To WiN OVERSEA JOBS
(By Randall Shoemaker)

WasHINGTON —Dependents living overseas
with their sponsors will receive preference
for employment in all jobs at Defense instal-
lations, under a newly approved policy.

Both appropriated and nonappropriated
fund positions are included in the policy
which was given a green light by the Civil
Service Commission. The preferential con-
sideration applies to dependents of both the
military and civilian employees.

No distinetion is to be made as to whether
those to be hired are command-sponsored or
not, under provisions of the new policy.

Service authorities this week expressed
great pleasure over the development which
they think will go far toward solving a thorny
problem: military poverty in the lower ranks,

Because of the low-cost fares available for
flights overseas, many wives and other de-
pendents spend all their ready cash to joln
the servicemen on a forelgn tour without
command sponsorship, officlals explain. Many
families then find themselves “almost desti-
tute,” living in high-cost areas without mill-
tary housing privileges or extra jobs needed
to provide the necessary income.

U.S. employment overseas of American
citizens totals 188,000, most military-related.
In addition, some 135,000 foreign nationals
are on the U.S. payroll, not counting nearly
100,000 more provided under contracts and
other arrangements by the Defense Depart-
ment.

Since 1961 it has been official Defense pol-
fcy to give military and civillan dependents
stationed In an area preference for jobs in
nonappropriated fund activities—exchanges,
commissaries, officers’ or NCO clubs. In prac-
tice, though, foreign nationals were usually
given the inside track because there was less
turnover and they asked less pay.

Two countries, Panama and the Philip-
pines, have treaty agreements that give citi-
zens of those countries priority for certain
Jobs. Those provislons will remain in force
under the new policy.

A controversy arose last year over hiring
rules for exchange jobs in Europe. The
charges of discrimination against dependents
were resolved by a directive granting UBS.
citizens equal footing with foreign nationals
in competition for the jobs.

An anti tlon provision was at-
tached subsequently to the military pay leg-
islation last year. This in turn prompted
development of the new preferential policy.

REMAREKS OF MR. THOMAS B.
CUNNINGHAM ON RURAL EN-
VIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM BEFORE APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, one
of my constituents, Mr. Thomas B.
Cunningham, a farmer from Darlington
County, S.C., recently testified before
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the Senate Appropriations Committee
on the rural environmental assistance
program.

This program helps farmers to im-
prove the lands they farm. It helps in-
sure that the land will be as fruitful for
future generations as it is for us.

As Mr. Cunningham has pointed out,
farmers today are caught in a financial
squeeze between rising equipment and
labor costs and the public demand for
lower food prices. Without Federal as-
sistance, they cannot afford to care
properly for their lands and put back
into the soil vital nutrients that are used
up. I believe all Senators should be aware
of the importance of REAP to the Na-
tion’s farmers.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Cunningham'’s testimony
be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

TESTIMONY OF MR. THoOMAS B. CUNNINGHAM
BEFORE THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE,
AGRICULTURE, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND CON=-
SUMER PROTECTION SUBCOMMITTEE
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-

mittee, I am Thomas B. Cunningham of

Darlington County, South Carolina. I am

first of all a farmer interested in soll con-

servation, next I am a County Committeeman
with ASCS and finally I am President of the

South Carolina Association of Farmer Elected

Committeemen.

I am most appreciative of the opportunity
to appear before this distinguished Com-
mittee to express my views and the views
of many of my fellow farmers in South Car-
olina, and I feel, also, throughout the nation,
regarding the appropriating of funds for our
Rural Environmental Assistance Program.

Gentlemen, I am becoming increasingly
concerned about recent decreases in the ap-
propriations of funds for this all important
program. In addition to the appropriations
decreasing, the Administration has seen fit
during recent years, to impound some of the
funds you have appropriated. In these days,
we are hearing more and more about the
ecology and our environment. This one pro-
gram, the Rural Environmental Assistance
Program, or in recent years known as the
ACP—(Agricultural Conservation Pro-
gram)—has been at work and is still doing
a tremendous job in the areas of pollution
abatement and, needless to say, good con-
servation. Instead of reducing funds for this
program each year, all of us wonder why
funds for this program have not been in-
creased.

This program has been operating some 35
years and as you know is the program where
farm people are standing ready to match
government funds in combating pollution
and in cleaning up the environment.

During the past five (5) years, 1967-19871,
the Rural Environmental Assistance Pro-
grams and the Agricultural Conservation
Programs have contributed fourteen million
nine hundred and eight thousand dollars—
($14,908,000)—in my state of South Caro-
lina. These funds were allocated to 91,919
farms within the state. As you can readily
determine, with simple arithmetic, this
amounts to only & little more than $162.00
per farm in my state for pollution abatement
and conservation practices. Farmers generally
are discouraged from filing requests for this
assistance due to the lack of funds. Of the
near fifteen million dollars—($15,000,000)—
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allocated during the past five years more
than twenty eight million ($28,000,000) in
assistance was requested. County Agricul-
tural Stabllization and Conservation Coms-
mittees, therefore, had to drastically reduce
requests for assistance and/or deny the as-
sistance requested.

Now, Gentlemen, let me mention some of
our problems. The number one pollutant of
our streams is silt that comes from land con-
trolled by the farmers of this nation. We, of
course, want to keep the soll on our farms
and prevent it from washing into streams,
reservoirs, and harbors where it ruins the
fishing, provides mosquito marshes and fills
in our reservoirs and harbors. It is not that
the farmer is negligent or careless in pro-
tecting his soil from erosion. Building ter-
races, strip cropping, planting trees and

out other measures to prevent ero-
slon and keep our streams cost lots of money.
We farmers can do only what we are able
to do as we are caught in a cost-price squeeze
Jsciht?,e\ﬂare that we absolutely can not do the
ob.

Dust that fills the alir in the farmer’s field
does not stop at his property line, it blows
across highways, causing hazardous condi-
tions, and into urban areas where it is In-
haled by city people as well as farmers. The
farmer can stand some wind erosion and
still get by. However, he certainly does not
like to see his soll blowing away, but it
takes wind breaks a long time to grow. Gen-
erally in our state this would require twenty
(20) to fifty (50) years and future genera-
tions would obtain more benefit than the
farmers who plant them today.

Strip cropping and other measures to con-
trol wind erosion also costs a lot of money.
We, as farmers, will certainly do all we can
to protect our soil but if we are to continue
to sell our products on a competitive mar-
ket at about the same price every year while
the things we have to buy, such as labor,
chemicals, machinery, etc., are going up
every year, we certainly need some incentive
to bear the extra cost of protecting this land
of ours for future generations,

Another good practice the program pro-
vides is the bullding of water storage reser-
volrs. These storage facilities not only provide
water for our livestock, to irrigate our fields,
but they also help to prevent flooding the
land and to maintain the ground water level.

Some of the other practice of benefit to all
Americans and provided by this program are:

Fishing, boating and swimming provided
by farm ponds helps to keep the young peo-
ple off the highways and city streets.

Flanting forest trees prevent erosion and
improve the farm woodland that helps to
hold down the cost of woodland products.
However, 1t takes trees 30 to 50 years to
reach maturity in our state and the man who
plants them seldom sees the final harvest,

Drainage of cultivated land in my section
of South Carolina is an important factor in
farming. Without it most of us would have
to go out of business. If we are golng to keep
the price of food and fiber down for con-
sumers in this country and grow crops that
can compete in the world market for forelgn
trade, we are going to have to get the wet
spots and small ditches out of our fields. We
can't grow farm products to help maintain
a balance of forelgn trade with our farm
tractors bogged down In wet spots in the
flelds. We are going to have to establish
drainage systems that will permit the ef-
ficient use of modern machinery. This means
installing more underground tile drains.
These tile drains should last for hundreds of
years but are costly to install. Yet, this
fiscal year the cost of tile installation went
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up and the REAP incentive payment went
down.

Mr. Chairman, I point out these things as
Just a few of the items that this program
has done in the past and will continue to do
at a more adequate level, iIf the Congress can
see fit to allocate more funds for the program.
The small payments provided to the farm-
ers of this nation by this promote
and encourage the conservation of our solls,
water, grassland, woodland and wildlife for
the benefit of all our people and also for our
unborn generations of Americans which, of
course, is essential to our survival. The main
problem 1s that these cost-share payments
have been too small and the total allocated
most inadequate. Comparing the amount of
funds this program provides to the acreage
of privately owned land, about 14¢ per acre
was spent to save our natiopal resources,
This is too small an amount to do the job
that must be done.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge
this Committee to give careful thought tc
this program and to the funding thereof. As
you know, this p: has been operating
very successfully for about 35 years, and in
recent years funds have been cut substan-
tially and, of course, the need for such funds
has been Increasing. I would suggest, as a
minimum, that the level of funding be the
maximum as authorized by law—five hun-
dred million dollars, I believe.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the other
members of your fine Committee for the op-
portunity to present my views.

OBLIGATIONS UNDER CONTINUING
RESOLUTION FOR MILITARY FOR-
EIGN AID

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorDp of June 29, 1972.
page 23323, will reflect my concern re-
garding the excessive rate at which
Treasury warrants were drawn down and
obligations incurred in past years for
certain programs—particularly foreign
assistance—under authority of continu-
ing resolutions.

The Appropriations Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations of which I am chair-
man reported a foreign assistance and
related activities appropriation bill to
the full Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee on June 26. The House, however, has
not acted, and we are unhappily faced
with the necessity of an extension of the
current continuing resolution—without
question a most unsatisfactory and cum-
bersome substitute for responsible and
timely congressional action.

Because of my stated concerns, I prom-
ised to keep the Congress apprised of
action taken pursuant to the continuing
resolution authority, as enacted, and my
first report is contained in the Concres-
sroNaL Recorp of July 19, 1972, page
24344,

I ask unanimous consent ‘to have
printed in the REecorp a schedule pre-
pared by the General Accounting Office
showing Treasury warrants drawn for
foreign assistance activities through
August 4, 1972,

There being no objection, the schedule
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1973 UNDER THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION

[In thousands of dollars]

Appropriation

Annual rate

Warrants
3pmvod by
!ll!”el

General t luug
2

under 1973
continuing

resolution Appropriation

Warrants
approved by
Comptroller
General throu
Aug. 4,1972

Annual rate
under 1973
continuing
resolution

TITLE I—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES

Economic assistance:
Worldwide, development loans. .
Alliance for Progress, development loans
Worldwide, technical assistance.. ...
Alliance for Progress, technical assistan
American schools and hospitals abroad.
Programs relating to population growth
International organizations and program
Indus Basin Development Fund, loans.
Indus Basin Development Fund, gran
Contingency fund.._.____.
intematmnal narcotics ‘control.
fugee relief (B
Administrative expenses:
AlD.

$200, 000 ¥ ¥
150 Total, foreign military

Peace Corps.. ..

50, 000

7,500
4,221 633

1, 061, 631 266, 056

Other: . ;
Overseas Privata Investment Corporation:

GO Py Y i e L L e L et

Subtotal, other

Military and supporting assistance:
Military assistance (grants). .
Supporting assistance_____.

Asian Development Bank

550, 000 137,500 |

Subtotal, military and supporting assistance

1,050, 600 261, 500

Total, Title |, Foreign Assistance Act

2,112,231 527,556 | Limitation on program activity

Grand total, all titles

M|gvahnn and refugea assistance
of Soviet Jewish refugees __._.______._

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

TITLE II—FOREIGN MILITARY CAPS
R e el B . LS S S

$400, 60O
400, 000

TITLE HI—OTHER

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CIVIL FUNCTIONS
Ryukyu Islands, Army: Administration
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
Assistance to refugees in the United States (Cuban program)
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. ..
International Development Association
Inter-American Development Bank. .

Total, Title 111, Foreign Assistance (other)
TITLE IV—EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

2,724,818 639,975

I No amounts are shown because funds appropriated for these activities are not necessarily recurring type appropriations and it is not clear whether the continuing resolution would apply.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT
THROUGH WATERSHED PRO-
GRAMS

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of the Senate to the
text of an address by Mr. Kenneth E.
Grant, Administrator of the Soil Con-
servation Service, to the 27th annual
meeting of the Soil Conservation Society
of America. The subject of the address is
self-explanatory: “Environmental Im-
provement Through Watershed Pro-
grams.”

Throughout the text of this address,
excellent examples are cited regarding
the multipurpose benefits from the small
watershed program—recreation benefits,
water storage for municipal and indus-
trial use, the economic and physical
growth of small rural communities, flood
prevention benefits, and so forth. He
estimates that “watershed projects al-
ready have prevented flood damages in
the order of $300 million, and they al-
most certainly have saved human lives
as well.”

I draw attention to the address be-
cause the opportunities for these types
of public benefits are broadened through
title IT and title ITI of the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972, now pending final pas-
sage by the Senate.

These broadened authorities in title IT
and title ITI of the Rural Development
Act of 1972 will offer new ways and
means to help local conservation districts
in building rural America. This is a good
reason why the Rural Development Act
of 1972 should become the law of the land
promptly.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mr. Grant's address be printed in the
RECORD.

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

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT THROUGH

WATERSHED PROGRAMS

Perhaps it goes without saying that the
subject assigned to me today, while I played
no role in selecting it, is one that I find
very satisfactory.

Some people might argue that I am not the
proper person to present an objective and
scholarly view of the environmental im-
provement brought about through Public
Law 568 projects, since I am responsible for
administering the law. I will admit that I
think very highly of the small watershed
program, both from the standpoint of what
already has been accomplished and what
remains to be done to help those upstream
communities still without adequate flood
protection. But I am also In a position to
offer you a great deal of first-hand informa-
tlon about a program which has suffered
from more than its share of misrepresenta-
tion and one-sided criticism during the past
three years.

The Soil Conservation Service has pub-
lished & 14-page pamphlet to explain the
P.L. 566 program to the public. The pamphlet
begins with the following words:

“Experience in hundreds of localities dem-
onstrates that multiple-purpose small water-
shed projects are an effectlve means of
dealing with land use and water resource
problems, of improving the quality of life
in both rural and urban America, and of
balancing our future national growth.”

I would like to take a few minutes to
document this statement for you.

At the same time, I hope to demonstrate
that the effects of small watershed projects

are consistent with the declaration of envi-
ronmental policy as expressed by the Con-
gress in Title I of the Natlonal Environ-
mental Policy Act. NEPA charges the Federal
Government with assuring for all Americans
“safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings." It
also calls for “a balance between population
and resource use which will permit high
standards of living and a wide sharing of
life’'s amenities” and enhancement of the
“quality of renewable resources.” The worthy
alms expressed in this Act, which Is less than
three years old, have a familiar ring to mem-
bers of this 30-year-old organization, SCSA
accepted these challenges many years ago.

What is the Impact of the small watershed
program on the environment?

First, it reduces frequency and depth of
flooding in farm, urban, and residential areas.
We estimate that the watershed projects al-
ready prevented flood damages in the order
of 300 million dollars, and they almost cer-
tainly have saved human lives as well.

During June, when the heavy rainfall ac-
companying Hurricane Agnes caused serious
flooding In the Middle Atlantic states, all or
part of 75 small watershed projects lay in the
path of the hurricane. 4ll of the dams and
other structures associated with those proj-
ects did the job they were designed to do.
None of the small watershed dams failed, or
even came close to failure. Each helped to
prevent a regional catastrophe from becom-
ing & series of even greater local disasters.

Lake Needwood and Lake Frank, for exam-
ple, in the Upper Rock Creek watershed proj-
ect north of Washington, D.C., kept flood-
waters out of hundreds of homes and apart-
ments In the densely settled suburb of the
capital. Even after the hurricane dumped
from 7 to 9 inches of rain in the watershed
in 24 hours, the level of water in the lake
was still more than two feet below the ele-
vation of the emergency spillway and more
than 14 feet below the top of the dam.
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“Pity the area below if the dam hadn’t
been there,” editorialized one local news-
paper.

In Wellsboro, Pennsylvania, where 10

inches of rain fell in 36 hours, Mayor William
Hall reported that the Marsh Creek water-
shed project prevented millions of dollars in
damages.
In the town of Jim Thorpe, Pennsylvania,
local officials estimate that the Mauch Chunk
watershed project prevented a quarter of a
million dollars in flood damages.

In Virginia, the Mountain Run watershed
project held back 1.8 billlon gallons of water
during Agnes and without question protected
the town of Culpeper from serious flooding.
The nearby towns of Rapidan and Reming-
ton, which so far do not yet have protection,
were inundated by the same storm.

The list of successes could go on and on.
In 1967, a nursing home in Randolph, New
York, was evacuated when 4.7 inches of rain
fell. This year, during hurricane Agnes, the
rain totalled 6 inches, but the home and its
patients were never threatened. The differ-
ence was a new dam constructed as part of
& small watershed project for the area.

Anyone who has tried to clean up after a
flood knows well that flood protection is one
form of environmental improvement.

Another contribution to environmental
improvement in the P.L. 666 program accrues
from the conservation treatment of farms in
the watershed. Sound land treatment is es-
sential to reduce water run-off and sedimen-
tation. Once again, our recent experience
with Hurricane Agnes reminded us of the far-
reaching impact on the environment of land
treatment. It also reminded us that the job is
far from finished.

In Virginia, David Grimwood, the 8CS state
conservationist, toured flooded areas by hell-
copter soon after the disaster. He said: “One
of the things that really sickened me was to
see the damage done to unprotected farm
lands above the dam. Fields without strip-
cropping and waterways were badly rilled
and gullied, and you could spot the sediment
run-off patterns. I don't think most people
realize how much everyday scil conservation
work pays off during and after floods.”

You people here realize it. Small water-
shed projects have prevented nearly 15 mil-
lion tons of sediment from accumulating in
streams or lakes, or from becoming unwel-
come deposits on land downstream, since
the program began.

SC8 requires that at least 75 pércent of the
eritical sediment sources above a P.L. 566
dam either be treated or be under treatment
at the time the dam is constructed. We also
require that at least half of the land above
a dam be included in a conservation plan
before work on the dam begins.

The havoec wrought by Hurricane Agnes on
eastern farmland taught us that these mini-
mum goals are just that, and that we must
keep our basic missions in mind and redouble
efforts to put more farmland under conser-
vation agreement.

The hurricane also reminded us of still
another lesson that has too often been for-
gotten in recent years: a decision to do noth-
ing to alleviate watershed problems is, In it-
self, & major decision about the environment.

A lot of people have been worried of late
about man's ability to accurately depict the
fourth or fifth order of consequence of his
actions upon the environment. And if you
can't project with absolute certainty the
consequences of your actions, they say, man-
kind and the environment would be better
off if you did nothing at all.

Now I would be the first to admit that we
frequently do not have all the information
we need to predict every consequence of
every action that man takes in his environ-
ment. But I do not bellieve that is suffi-
cient reason to suspend all action. The first
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and second order consequences of inaction
are much too disastrous for that: wrecked
homes and businesses, eroded farms, ruined
crops, human lives lost.

More vivid to me than any statistics about
damages was a television interview with a
young Virginia man whose first home, his
furniture, his wife's pilano, all had been lost
to the flood. .

“How much has this cost you?"” asked the
interviewer.

The young man looked shocked. “I guess
$25,000," he said. “But our things meant a
lot more to us than the money involved. It
was part of our lives that washed away.”

The floods suffered this year in South Da-
kota and the Mid-Atlantic States are the
type of disasters against which small water-
shed projects can provide a measure of pro-
tection. These obvious and predictable con-
sequences are the reason we should get on
with our work and develop needed projects.
The price of inaction is frequently too high
& price for the Nation to pay.

Flood protection is not the only way in
which the small watershed program benefits
the environment, by any means. In many
projects, we also iImprove water quality and
assure greater water supply through the
watershed program. In keeping with the
multiple-purposes of P.L. 566, local spon-
sors are encouraged to provide water supply
storage in avallable reservolirs for both pres-
ent and anticipated demands.

Since 1958, 200 multiple-purpose reser-
voirs incorporating water storage for munie-
ipal and industrial use have been planned
in small watershed projects. When completed,
these reservoirs will provide water to 206
communities and more than 1.2 million peo-
ple.

Like flood statistics, these figures only hint
at the human story that lies behind them.
Water supply can mean life or death to a
community. Not long ago, for instance, the
city of Winfield, Eansas, faced a serious water
quality problem. Its supply, drawn from wells,
was subject to salt water pollution. Winfield,
a town of more than 11,000, includes the
patients and staff of a Kansas state hospital
for the handicapped. A dependable supply
of quality water was essential to the con-
tinuance of that institution.

Planners of the Timber Creek Watershed
Project helped solve the town's problem.
They increased the capacity of a Aood-pre-
vention reservoir to include storage for mu-
nicipal water supply. The city developed a
new water treatment plant and a 1.5 million
gallon ground storage supply facility. To
provide adequate pressure, it also constructed
a 1 million gallon elevated storage tower.
These supply and treatment facilities will
provide Winfield and surrounding areas with
quality water supply that should prove suffi-
cient until the year 2020. And recently, Win-
field City Lake has been developed to meet
the recreation needs of the area. Local resi-
dents began fishing there in summer. This
development has significantly improved the
human environment and quality of life of
this community.

The economic and physical growth of
scores of small rural communities like Win-
field, Kansas, is limited absolutely by inade-
guate supply of water. It will avall us Iittle
to talk about reversing the tide of migration
from country to city and attracting more
business and industry to rural America if
the water supply in these country towns is
inadequate even to meet the needs of present
residents. That is why I attach so much im-
portance to this benefit of the small water-
shed program, a benefit in keeping with that
charge to the government in the National
Environmental Policy Act about enhancing
“the quality of renewable resources.”

There are many examples, of course, of the
new business and industry that have fol-

27919

lowed in the wake of multi-purpose water-
shed projects. Near Crozet, Virginia, the
structure known as Beaver Creek Lake covers
104 acres and contains 750 million gallons
of water. Because water is avallable, two
major industries have settled in Crozet. One
of them, a frozen food company, uses a mil-
lion gallons of water a day. The new firms
provide jobs for nearly 2,500 workers and
have brought 15 million in annual payrolls
to the area. Men and women who formerly
were underemployed farm workers now have
decent homes and new cars and television
sets, like their relatives in larger communi-
tles, and the benefits to the community con-
tinue to multiply.

Another benefit of P.L. 666 projects, one
perhaps unfamillar to project sponsors in
eastern states, 1s the creation of a regular
and dependable supply of irrigation water.

An outstanding example is the American
Fork-Dry Creek project in Utah. This project
serves & watershed that had too much water
in spring following rapid snowmelts and too
little water in summer. Sediment damage
caused by spring floods also plagued the
local landowners.

The plan called for four debris basins stra-
tegically placed to hold the surging waters
from the mountains and to permit the sedi-
ment to settle. Also included in the plans
was the Slilver Lake Flat Irrigation Reservoir.
Local Irrigation users bear the additional
cost of this reservolr to provide water for
irrigation when other supplies are exhausted.

As is typlcal with watershed projects, spon-
sors also found ways to conserve water sup-
plies, to stretch them, and to avoid waste.
They report that lining the Irrigation ditches
with concrete saves nearly a third of the
watershed's supply of firrigation water, and
they are contlnuing to line about 80,000
feet of canals and ditches annually.

In Wyoming, a different solution to a simi-
lar problem was.applied by sponsors of the
Star Valley Dry Creek Project. Like their
neighbors in Utah they were running out
of irrigation water in August. The people of
Star Valley eliminated the old frrigation
canals that fed thelr sprinklers, and re-
placed them with & plpeline that intercepts
water at a point high in the mountains,
The weight of the water confined In the pipe
provides the needed pressure; the same prin-
ciple is used In municipal water towers.

Working in cooperation with the Star
Valley farmers, the Forest Service bullt level
terraces in the mountains to catch and hold
water and snow. They also stabilized nearly
29,000 feet of gullies to help control flash
flooding and assure a continuing and steady
supply of water.

Another benefit of watershed projects is
one which is particularly close to my heart.
It 1s a benefit consistent with the aim ex-
pressed In the National Environmental Policy
Act of achleving "a wide sharing of life's
amenities.” I refer to recreation.

I am not one of those people who con-
sider recreation in any way a frivolous bene-
fit. In my opinion, to be cut off from such
slmple pleasures as swimming and boating,
fishing and camping, picnicking and hiking,
is to be psychologically crippled.

I was deeply moved on a recent visit to a
lake constructed as part of the Duncan Creek
Watershed Project in SBouth Carolina, That
lake has brought the pleasures of fishing to
many people, including the mentally and
physically handicapped children of Whitten
Village, a state training school, The Village
bulilt access ramps for wheelchairs and & fish-
ing pler for the children. The Fish and Wild-
life Service was asked to stock the lake with
bass, bream, and channel catfish, But
whether they catch a fish or not, one can see
by the faces of these chlldren that the simple
act of dropping a line in the water provides
them with more enjoyment than perhaps
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they are able to experience in any other way.
In the mathematics of computing cost-bene~
fit ratios, I am not sure what dollar value
you could put on such an experience for 2,800
people, but in my own private scale of values,
I would rate it very high indeed. The bene-
fits to the human beings involved transcend
any inventory of physical facilities.

Another watershed lake, this one in Geor-
gla, offers special recreational opportunities
to more than 16,000 physically handicapped
people every year. At Fort Yargo Lake, a
multl-purpose flood prevention and recrea-
tlon structure was bullt as part of the Mar-
bury Creek Watershed Project. The Georgia
Department of Natural Resources provided
paths for wheelchalrs and Installed ramps
for rolling specially built chalrs into the
water. There are nature tralls and plers where
people confined to wheelchairs can fish. Plant
identification markers and other signs n the
park area are in writing and in Brallle. Here
blind and crippled adults and children cun
swim, fish, play and enjoy nature despite
their handicaps. Like the lake in Bouth
Carolina, Fort Yargo demonstrates the enor-
mous potential of small watershed projects
for extending the amenities of the natural
environment to all people.

A growing r -:mber of small watershed pro-
Jects also include planned improvements in
fish and wildlife habitat. One example is
Trafton Lake, in Maine, one of three sites
planned as part of the Limestone Stream
‘Watershed Project.

Several months after Trafton Lake was
filled in April 1969, fisheries biologists made
8 census of the game fish population and
found that it contained so many brook trout
that supplemental stocking was unnecessary.
One reason is that the nursery area above
the lake was carefully preserved during con-
struction. Also, water temperatures and food
supply in the lake are optimum for a trout
fishery.

Besldes providing more fishing, both flood
prevention and multiple purpose reservolrs
can be modified to permit controlled man-
agement of the level of the water surface.
This permits planned water fluctuations for
the management of ‘he fishery habitat. It
also permits seeding of desirable food plants
in the upper reaches of the reservoir, which
can be flooded in the fall to provide food for
migratory waterfowl.

We in 8CS are convinced that much more
can be done to improve fish and wildliife
habitat in P.L. 566 projects, on a case by
case basis, particularly if fish and wildlife ex-
perts participate in the planning from the
very beginning.

An excellent example of the kind of co-
operation I have in mind is taking place in
Tennessee. During the past 10 years, an in-
teragency group of biologists from the Ten-
nessee Game and Pish Commission, the U.S.
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, and
SCS, has helped plan and evaluate 44 water-
shed projects in the State.

In each case, the group makes an inven-
tory of fish and wildlife resources in the
watershed and determines the actual and
potential fish and wildlife values in the
area. These values can then be considered by
the local sponsors and the watershed plan-
ning party as they develop the work plan.

After the watershed application is approved
for planning, the blologists study the flood
prevention measures to determine their im-
pact, if any, on fish and wildlife. From this
study additional measures may be recom-
mended for improving wildlife resources or
for mitigating damage to them.

This cooperative approach, which extends
even into the construction phase has worked
very well in Tennessee, and I see no reason
why it shouldn’t work in other States as well.
Certainly this is a far better approach than
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boycotting the planning process entirely,
only to superimpose an overview of a project
after the basic work is done.

If you want first-hand knowledge of a
project, there is no substitute for personal
participation in planning that project. This
was brought home to me with some force
recently, when I visited India to study some
of that nation's resource problems. Before
my trip, I had done a good deal of advance
reading—enough to run across many con-
flicting reports which I was unable to re-
solve in my own mind. While traveling in
India, however, I was able to make some
positive judgments by using my own eyes
and ears and by talking with people whose
experience I respected.

It is much the same with a man who tries
to judge the pros and cons of a PL. 566
watershed project from a distance. It is im-
possible to get the project Into perspective
unless you examine the site, wrestle person-
ally with the problems, and immerse your-
self in the conflicts. That is why I welcome
the Tennessee approach. That is why I dis-
trust the efforts of some to set themselves
up as judge and jury while remaining hun-
dreds of miles from the watershed site. This
simplistic approach is not going to help
resolve the confiicts we are experiencing
today.

I have grown wary of engaging in general-
ized discussions of channel improvement
work. The fact is that you can't isolate chan-
nel work in a watershed project from other
aspects of the project. You have to look at all
facets of each watershed proje~t to come to
any sensible conclusion about its value to
the community and its impact on the en-
vironment

I also have learned first-hand that it is
risky to generalize about the motives of local
people who are personally involved in water-
shed planning. Some critics of the program
try to tell me that farmers are motivated by
erass economic considerations and that only
sclentists are concerned about the state of
the environment. We all live in this environ-
ment together; farmer and blologist; bu-
reaucrat and businessman. All share & con-
cern about what kind of world we bequeath
to our children and grandchildren. Certainly
the long history of participation of thou-
sands of farmers iIn such movements as soil
stewardship and wildlife preservation pro-
vides ample evidence that the farmer is mo-
tivated by far more than the dollar sign.
As one farmer told me not long ago, “If I
were in this business just for the profit, I
believe I'd get out of it.”

All of us who appreciate the virtues of the
small watershed program should be willing
to speak up more forcefully in its behalf, The
P.L. 566 program is not coming to an end;
it 15 just beginning. We estimate that only
about 10 percent of the job that needs to be
done is already under way; the bulk of the
work lies ahead of us. I do not know of any
other local-state-Federal program which has
any more potential for contributing to bet-
ter urban and rural life and the environ-
ment than the small watershed program.

We have made some mistakes, to be sure
but in far more instances, we have joined
with sponsors in helping bring untold en-
vironmental as well as economic benefits to
local people. And with new legislation pro-
posed by Congress this year, there is a chance
that the small watershed program may be-
come an even more useful vehicle for serv.
ing rural communities in the future.

But it Is going to take the full participa-
tion of knowledgeable people who are coms-
mitted to participate in local planning—peo-
ple from all manner of background and
disciplines, like those assembled at this great
meeting of the Soil Conservation Soclety of
America, This is a program for the people—
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not for one kind of people or one segment of
soclety or one point of view—but for all the
people. That 1s why I am proud of the record
of the small watershed program; that is why
I am so confident about its future,

GENOCIDE AND REFUGEES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, we
are all aware of the great suffering that
occurred because of acts of genocide
during the Second World War. The
events so shocked us that our Nation
became a leader in the United Nations,
urging and participating in the formu-
lation of the Genocide Convention. I have
been compelled to speak before the Sen-
ate daily for the last 5 years to promote
ratification of that treaty, because geno-
cide still exists in the world today.

One side effect of genocide which has
been overlooked during much of the
debate is the impact of genocide on the
living members of a persecuted group.

For many people the best alternative
available to them is to flee to another
country, upsetting the peace between
nations. The suffering which these refu-
gees experience is often beyond belief.
They may live for months or years in a
foreign territory whose economy is un-
able to accommodate them. Often, they
suffer from malnutrition. Adequate hous-
ing may not be available. The fear and
despair which they face can be unbear-
able.

At the present time, many refugees are
now suffering from this side effect of
genocide. In Bangladesh, the repatria-
tion of the homeless and hungry people
is possible only because of a great spirit
of unity among the people. Yet their
pain has been and continues to be
severe.

During the 17-year war in Sudan,
nearly 200,000 refugees fled the country
and still face much misery before they
are repatriated.

Many citizens of Burundi are now
fleeing their country as the Kkilling
continues:

The crime of genocide is creating in-
ternational havoc and immense suffer-
ing. I urge ratification of the genocide
treaty not only to declare our opposition
to the crime of genocide, but also to give
these refugees the hope that they need
if they are to rebuild their broken lives.
And we cannot forget the many people
who will become refugees if genocide is
allowed to occur in the future,

GRAIN SALES TO RUSSIA

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, farmers are
reaping the benefits of President Nix-
on’s wise and far-seeing policies as re-
flected in the approximately $1 billion
in agricultural commodity export sales
recently completed.

These recent sales of wheat, feed
grains, and soybeans follow the 3 million
tons of feed grain—about $150 million
worth—exported to the U.S.S.R. in the
fall of 1971. These commercial sales re-
sulted from the Nixon policies which have
brought the level of farmers’ income to
the highest on record. =
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PRESIDENT CHANGED POLICIES

President Nixon revised the trading
rules imposed by President Kennedy and
continued by President Johnson, which
adversely affected sales to Soviet-bloc na-
tions and our efforts fo solve the bal-
ance-of-payments problem. Moreover,
there was no indication that these bur-
densome regulations prevented the So-
viet-bloc nations from obtaining the
needed grain supplies. The restrictive
programs of past administrations, of im-
posing certain shipping limitations and
licensing exports, increased costs to im-
porters and was deemed by President
Nixon to be of doubtful utility. He elimi-
nated these burdensome regulations.

RECORDSETTING AGREEMENT

He decided to offer the Soviet bloc the
same competitive conditions available to
other nations. Such a policy enables our
export firms to be in the position of of-
fering agricultural commodities every
hour of every day. Moreover, on July 8,
1972, President Nixon announced the
successful negotiation of the largest 3-
year grain agreement in history between
the United States and the U.S.8.R.—$750
million. As a part of that agreement, the
United States is making available regular
Commodity Credit Corporation credit
terms. Trade reports have indicated very
substantial cash purchases of grain and
sbybeans in addition to the credit pur-
chases.

LABOR BENEFITS

The Presidential mission to the Soviet
Union is resulting in a basic change in
that the U.S.S.R. will now become the
largest single importer of our farm out-
put. Labor will benefit to the tune of 35,-
000 to 50,000 man-years of additional
work. Our balance-of-payments situa-
tion will be much improved. All of this is
tangible proof of the wisdom of Presi-
dent Nixon’s bold efforts for peaceful
trade.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article entitled, “Another
Fiscal Year Record for U.S. Agricultural
Exports,” from the August 7, 1972, issue
of Foreign Agriculture, a publication of
the Foreign Agriculture Service, be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The article outlines the progress in
agricultural export sales during the past
recordbreaking fiscal year. It is well that
this story receive the extensive distribu-
tion provided by the REcorp.

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

AworHER Fiscar YEAR RECORD FOR U.S.

AGRICULTURAL RTS
(By Dewain H. Rahe)

In 1971-72, U.8. agricultural exports again
advanced to an all-time high, reaching #8
billion. The increase of 4 percent, or $200 mil-
lion, was all in commercial sales for dollars,
Shipments of animals and animal products
Jumped to more than $1 billion, a record for
that export category; and shipments of soy-
beans and products passed £2 billion, a first
for any category. T

Higher prices were responsible for nearly
all the Increase: export value increases for
soybeans, cotton, dalry products, cattle hides,
fruits, nuts, vegetables, and feedgrains more
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than offset reductions in shipments of wheat,
flaxseed, alfalfa meal, and animal fats. Vol-
ume, however, about equaled the record level
of the previous year.

Fiscal 1972 had most of its agricultural
trade misfortunes during its first half. First,
the longshoremen’s strike at east coast, west
coast, and gulf ports severely hampered ex-
ports, although stepped-up shipments before
and after the strike somewhat reduced the
impact on the east coast and the gulf, and
the St. Lawrence Seaway remained open for
shifts from gulf ports. S8econd, the Interna-
tional monetary crisis created uncertalnty in
the foreign market, delaying the purchase of
many U.S. products. Third, foreign produc-
tion of grains, especially wheat, showed a
substantial increase in 1971 which damped
the demand for U.S. grains in July-December.

During the second half of the fiscal year,
several improvements occurred. First, the
period was relatively free of strikes (except
on the west coast, Jan. 17-Feb. 21). Second,
the bulk of the grain sold to the USSR last
fall moved out. Third, economic growth
picked up in most forelgn countries. Fourth,
reports of reductions in foreign grain pro-
duction began to appear, stimulating T.S.
sales. Fifth, the devaluation of the dollar
and the revaluation of some major foreign
currencies increased the competitiveness of
many U.S. farm products. However, flexible
duties on varlable-levy items, plus other Eu-
ropean restrictions, offset much of this com-
petitive edge. Nonetheless, January-June ex-
ports rose to a record $4.2 billion, from $3.9
billion the year before—enough to more than
balance off the July-December slump.

Shipments to developed countries totaled
$5.0 billion, or about the same as the previous
year; but the composition of the trade
changed considerably. For example, exports
to Japan, the top market, declined by about
4 percent because of a sharp reduction in
wheat and feedgralns. Exports to the Euro-
pean Community, on the other hand, rose
about T percent to a record of $1.9 billion.
Exports of 1tems not subject to variable levies
accounted for the increase. This outwelighted
a decline in exports of variable-levy com-
modities caused by the sharp increase in EC
wheat production that reduced import re-
quirements.

Developing countries accounted for $2.7
billion of the year’s total, up from $2.5 bil-
lion a year earllier. Shipments to South Viet-
nam, India, Brazil, and Morocco declined,
while those to South EKorea, the Philippines,
Iran, Pakistan, Egypt, Afghanistan, Colombia,
and Peru gained.

Sales to COMECON countrles rose over $280
million, from about 170 million in 1970-71.
The largest part of this increase came from
feedgrain sales of $135 million to the USSR.
Exports to other COMECON countries showed
mixed trends, with increases for Poland and
East Germany and decreases for Romania,
Bulgaria, Czechslovakia, and Hungary.

Exports of soybeans and products jumped
6 percent to a new record of over 2 billion—
the first commodity group ever to exceed that
figure. Both prices and volume were up from
last year's record.

Soybean exports rose to over 430 million
bushels, from 424 million a year earlier. Top
markets again were the EC, Japan, Spain,
Canada (includes transshipments), Taiwan,
Denmark, and Israel. Increased forelgn de-
mand for meal was the princial reason for the
rise. The expending livestock industries of
many countries, especially those in Western
Europe, are emphasizing Improved feeding
practices, which require greater use of high-
protein feed. The high price of grains in the
EC has also encouraged feeding of soybean
meal.

U.8. stocks were smaller in 1971-72 and
prices higher, pushing export value up about
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9 percent. Average unit value was $3.22 per
bushel compared with $3.00 in 1970-71. For
many foreign buyers, these higher prices were
offset by the realinement of the U.S. dollar
with other currencies. In Japan, the ellmina-
tion of import tariffs on soybeans also helped
maintalin stable prices to Japanese buyers.

Combined exports of soybean oil and cot=
tonseed oll were down slightly from last year's
record level of 2.1 billion pounds. Still, the
1971-72 figure of 2.0 billion pounds was the
second highest on record. Foreign consump-
tion of vegetable oils continued to gain in
both developed and developing countries, and
strong demand for U.S. soybean oil con-
tributed to the near-record export total; but
foreign production of copra, palm and palm
kernel oils, peanuts, and rapeseed rose sharp-
ly, somewhat reducing U 8. vegetable oll sales,

Protein meal exports totaled 4.5 million
tons, down somewhat from a year earlier.
However, value was about the same because
of higher prices. Soybean meal accounted for
over 90 percent of the total. U.S. meal ex-
ports, including the equivalent of ollseeds,
accounted for about one-half of the world
export total,

Exports of grains and preparations fell
about 4 percent. Wheat accounted for the
decline, totaling around 632 milllon bushels
compared with 738 milllon a year earlier as
increased grain production, especlally of
wheat, in the Northern Hemisphere reduced
the demand for U.S. wheat.

A considerable part of the drop in wheat
exports can be traced to losses during the
longshoremen’s strikes. For example, wheat
exports through the west coast ports declined
to 176 million bushels, from 214 million a
year earlier. Down sharply were exports to
Indla, Pakistan, Bragzil, Japan, the EC, and
the United Kingdom. Exports to Japan alone
plunged from 106 million bushels to 80 mil-
lion, Advancing somewhat, however, were ex-
ports to Iran, Mexico, Peru, Afghanistan,
Syria, and Pakistan.

The average export value of wheat rose to
$1.68 per bushel, from $1.66 per bushel in
1970-71 when feed wheat accounted for a
large part of the total. This year, with the
sharp drop in feedgraln prices, feed wheat
exports fell.

Rice exports totaled 37.4 million bags,
slightly more than a year earlier. Exports to
the EC, Eorea, and South Vietnam were
smaller; those to India, Pakistan, and Ban-
gladesh, larger. Heavy exports to developing
countries in the last quarter of the year
helped maintain the total. With increasing
population and somewhat smaller production
in & number of these countries, demand for
U.8. rice rose sharply.

Exports of feedgrains rose about 1.7 mil-
lion tons, to a total of 20.8 million. All the
increase occurred in the latter months of the
year. The continued growth of demand for
livestock products throughout the devel-
oped and developing countries has created
more demand for U.S. feedgrains. The cur-
rent world meat shortage, in particular, has
encouraged many livestock producers around
the world to feed animals to heavier weights.

Purchase of 2.5 million tons of feedgrains
by the USSR last fall—most of which moved
in the second half of fiscal 1972—contributed
to the overall gains; and exports to the EC
were over one-half million tons larger than
a year earller. Also, reduced coarse grain
production in some countries caused many
foreign purchasers to turn to the TUnited
Btates for their feedgrain supplies. Corn
production in Argentina, for example, fell
by 4 million tons, and grain sorghum pro-
duction, by 2.3 million. Corn production in
South Africa rose to record levels, but South
African exports are somewhat limited by
handling and transportation facilities.

The rise in U.8. feedgrain exports might
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have been even larger had not shipments to
Japan declined by oyer 2 million tons, as
Japan made more coarse grain purchases
elsewhere—especially in Australia, Brazil,
South Africa, and Thailand. In addition,
Japan reduced its feedgrain import require-
ments by using 1.6 million tons of surplus
rice for feed,

Cotton exports rose 8 percent in value, all
of the increase stemming from higher prices.
In quantity, cotton exports totaled 3.3 mil-
lion bales, down slightly from the 3.7 million
of a year earlier. Export value jumped to
nearly $160 per bale from $132 the previous
year.

Strong world demand for cotton has helped
U.8. exports despite tight supplies and rela-
tively high prices. Foreign non-Communist
production in 1970-T1 was down sharply,
while consumption was up in both Commu-~
nist and non-Communist countries, thereby
pulling world stocks down to a 20-year low.
U.S. exports have fallen sharply since March,
when reports indicated that world produc-
tion in 1971-72 would be substantlally larger;
and because of the big U.S. cotton crop ex-
pected In 1972-73, many foreign buyers have
been delaying their purchases. Principal cot-
ton markets this year included Japan, Can-
ada, the EC, Indonesia, Taiwan, the United
Eingdom, Eorea, and the Philippines.

Tobacco exports, including bulk tobacco,
totaled about the same In value as a year
earlier. Quantity, however, fell to about 5567
million pounds from 584 million. The decline
was in exports of flue-cured tobacco to the
United Kingdom the EC, primarily West Ger-
many. Other tobacco exports increased, in-
cluding those of burley, Maryland, and dark
fire-cured. Exports of bulk smoking tobacco
also increased, to 33 million pounds com-
pared with 29 million a year ago.

U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS: VALUE BY COMMODITY
FISCAL YEARS 1971 AND 1972

[Dollars in millions]

Commodity

Change
1970-71 11971-72 (percent)

Dairy pmdum §195 +49
" 3 229

Fats, vils, and grease
Hides and skins 237
Meats and meat products._ . 178
Poultry products. 57
Other 115
1,011

Grains and preparations:
Feedgrains, excluding
1,118
305
1,047
133

Ollseeds and products:
rnmﬁ and soybean
s,

Other products and
gt'o eparations:
Cotton, excluding linters. .
Tohacl:o. unmanufactured__
Fruits and preparations.....
Nuts and preparations.
Vegetables and

1 Estimated.
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Tobacco exports to Japan rose to 63 million
pounds from 54 million the year before. Most
importing countries, however, have been
maintaining tobacco stocks at relatively low
levels during the past year. Uncertainty
about Rhodesia’s future as an exporter has
caused many foreign buyers to purchase only
for current needs.

Exports of animals and animal products
exceeded $1 billion for the first time. This
new record was achleved primarily by in-
creases for dairy products (primarily butter)
and hides and skins, though meats—particu-
larly beef and pork—also gained.

Dairy product exports rose in value by
nearly one-half from a year earlier. All the
increase was accounted for by butter exports,
which leaped to $63 million for $3 million in
1971. The United Kingdom took nearly all of
this gain, The substantial reduction in New
Zealand's dairy production caused by 2 years
of drought created a very tight world butter
situation; in addition, the huge EC surplus
of a few years back has disappeared. Thus
the United States was the only major sup-
plier that had enough to meet the U.K. de-
mand.

Exports of hides and skins gained in value
by over one-fourth from those.of 1970-T1.
Foreign demand has been gaining slowly in
recent years; but this year, supplies from
other exporters were limited—particularly
from Argentina, which reduced its cattle
slaughter and used a larger portion of its
hide production domestically.

Meat and meat product exports rose by
about a fourth. Beef accounted for much of
the difference, with sharp increases in ex-
ports of high-quality euts to Canada and to
tourist areas of the Caribbean, Asia, and
Europe. Pork and varlety meats also gained—
pork, mestly in May and June, with Japan
taking the Increase. Although meat produc-
tion around the world has been rising stead-
ily in recent years, it has failed to meet the
rise in world demand from rapid growth in
income.

Exports of animal fats and olls fell by
about 16 percent from those of 1970-71. In-
creased lard production and avallability in
Western Europe resulted in a substantial de-
cline of U.8. exports to the United Eingdom,
the most important market. Inedible tallow
exports rose by about 100 million pounds to
more than 3 billion; but value fell by about
$14 million because of lower prices.

Poultry and poultry product exports rose
3 percent with most of the increase occurring
in poultry meat, especlally exports of chick-
ens to Japan and Canada. The total for tur-
keys declined slightly because of higher EC
supplemental levies, which effectively cur-
talled shipments to that area. Other poultry
products showed relatively little change.
Combined exports of baby chicks, breeding
chicks, and other chicks totaled about $20
million, about the same as a year ago. As
more countries have developed a foundation
of breeding stock, export growth In these
items has slowed somewhat.

Combined exports of frults, nuts, and
vegetables achleved a new record value In
1971-72. Exports of fruits rose to $381 million,
12 percent more than a year earller. Most of
the gain was due to fresh products. Demand
for U.S. citrus has shown a sharp gain, par-
ticularly for grapefruit in Japan, where there
continues to be a strong market for lemons.
In addition, exports have been helped this
year by the realinement of the U.S. dollar
with other currencies, which has made U.S.
products more competitive. At the same time,
promotion of high-quality U.S. products has
helped capture more markets and a larger
share of some existing markets. Exports of
grapefruits jumped to $34 million from $15
million. Lemons and limes were also up, as
were most other fresh items.
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Exports of canned fruits, however, were
down because of smaller production and
higher prices, especlally for canned peaches
and Truit cocktail; but exports of fruit juices
rose by about 3 million to around £68 mil-
lon, primarily because of advances for orange
julce. Dried fruits, principally raisins, alsc
galned slightly; higher prices accounted for
the increase. Ralsin prices rose sharply after
the freeze in California.

Exports of nuts and preparations rose to a
third successive » reaching $83 million
from $66 milllon a year earlier. Most of the
increase was due to almonds, which account
for over two-thirds of the total. However,
other items have also gained, especially wal-
nuts. New methods of production that enable
mechanical harvesting have greatly increased
the competitive position of U.8. nuts in the
world market.

Exports of vegetables and preparations to-
taled 230 million, 10 percent greater than a
year earller. Again, fresh products—mainly
lettuce—accounted for most of the Increase
except for hops, exports of which jumped to
$20 million from about $12 million after
production slumped in Western Europe be-
cause of unfavorable weather.

BRITISH GOVERNMENT NOTES
HEALTH RISKS OF SMOKING
CIGARETTES

Mr, MOSS. Mr. President, I invite at-
tention to the fact that the British Gov-
ernment is taking steps parallel with
those of our own Government in attempt-
ing to educate its people on the health
risks of smoking cigarettes. Indeed, all
the industrialized countries of the world
are endeavoring through their health
departments to warn their people of the
consequences of cigarette smoking.

I ask unanimous consent that a small
news item published in the Washington
Post be printed in the Recorbp.

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

BriTiIsH To STIFFEN CIGARETTE CURBS

LowponN, August 8.—The British govern-
ment today announced new moves to high-
light health risks to cigarette smokers.

British cigarette makers, who are banned
from advertising on television, already must
publish official health warnings on the packs
they sell in this country. Now the Bgovern=-
ment intends, starting next year, to pub-
lish lists of brands in order of their tar con-
tents to run an anti-smoking campalgn in
schools and to cut down exposure of cigarette
advertisements at televised sporting events.

THE NIGHT OF THE MURDERED
POETS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, 20
yvears ago, on the night of August 12,
1952, the Soviet Union executed 24 lead-
ing Russian Jewish poets, writers, and
intellectual public figures. This blood-
stained night reflected the Soviet Union’s
compulsive drive to eradicate all the val-
ues and traces of a great religious faith—
Judaism—irom the face of Russia.

Mr. President, it is a tribute to the
human spirit and the spirit of a great
people that the Jews of Russia today,
more than ever, are united in their goal
to retain their identity and solidarity
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with their brothers throughout the world.
They can achieve this goal because they
remember “The Night of the Murdered
Poets” 20 years ago. We all should.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a brief descrip-
tion of these events prepared by the
American Conference on Soviet Jewry.

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

THE NIGET OF THE MURDERED POETS

On the night of August 12, 1952, twenty-
four leading Jewish poets, writers and in-
tellectual public figures were executed in the
basement of Moscow’s notorious Lubianka
Prison. These were not random executions,
but the culmination of a calculated campaign
to eradicate Jewish life in the SBoviet Union.

The paradox of the August 12th massacre
is clear: Poetry is, by its very nature, im-
mortal. Once a poet has committed his words
to paper, or whispered them to another, he
has secured a place for his ideas, his bellefs
and his convictions. A bullet cannot kill a
poem, any more than it can murder a
philosophy.

In his despalir for the murdered poets,
Chalm Grade, their wartime comrade, wrote
“The young have forgotten you and me and
the hour of our grief . . . your darkly mur-
dered tongue, silenced by a hangman’'s noose
is no longer heard. . . .” That poetic proph-
ecy, written after the execution of the 24
writers, must not be allowed to be fulfilled.
The repercussions of August 12th, and of
the entire 1948-1953 period, when the Soviet
Government effectively demolished the rem-
nants of the Jewish community, provoked
Boviet Jews to fight to retain their Jewish
identity. In the void created by the destruc-
tion of Jewlish life, the Soviet Government
did not take into account the determined and
obdurate nature of the Jewish people.

When the war was over, two mililon Soviet
Jews had perished. The Nazls had found in
the Soviet Jews the synthesis of all they de-
epised and feared. The “Jewish Bolshevik”
became a prime target of the full force of
Nazl propaganda and war machinery. The
three million surviving Jews were physically
and psychologically depleted. With thelr rel..-
tives dead and their towns destroyed, Jews
returned home to encounter more anti-
Semitism.

This resurgence of popular anti-Semitism
left Russlan Jews with little more than their
inherent will to survive. It was in this atmos-
phere that Soviet Jews began to rebulld their
lives. But they had hardly any time before
the Cold War, with its attendant suspicions
and tensions, evolved.

The Cold War engendered in the Sovlet
Union a fear of anything Western and a con-
comitant attempt to prove that things Soviet
and Russian were best. The Soviet campaign
against rootless cosmopolitanism” was a nat-
ural outgrowth of this new perspective. At
first, the campalign was directed at all those
whose outlook and preferences were for
Western and international ideas. However, as
the propaganda became more extensive, anti-
Jewish sentiments emerged. Boviet authori-
tles saw the trait of “cosmopolitanism” as a
contemptible Jewish attribute. The scene
was set for the period that came to be known
as the “Black Years'—1048-19563, with the
purges and repressions which would follow.

Jewish communal and religlous institu-
tions had been destroyed long before the War.
In 18423, the Soviet Government organized
the Jewish Anti-Fascist Committes to enlist
wartime support from Jews in the West. The
Yiddish writers and artists selected by Sta-
lin to lead the Committee became victims of
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the terror of the black years. Solomon Mik-
hoels, director of the Moscow Ylddish State
Theater and an actor whose characterizations
of King Lear and Tevye were legendary, had
been named chairman of the Committee.

The writers who jolned with Mikhoels in
the work of the Committee had from the
early days of the Soviet State joined whole-
heartedly in the seemingly messianic work of
building a new soclal order.

Several had left in the wake of the pro-
grams and upheavals of the revolutionary
period, but returned voluntarily as the new
Boviet Government restored order. Many
Soviet Yiddish writers communicated the
Communist message to the hundreds of
thousands of Soviet Jews whose mother
tongue was Yiddish.

In time, due to the absence of other Jew-
ish institutions during the traumatic war-
time period, Soviet Jews came to look upon
the Committee as the symbol of Jewish con-
sclousness in the U.8.8.R. Under the impact
of shattering wartime experience, the writers
began to employ Jewish historical and reli-
glous themes.

The struggle of Soviet Jews against the
Nazls was portrayed In terms of the tradi-
tion of the Jewish will to survive against
powerful oppressors. The public meetings of
the Committee and the pages, as well as the
very title of its Journal, Eynikayt (Unity),
provided a forum for expression of Jewish
sentiments, emphasizing the unity of Soviet
Jews with world Jewry, which would have
been considered unthinkable before the war.

Mikhoels addressed “Brother Jews”

throughout the world. Peretz Markish sald,
“We are one people, and now we are becoming
one army.” Colonel Itzlk Feffer recalled
Ezeklel's vision of a mighty nation arising
from the valley of dry bones. A Committee
manifesto was addressed to “our Jewish
brethren the world over.” Mikhoels and Feffer
were dispatched on an officlal mission to the
United States, They were heard in many dif-
ferent cities by about half a milllon Jews,
urging and recelving moral and financial sup-
port for the Soviet war effort, and promising
that “firm brotherly relations” would persist
among Jews throughout the world after the
WAr.
More than three million dollars was col-
lected in the United States. At a postwar
memorial ceremony in honor of Polish Jews,
Markish corrected Feffer—who had spoken of
“the friendship of the Jewish peoples”—
with these words:

“There are not two Jewish peoples. The
Jewish nation is one. Just as a heart cannot
be cut up and divided, similarly one cannot
split up the Jewish people into Polish Jews
and Russian Jews. Everywhere, we are and
ghall remain one entity.”

Boviet Jews, hearing such expressions from
Committee members, turned to the Commit-
tee for assistance with many kinds of prob-
lems, particularly those of refugees and
evacuees. Ilya Ehrenberg, the assimilated
Jewlsh writer who wrote in Russlan and fre-
quently served, in the postwar period, as a
spokesman for Stalin’s strictures agalnst
Jewish nationalism, recalled in his memoirs:
“After the victory thousands of people went
to Mikhoels for help because they saw him
as the wise rabbl the defender of the op-
pressed.”

Mikhoels as one of the leading creative
Jewish personalities of the era was among the
first to sound the anguished alarm of “soli-
darity.” He called for the united front of all
Jews in the face of total annihilation in the
battle against fascism and as part of the
freedom-loving people of the world. But by
1948 Jewish solidarity which had been so
important in the Sovlet struggle against fas-
cism was no longer needed or desirable. It
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was viewed as divisive to a regime charac-
terized by Russlan chauvinism.

The solution to this “Jewish problem” was
to be the suppression and obliteration of
all traces of Jewish culture. The reign of
destruction began with Solomon Mikhoels.

Mikhoels had been sent to Minsk on an
official mission as a member of the Stalin
Prize committee. Late at night on January
138, 1948, he was summoned from his hotel
room by a Communist Party official. The next
morning, his bruised and bloody corpse was
found near the railroad station. The reported
“accldental death” was eventually dis-
covered; the Soviet secret police had killed
Mikhoels by running him over with a truck.
A Jewlsh theater critic who had accom-
panied him, Golubov-Potapov, suffered the
same fate.

The murdered Mikhoels was given a mag-
nificent funeral in Moscow by the govern=
ment. His body lay in state at the Jewish
State Theatre, and tens of thousands of
Jews came to pay thelr last respects in death.
The dishonesty of the official report of
“death by accident” swiftly became appar=-
ent. A Jewish detective who began his own
investigation of the “accident” disappeared
and was never seen again. Peretz Markish
had the courage to challenge the official ver-
sion of Mikhoels death in his memorial
poem, “To Solomon Mikhoels—an Eternal
Lamp at his Coffin.” Desplte Stalin’s assign=-
ing Professor Zbarsky, the expert mortician
who had embalmed Lenin’'s body, to disguise
the bruises on Mikhoels’ face Markish wrote:

“The wounds on your face are covered by
the snow,

So that the black Satan shall not touch you.

But your dead eyes blaze with anger,

And your heart they trampled on crles out
against the murderous crew . . .

Somewhere in heaven, between the wander-
ing shine,

A star lights up in honor of your brilllant

name.
Don't feel ashamed of the holes in you, and
your pain!
Let eternity feel the same.”

The Soviet Government provided a splen-
did funeral while seeking, at the same time,
to conceal the actual cause of death. Never-
theless, many Soviet Jews quickly perceived
the ominous meaning of Mikhoel's death.
For them, the tragic murder of Mikhoels was
an alarming and frightening sign of the in-
creasing militancy of the anti-Jewish cam-
paign.

On September 21, 1948, Ehrenberg writing
in Pravda delivered the opening blows of
the new campaign. He warned Soviet Jews
that their identifylng with Jews in other
countries would prove their disloyalty to the
Soviet Union. The last issue of Eynikayt ap-
peared on November 20, 1948 and then the
Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee was dis-
banded. There followed the liquidation of
the Yiddish Emes publishing house, the bi-
monthly Heymland, a Yiddish newspaper in
Klev, Jewish libraries, the last two Yiddish
schools, professional theaters and amateur
artistic groups. Jewish books disappeared
into “restricted collections” in libraries.

What was left to the authorlties was now
the removal of key Jewish personalities. In
the winter of 1948-49, the Soviet secret
police arrested hundreds of writers, poets,
artists, musicians, and government and party
officials.

The first of the Yiddish writers to be ar-
rested was Feffer, who had been the most
enthusiastic Communist among the Jewish
writers. At intervals which allowed time for
the spread of uncertainty, dread and despalr,
the secret police came in turn for the promi-
nent Yiddish writers and poets. Pinkhas
Kahanovich, who wrote under the mystical
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nom de plume, Der Nister (“The Hidden
Onmne”), reportedly said to the secret police-
men who came to arrest him: “At last!”

While the exact toll is not known, one ac-
count (Cang) offers the figure of 431 out-
standing Soviet Jewish artists arrested this
period—217 writers and poets, 108 actors, 87
painters and sculptors, and 19 musicians. The
families of the prisoners—wives, small chil-
dren, fathers and sisters, in-laws, aged par-
ents—were exiled to Siberla or left as soclal
outcasts without means of support. Most of
the prisoners died in Soviet labor camps. Der
Nister, for example, died in a camp on Juna
4, 1950, when he was past 65 years of age.

Somehow the remainder of the most prom-
inent writers and poets survived in the
camps until the cataclysmic summer of 1952.
They included Peretz Markish, Itzik Feffer,
David Bergelson, Leyb Kvitko, Shmuel Persov,
David Hofshteyn and Itzik Nusinov.

On July 11, 1952, these writers were among
the 25 Jews brought to trial in Moscow. The
other known defendants were:

Solomon Lozovsky, age 74, member of the
Central Committee elected by the 18th Party
Congress (1939), served for a time as deputy
forelgn minister.

Binyamin Zuskin, distinguished actor, suc-
cessor to Mikhoels as the last director of the
Moscow Yiddish State Theater.

Eliahu Spivak, head of the Department of
Jewish Culture of the Ukranian Academy of
Sciences until its liquidation in 1948.

Lina Shtern, T4, the only woman defend-
ant, & bilochemist and member of the
U.S.8.R. Academy of Sclences.

Considering the positions of those Involved,
the charges brought against them are ironic
and tragic. All 25 were charged with being
“enemies of the USSR, agents of American
Imperialism, bourgeoils nationalist Zlonists
and rebels who sought by armed rebellion to
separate the Crimea from the Soviet Union
and to establish their own Jewish bourgeois
nationalist Zionist republic there.”

The trial ended on July 18, 1952. The de-

fendants refused to plead guilty. According to
some accounts, Markish and the aged Lozov-
sky showed particular valor in forcefully de-
fending themselves, claiming that the pros-

ecutors were the real criminals. All 26 male
defendants were sentenced to death; Lina
Shtern was sentenced to life imprisonment.
Bhe was subsequently released and died In
1968 at the age of 80 without ever revealing
the circumstances of the 1852 trial.

On August 12, 1952, the 24 defendants were
executed in the basement of Moscow's Lubi-
anka Prison, on Dzerzhinsky Square. Re-
portedly, the last words of David Bergelson,
who was 68 at the time of his murder, were:

“Earth, oh earth, do not cover my blood!"

The Soviet policy which culminated on
August 12, 1952 left three million Soviet
Jews bereft of poets, writers, actors, teach-
ers, leaders, theaters, artists and communal
institutions of any kind. Even the Yiddish
linotype machines had been smashed. There
was no one left to give volce to simple grief,
The next generation might still be Jews, but
they would be dumb and mute Jews, with-
out poets, without songs. So it seemed.

The crimes committed against the Jewish
writers have never been publicly acknowl-
edged by any officlal Soviet source. Even dur-
ing the period following Stalins death, when
many of his other crimes were denounced,
the night of August 21 was not recognized.
While this absence of official Soviet recog-
nition may be a function of the Involvement
of post-war Soviet leadership In crime, it also
represents a commitment on the part of the
present Soviet leadership to a perpetuation
of anti-Jewish polices: Jewish culture re-
mains under sentence of death.

In November, 1955, the widows of the
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murdered writers were issued documents of
“rehabilitation for their dead husbands by a
Soviet court. This “rehabllitation has never
been made public. The Soviet Government
continues to suppress identification of even
the graves of the writers,

The Jewish generation which grew to ma-
turity in the Soviet Union after 1952 was the
crucible in which the success of the Soviet
Jewish policy was tested. We now know this
generation of Soviet Jews had not been found
wanting in its dedication to Jewish survival.
Because they have been found deprived of
the tools of survival which most other Soviet
minorities enjoy—schools, publications,
seminaries, poets, writers, artists, two lan-
guages—Soviet Jews today Iinsistently pro-
claim what Itzik Feffer proudly declared in
one of his last poems “I Am a Jew.”

There are other signs from within the
U.8.8.R. that the echoes of August 12 will not
be stilled. Ralza Palatnlk, an Odessa librarian
who insists on addressing the courts in Yid-
dish, was sentenced to three years in prison
in 1971. The charges against her included
possession of an old book by David Bergel-
son, published before 1948. And Esther and
David Markish, the widow and 33 year old
son of Peretz Markish, sent from Moscow an
endless stream of letters, telegrams, tele-
phone calls, and petitions demanding their
right to be repatriated to Israel.

David Markish does not confine his de-
mands to prose. He writes forceful poetry
which demands of Brezhnev, “Pharaoh, Let
My People Go."” There is perhaps no better
illustration of the futility of the bullets of
August 12 than the fierce determination to
leave the U.S.5.R. which the son of Peretz
Markish expresses in “Caravans of Jewish
Cemeteries.”

Our land, my land without end
Towards you I do not age when I stride,
Because I need you in my youth.

Only a bullet will subdue me,

But, if on the way I shall be killed,

I shall fall with my head forward,

And you then my heart will be nearer,
Though it be merely one step—

Israel!

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is concluded.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the unanimous-consent
agreement, following conclusion of rou-
tine morning business, the Senate will
now go into executive session and pro-
ceed to the consideration of treaties,
Executive Calendar Nos. 27, 28, and 29.

CONVENTION ON OWNERSHIP OF
CULTURAL PROPERTY

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolutions of ratification of
all three treaties having been read, the
Senate will proceed to vote on the first
treaty, Calendar No. 27, Executive B
(92d Cong., 2d sess.), the Convention on
Ownership of Cultural Property.

The first question is on agreeing to the
reservations and understandings to the
resolution of ratificatioa.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, while the first
vote will take 15 minutes, the two suc-
ceeding votes, as long as they are in se-
quence, take 10 minutes.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would hope that the secretaries of the
respective parties will notify all Senators
to that effect.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the reserva-
tion and understandings.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The United States reserved the right to
determine whether or not to impose export
controls over cultural property.

The United States understands the provi-
slons of the Convention to be neither self-
executing nor retroactive.

The United States understands Article 3
not to modify property interests in cultural
property under the laws of the states parties.

The United States understands Article 7(a)
to apply to institutions whose acquisition
policy is subject to national control under
existing domestic leglslation and not to re-
quire the enactment of new legislation to
establish national control over other institu-
tions.

The United States understands that Article
T(b) is without prejudice to other remedies,
civil or penal, available under the laws of
the states parties for the recovery of stolen
cultural property to the rightful owner with-
out payment of compensation. The United
States 1s further prepared to take the addi-
tional steps contemplated by Article T(b) (i1)
for the return of covered stolen cultural
property without payment of compensation,
except to the extent required by the Constl-
tution of the United States, for those states
parties that agree to do the same for the
United States institutions.

The United States understands the words
“as appropriate for each country” in Article
10(a) as permitting each state party to de-
termine the extent of regulation, if any, of
antique dealers and declares that In the
United States that determination would be
made by the appropriate authorities of state
and municipal governments.

The United States understands Article 13
(d) as applylng to objects removed from
the country of origin after the entry into
force of this Convention for the states con-
cerned, and, as stated by the Chairman of
the Special Committee of Governmental Ex-
perts that prepared the text, and reported
in paragraph 28 of the Report of that Com-
mittee, the means of recovery of cultural
property under subparagraph (d) are the
Judicial actions referred to in subparagraph
(c) of Article 18, and that such actions are
controlled by the law of the requested State,
the requesting State having to submit neces-
sary proofs.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the reservation
and understandings are agreed to en
bloc.

The question now is, Will the Senate
advise and consent to the resolution of
ratification with the reservation and un-
derstandings of Executive B (92d Cong.,
second sess.), the Convention of Own-
ership of Cultural Property?

The resolution of ratification, with the
reservations and understandings, reads
as follows:
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Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres-
ent concurring therein), That the Senate
advise and consent to the ratification of the
Convention on the Means of Prohlbiting and
Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and
Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property,
adopted on November 14, 1970 at the Six-
teenth General Conference of the United Na-
tions Educational, Sclentific and Cultural
Organization (Executive B, 92d Congress, 2d
Session), Subject to the following reserva-
tion and understandings:

The United States reserves the right to
determine whether or not to impose export
controls over cultural property.

The United States understands the provi-
sions of the Convention to be neither self-
executing nor retroactive.

The United States understands Article 3,
not to modify property interests in cul-
tural property under the laws of the states
parties.

The United States understands Article 7(a)
to apply to Institutions whose acquisition
policy is subject to national control under
existing domestic legislation and not to re-
quire the enactment of new legislation to
establish national control over other institu-
tions.

The United States understands that Article
T(b) is without prejudice to other remedies,
civil or penal, avallable under the laws of
the states parties for the recovery of stolen
cultural property to the rightful owner
without payment of compensation. The
United States is further prepared to take the
additional steps contemplated by Article
T(b) (1) for the return of covered stolen
cultural property without payment of com-
pensation, except to the extent required by
the Constitution of the United States, for
those states parties that agree to do the same
for the United States institutions.

The United States understands the words
“as appropriate for each country” in Article
10(a) as permitting each state party to de-
termine the extent of regulation, if any, of
antique dealers and declares that in the
United States that determination would be
made by the appropriate authorities of state
and municipal governments.

The United States understands Article 13
(d) as applying to objects removed from
the country of origin after the entry into
force of this Convention for the states con-
cerned, and, as stated by the Chairman of
the Special Committee of Governmental Ex-
perts that prepared the text, and reported
in paragraph 28 of the Report of that Com-
mittee, the means of recovery of cultural
property under subparagraph (d) are the
judicial actions referred to in subparagraph
(e) of Article 13, nnd that such actions are
controlled by the law of the requested State,
the requesting State having to submit neces-
sary proofs.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacrLeTon), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EasTLAND), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. Har-
ris), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHEs), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Inouyg), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGee), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), the Senator

from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. SpoNG) are
necessarily absent.
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I further announce that the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarps) is absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamereLL), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Sponc), and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL) would each vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. Baxker), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. Grir-
FIN), the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HaT-
FIELD), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MivL-
LER), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PEercY), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SaxBe) are necessarily absent.

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

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Cur-
T1s) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurrTis), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) , the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. MILLER), and the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy) would each vote
"yea.h

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 79,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 374 Leg.]
YEAS—T9

Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley Jordan, N.C.
Burdick Jordan, Idaho
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy
Cannon Long

Case Magnuson
Chiles Mansfield
Church Mathias
Cook MecClellan
Cooper McIntyre
Cotton Metcalf
Cranston Mondale
Montoya
Moss

Muskie

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—21

Goldwater Miller
Griffin Mundt
Harris Pell
Hatfield Percy
Hughes Baxbe
Inouye Spong
McGee

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taflt
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Humphrey
Jackson
Javits

Dole
Dominick
Ervin

Eagleton
Eastland
Edwards
Gambrell McGovern

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY). On this vote the yeas are
79 and the nays are 0. Two-thirds of the
Senators present and voting having voted
in the affirmative, the resolution of rati-
fication is agreed to.

CONVENTION ESTABLISHING AN IN-
TERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF
LEGAL METROLOGY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion now occurs on the adoption of the
resolution of ratification on executive I,
92d Congress, second session, the con-
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vention establishing an international or-
ganization of legal metrology.

The question is, Will the Senate advise
and consent to the resolution of ratifica-
tion? On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Harry F. Byrp, Jr.), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamereLL) , the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr., Harris), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHES), the Senator from Ha-
waii (Mr. Inouye), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
Perr), and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SponG), are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs, Epwarps) is ab-
sent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GaMBRELL), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr, PeLr), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr, SpoNG), and the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HucHes) would each vote
-lyea")

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. Baker), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. Grir-
FIN), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrieLp), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MirLeR), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAxXBE) are necessarily absent.

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

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Curtis) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurTIs), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. Hartrierp), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MiLLER), and the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) would
each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 79,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 3756 Ex.]
YEAS—T9
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gravel
Gurney

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
- Proxmire
Hansen Randolph
Hart Ribicoff
Hartke Roth
Hollings Schwelker
Hrusks Scott
Humphrey Smith
Jackson Sparkman
Brooke Javits Stafford
Buckley Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Stevens
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy Stevenson
Cannon Long Symington
Case Magnuson Taft
Chiles Mansfield Talmadge
Church Mathias Thurmond
Cook McClellan Tower
Cooper McIntyre Tunney
Cotton Metcalf Weicker
Cranston Mondale Williams
Dole Montoya Young
Dominick
Ervin

Moss
Muskie
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NOT VOTING—21

Goldwater Miller

Griffin Mundt

Harrls Pell

Hatfleld Percy

Hughes Baxbe

Inouye Spong

McGee

McGovern

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this

vote the yeas are 79, and the nays are 0.
Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting having voted in the affirmative,
the resolution of ratification is agreed

to.

TAX CONVENTION WITH NORWAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now is on the adoption of the resolu-
tion of ratification on Executive D, 92d
Congress, second session, the Tax Con-
vention with Norway.

The question is, Will the Senate advise
and consent to the resolution of ratifica-
tion? On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Harry F. Byrp, Jr.), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr, EasT-
LanDp), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GAMBRELL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HuGHES), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. InouvE), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGeg), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGoOvVERN), the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL), and
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. SpoNG),
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. Epwarps) is absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GAMBRELL), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PeLn), and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Sronc), would each vote
i ea-l!

yMr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Tennessee (Mr. Baker), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. GriF-
FIN), the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MIL-
1Er), the Senator from Ilinois (Mr.
Percy), and tHe Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SaxsE) are necessarily absent.

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

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CurTis) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurTIs), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) , the Senator from
Towa (Mr. MILLER) , and the Senator from
Tlinois (Mr., PeErcy) would each vote
“yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 79,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 876 Ex.]
YEAS—T9

Allott
Anderson

Bayh
Beall

Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Robert C.
Cannon
Case

Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl

Roth
Schweiker
Beott
Smith
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Willlams
Young

Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Humphrey

Jordan, Idaho
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
MeClellan
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—21

Goldwater Miller
Griffin Mundt
. Harris Pell
Hatfield Percy
Hughes Saxbe
Inouye
McGee
Gambrell MecGovern

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 79, and the nays are
0. Two thirds of the Senators present and
voting having voted in the affirmative,
the resolution of ratification is agreed
to.

Spong

THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am very
proud that the chairman of the National
Conference on Weights and Measures—
the Honorable George L. Johnson—is a
Kentuckian and director of weights and
measures, Eentucky Department of Agri-
culture. On August 3, he testified before
the Foreign Relations Committee, urging
that it approve U.S. membership in the
National Conference on Weights and
Measures.

The National Conference on Weights
and Measures provides a national forum
for the discussion and evaluation of ques-
tions relating to weights and measures
administration carried on by regulatory
officials of State and political subdivi-
sions. The conference develops techni-
cal, legal, and general recommendations
in the fleld of weights and measures ad-
ministration to encourage and promote
uniformity of requirements by weights
and measures jurisdictions. This is of
great importance, nationally and inter-
nationally, as uniform standards would
result in the promotion of trade. Iis
membership includes Federal, State, and
local governments officials as well as
representatives of industry, business, and
consumer organizations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Johnson’s testimony before
the Committee on Foreign Relations be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks. His succinct statement
was very influential in persuading the
Foreign Relations Committee to recom-
mend to the Senate that the United
States participate in the convention
establishing an International Organiza-
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tion of Legal Metrology. Today the Sen-
ate has approved a convention to this
effect by a unanimous vote. We can con-
gratulate Mr. Johnson and his col=
leagues, as well as the Senate, on this
initiative.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorb, as follows:

NaTioNAL CONFERENCE ON WEIGHTS AND

MEASURES

(Statement of George L. Johnson)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee: My name is George L. Johnson. I am
the Director, Division of Weights and Meas-
ures, Department of Agriculture, State of
Eentucky. I am also serving this year as
Chairman of the National Conference on
Welghts and Measures,

The National Conference on Weights and
Measures s an assembly of weights and
measures regulatory officers, other officials
of federal, state, and local governments, and
representatives of manufacturers, industry,
business, and consumer organizations. The
Conference develops many technical, legal,
and general recommendations in the field
of weights and measures administration. Its
programs encompass and explore the entire
area of this economiecally important segment
of governmental regulatory service. The Con-
ference provides a national forum for the
discussion and evaluation of guestions re-
lating to welghts and measures administra-
tion carried on by regulatory officers of the
states and political subdivisions. The Con-
ference develops model welghts and meas-
ures laws and regulations to encourage and
promote uniformity of requirements among
the welghts and measures jurisdictions.

The National Conference on Weights and
Measures recognizes the necessity for uni-
formity of laws and regulations and further
recognizes the need of harmonization of
weights and measures laws of this country
and other countries of the world. Weights
and measures officlals are aware of the need
for uniformity due to the ever-increasing
amounts of import and export goods, which
makes it more demanding that these com-
modities be represented accurately, honestly,
and informatively at the point of manufac-
ture, packaging, or sale.

It is our belief that cooperation with for-
elgn welghts and measures officials, through
membership in OIML, will yleld dividends
of mutual benefit and satisfaction. The 57th
National Conference on Weights and Meas-
ures meeting in Washington, D.C., July 14,
1872, adopted the following resolution:
RESOLUTION ON U.S. MEMBERSHIP IN THE INTER-

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF LEGAL METROLOGY

AS ADOPTED BY THE 57TH NATIONAL CONFER=-

ENCE ON WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, JULY 14,

1972

The Natlonal Conference on Welghts and
Measures, on behalf of its state, county and
local member officials, and assoclated repre-
sentatives of business, industry, consumer
organizations and the Federal government,
urgently recommends that the TUnited
States become a member of the Organization
of International Legal Metrology (OIML).

In the view of the Conference, U.S. par-
ticipation and leadership can greatly assist
in two specific areas. First, harmonization
of welghts and measures legislation and tech-
nology will assist the private sector in com-
peting internationslly without encountering
non-tariff restraints to trade, based on na-
tional quantity regulations. Second, and
equally important, our citizens may be as-
sured that ever-increasing amounts of ime-
ported goods are represented accurately and
honestly at the point of foreign manufacture
or packaging.

It is our bellef that cooperation with for-
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oign weights and measures officials, through
in OIML, will yleld positive re-
sults simllar in effectiveness to those we at-
tribute to our own organization, the Na-
tlonal Conference on Welghts and Measures.
For these reasons, we solicit the Senate of
the United States of America to favor the
treaty authorizing U.S. membership in the
I-ternational Organization of Legal Metrol-
Ogi?ﬁr. Chairman, on behalf of the Natlonal
Oonference on Welghts and Measures, I re-
spectfully urge favorable action on this res-
olution. I also want to thank you for giv-
ing me the opportunity to testify on thls
important matter.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed fo.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HumpHREY). The Chair, on behalf of the
Vice President, pursuant to the provi-
sions of Public Law 77-250, appoints the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
to the Joint Committee on Reduction
of Federal Expenditures vice Senator
Ellender, deceased.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY). Under the previous order,
the Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business, which the clerk will
state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241) authoriz-
ing the Presldent to approve an Iinterim
agreement between the United States and
the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration.

PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore I yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McInTtYrE) to present
a conference report, which will not take
much time, I would like to take this
occasion to urge Senators to be present
on the floor of the Senate this after-
noon, to be aware of the possibility that
there may be rollcall votes, and, if pos-
sible, to give the serious consideration
and attention which the interim agree-
ment on arms limitation deserves of all
Members, regardless of their position.

May I say that I have heard rumors
to the effect that there will be no votes
this afternoon. I would like to disabuse
Senators of that notion. There will be
at least a vote this afternoon, and I am
hopeful that there will be no stalling
and no delay, and again, regardless of
our personal feelings on this matter, that
we will face up to it and dispose of it
today, if possible, or tomorrow, if possi-
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ble, and if not, by Monday at the latest;
but that will, of course, be up to indi-
vidual Senators and the Senate as a
whole to decide.

DISASTER RELIEF LOANS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on H.R. 15692, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumrHREY) . The report will be stated by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment 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 this report, signed by all
the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the consideration of
the conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the CONGRES-
stoNAL Recorp of August 10, 1972, at
pages 27673-27675.)

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
conference report that the committee
submits to the Senate reflects what I am
sure the record will show an excellent
job done by the Senate conferees re-
garding the bill, HR. 15692.

This disaster relief bill is of extreme
importance at this time to thousands of
victims of recent disasters occurring
along the eastern seaboard and in
South Dakota and to other victims of
xl)rilogx:? 1|ilis=a.st,ers occurring after January

The Senate conferees were successful
in obtaining concurrence with the House
conferees on almost every section of the
Senate-passed bill.

The only changes made by the con-
ferees to the bill passed by the Senate
are the following:

First. The Senate receded to the House
with an amendment concerning the ret-
roactivity, forgiveness, and interest rate
features contained in H.R. 15692. The
provisions agreed to in conference pro-
vide for the following:

For Presidentially declared and Small
Business Administration declared dis-
asters occurring during calendar year
1971 disaster loans would have a for-
giveness feature not to exceed $2,500, and
th: remaining balance of the loan would
carry an interest rate of 3 percent.

For the period January 1, 1972, to
July 1, 1973, the two categories of dis-
aster loans referred to in the paragraph
above would be made with a forgiveness
feature not to exceed $5,000, and the re-
maining balance of the loan would carry
an interest rate of 1 percent.

Where the interest rate is higher un-
der existing law than that agreed to by
the conference committee, the loans will
be refinanced at the new lower rate. The
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new rate will apply only to the balance
on the loan outstanding at the date of
enactment of this act.

In addition, the requirement in the
Disaster Relief Act of 1970 that the bor-
rower must pay the first $500 of a loan
before he can receive any forgiveness
has been removed retroactively to Jan-
uary 1, 1971.

This represents a compromise between
the Senate- and House-passed bills and
incorporates features of both.

Second. The Senate amendment to the
House bill confained a provision requir-
ing all borrowers to obtain Federal flood
insurance, if available, during the life of
the disaster loan. The House-passed bill
contained no provision. The Senate re-
ceded to the House position.

Third. The Senate amendment con-
tained a provision which would allow
the Small Business Administration to
make loans to small businesses which in-
cur certain expenses as a result 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 provision, and the Sen-
ate receded to the House position.

The Senate conferees while unable to
convince our counterparts in the House
to accept this provision did, however, re-
ceive a strong commitment from both
the chairman of the House Banking
Committee, Mr. PaTman, and the chair-
man of the Small Business Subcommit-
tee, Mr. StePHENS, that hearings would
be held on this proposal before Congress
adjourns for this session.

Fourth., The Senate amendment con-
tained a provision which would allow the
President to make grants to nonprofit
private educational institutions in areas
declared a major disaster by the Presi-
dent in connection with hurricane and
tropical storm Agnes. The House lan-
guage contained no similar provision.
The House receded to the Senate
position,

In addition, the Senate amendment
contained a provision which provided
that funds appropriated to the President
for “disaster relief” were to be made
available for carrying out the program
of assistance to schools. The House had
no similar provision. The Senate receded
to the House position.

The House conferees indicated that
unless we receded on this section of the
legislation that a point of order could be
raised concerning the manner in which
the bill provided for appropriations.

Mr. President, on all other provisions
contained in the bill passed by the Sen-
ate, the conferees were successful in re-
taining those provisions in the bill agreed
on in the conference.

I now yield to the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the conference
committee, the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER).

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the con-
ference report on disaster assistance
which we are submitting to the Senate
for approval today represents a substan-
tial improvement in the present level of




27928

assistance available to the victims of nat-
ural disasters. The present disaster as-
sistance program administered by the
Small Business Administration consists
essentially of a loan program to disaster
victims at the Treasury interest rate,
with $2,500 of the loan being forgiven.
Under this legislation, the interest rate
on the remaining balance of loans issued
as a result of disasters declared in 1971
will be lowered to 3 percent; the for-
giveness of $2,500 is not changed in
amount for that period, but will now ap-
ply to the first $2,500 of the loan rather
than the $2,500 above the first $500 of
the loan. For disasters declared in 1972,
the forgiveness figure was raised to
$5,000 and the interest rate lowered to
1 percent.

The Senate provisions on suspension of
payments of principal for the retired and
disabled—the Javits amendment; on re-
financing residential mortgages—the
Buckley amendment; on loans for work-
ing capital, the Schweiker amendment;
and on aid for private educational in-
stitutions, the Scott amendment; among
others, were agreed to by the House.

Obviously, no form of financial assist-
ance can fully make up for the property,
health, and inconvenience loss of a vic-
tim of a flood, a hurricane, a tornado, or
other such disaster.

Where lives are lost, certainly gov-
ernment aid cannot console the survivors
for this irreplaceable loss. But we do feel
the definite obligation to try to do some-
thing to help the disaster victims whose
houses, households, and businesses are
destroyed or damaged in the wake of
these phenomena that we are powerless
to prevent. This legislation can at least
help these unfortunate victims to get on
their feet financially and to try to return
their lives to a normal state once again.
The main ingredient of recovery is a
strong spirit in the community and
among the individuals hit by disasters,
but we can at least do our part to help
out somewhat on the financial end.

The administration will be working on
a new comprehensive package of im-
proved disaster assistance legislation for
the next few months, in order to bring a
more coordinated governmental ap-
proach to the problem of aiding the vic-
tims of disasters. Presently, disaster re-
lief programs are scattered throughout
31 agencies and are administered under a
number of laws. The conferees are agreed
that a new, coordinated program is
needed to administer assistance more ef-
fectively and to make the most efficient
use of the taxpayer's dollar, and we look
forward to receiving and working on this
legislation early next year.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I move
the adoption of the conference report.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, iet me
thank the conferees for the fine thing
they did in making special provision for
retirees in this measure, who might
otherwise have been in trouble in obtain-
ing some of these loans. It was a splen-
did thing they did, and I am sure I speak
for all the retired persons who are af-
fected in thanking them.
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Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York, and wish to say that
the House conferees were very willing
to concur in that amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank
our friend from New York for having
offered the amendment, which I think
;crl:]a.ls a substantial improvement on the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if it would
be convenient for the leadership, while
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
soN) is on his way to the floor, we would
like to take about 2 minutes, or a very
short time, to call up the conference
report on the economic opportunity
g%endments, that is, the antipoverty
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course.

Mr. JAVITS. Solely for the purpose
of having it rereferred to the conference.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

Mr. MANSFIELD. On the basis that
I do not lose my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

CONTINUATION OF PROGRAMS AU-
THORIZED UNDER THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is my
purpose now, with the permission of the
Senator from Wisconsin, who heads the
subcommittee on poverty, and chaired
the Senate conferees, to call up for con-
sideration the conference report on H.R.
12350, with the intention of moving to
recommit the conference report to the
conference committee.

Mr. President, the Senator from Wis-
consin is here, and I ask that the con-
ference report on H.R. 12350 be called
up, and I ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12350) to provide for the continuation of
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programs authorized under the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses this report,
signed by all the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the con-
ference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
make a short explanation, and I hope
very much that the Senator from Wis-
consin may be moved to join in this ex-
planation, as well as the Senator from
Ohio, who is the ranking member of the
Poverty Subcommittee of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare that han-
dled this matter; perhaps also Senator
Dominick, who is second to me in se-
niority in that committee will wish to
comment.

Mr. President, our purpose in referring
back this conference report to the con-
ferees is as follows:

First. The conference remains in be-
ing so long as we are the first House to
act, and we have not yet acted.

Second. The fact that the conference
report has been pending here for almost
a month without being called up must be
a clear indication to Senators—especially
when we consider that Senator NeLson
and I and every other member of the
conference has burning interest in get-
ting action on these antipoverty amend-
ments—that there must have been some
good reason for it, and there was.

We feel a deep policy and humanitar-
ian drive to do our utmost to produce
a bill which will be signed at the White
House. Of course, perhaps a veto could
be overridden. We have no idea. In any
case our first duties are to do everything
we can to develop and propose a bill
which, in the deepest conscience to the
poor and with the most understanding
consideration of the point of view of the
President and the budget authorities, and
so forth, is entitled to be signed.

I might say, Mr. President, that the
burden of compromise has been carried
throughout consideration of this bill
most heavily by the conferees. I cannot
pay enough tribute to the patience, the
skill, and the patriotism of Senator
NeLsoN, who headed the Senate confer-
ees, and to Representative PErkINs, who
headed the House conferees, and the
work and devotion of Senators KENNEDY,
MoNDALE, CRANSTON, HUGHES, STEVENSON,
RanporLrH, TAFT, SCHWEIKER, BEALL, and
Dominick. We have all consulted to-
gether, and Senator Nerson and I are
satisfied that this is the thing to do, that
it has the best hope for producing what
all friends of the bill and the program
would like to see accomplished.

For those reasons, and because Sena-
tor Nersoxn felt that, inasmuch as this
was a Presidential matter, it was more
logical that the ranking minority mem-
ber should make this motion rather
than he, I move to recommit the confer-
ence report to the committee on confer-
Ence.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
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Mr. ALLEN. What are the areas that
the Senator has in mind would be
changed at subsequent meetings of the
conference committee?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my an-
swer is that I cannot tell the Senator.
The Senator knows the personalities in-
volved. They are men of great independ-
ence. They will simply go over the con-
ference report again, with a view toward
examining every phase of it—the Legal
Services Corporation, the authorizations
for appropriation, the other conditions
and terms of the bill and have one other
look as to whether this is really the best
product we should present to the House
and the Senate and try to send to the
White House.

Mr. ALLEN. Surely, some areas, as
pointed out, are in need of adjustment.

Mr. JAVITS. Many areas have been
pointed out. I do not think there is a
part of the bill that has not been the
subject of some comment, scrutiny, or
consideration. But I have emphasized
those that have come in for the most dis-
cussion as being the authorization, the
Legal Services Corporation, and general
conditions with respect to the poverty
programs in the communities. There are
various phases of the bill which relate
to authorization add-ons. There are pro-
visions respecting a new approach—or
at least a more modern approach—to
Headstart.

All these things have come in for more
detailed discussion since the conferees
agreed

Senator Nelson has continued to talk
with the House conferees, and it is a
common judgment that we should try
again. But I think I would be arrogating
to myself an authority which I do not
possess to delimit for the Senator spe-
cific areas of the bill that will undergo
change and others that will not. The bill
will be wide open in every section to all
the conferees. As I have said, they are
very independent and very gifted men.

Mr. ALLEN. There is no hope that the
legal services program will be dropped
from the bill, is there?

Mr. JAVITS. I would not say that at
all. I just say that every part of the bill,
including that, will be considered in the
conference.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator for
his clear and full explanation.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I want to add, for the
benefit of the Senator from Alabama,
that it is my understanding that when
the Senate conferees would go back—as-
suming that this motion is successful—
the effort would be designed toward at
least cutting down the size of some of the
authorizations and strengthening the
method of appointment of particular
people who will be organizing the Legal
Services Corporation.

I believe that this is the intent; al-
though, as the Senator very aptly said,
all issues will be open. But I strongly sus-
pect that, if this motion is successful, the
conference report will not come back with
any additional amounts.
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Mr. JAVITS. I certainly assure the
Senator of that.

Mr. ALLEN. Would the Senator from
New York hazard the guess that the bill
as reported by the conference would re-
sult in a Presidential veto? Is that his
judgment?

Mr. JAVITS. No; it is not. I have no
idea what the President would or would
not veto, and he is not in the habit of
issuing that information in advance. I
simply believe that all of us, having con-
sulted together, who have a personal in-
terest in this measure have decided that
we should try again, and this will give us
that chance.

Mr. NELSON. First, let me say that I
endorse the remarks of the distinguished
Senator from New York concerning the
cooperation we have had with the House,
with the chairman of the committee in
the House, as well as with the conferees in
our own House, both Republicans and
Democrats. The Senator from New York
is correct in saying that he did not know,
and neither do I know what proposals
will be made, once the bill goes back to
the conference. We reached agreement
after a good conference. I would say to
the Senator from Alabama that my ob-
jective in agreeing to sending it back to
conference is to attempt to make some
modifications that would be more accept-
able to the administration.

I cannot speak for the conferees on my
side, but for myself I will say that I am
perfectly prepared to modify the Legal
Services Corporation in such a way that
it would be totally acceptable to the ad-
ministration.

No. 2, I am personally prepared to
propose a substantial reduction in the
authorizations.

Those are the two points that I would
support in conference. I repeat, of course,
that I cannot speak for anyone else on
either side of the conference, but that
is the objective.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr, NELSON. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. What is meant by
“substantial reduction”? What sort of
compromise will have to be made in or-
der to get the President to go along? How
much less will it be?

Mr. NELSON. I think I would prefer
to argue that question of a substantial
reduction at the conference. My judg-
ment is that there is no reason to author-
ize a whole lot more money than we will
get in the appropriations. I cannot speak
for the conferees, but I will support a
substantial reduction in the authoriza-
tion which will be still more than what
is currenfly appropriated. The distin-
guished Senator from California may not
agree with me. I want to make it clear
to the Senate and for the REcorp as
well as to the distinguished Senator from
Alabama in particular, who raised the
question, that I was interested in two
things; namely, the Legal Services Cor-
poration and the size of the authoriza-
tion.

Mr. CRANSTON. Then the Senator
has no clear conception at the moment
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as to what a substantial reduction would
mean?

Mr. NELSON. I do.

Mr. CRANSTON. That is something
he wants to reserve until he gets to the
conference?

Mr. NELSON. No. I am perfectly pre-
pared to say that I would support a sub-
stantial reduction in the authorization
from the $900 million increase down
somewhere around a $200 million in-
crease. In other words, I would support
a reduction in the authorization of about
$600 to $800 million.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. EENNEDY. I was a member of
that conference and I join the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits) in commending the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson) for the
work that he has done in the conference.
As in so many other matters, many of
us are not able, because of other Senate
business, to spend all the time we would
like to in the conference, and he has as-
sumed that responsibility. I am fully in
agreement with the leadership and the
work the Senator from Wisconsin has
performed in this area.

I am distressed by the motion to turn
it back to the conference. I would want
the Recorp to show that I am opposed to
that move.

I felt that in that conference, we had
tried to make an adjustment and an ac-
commodation in the legal services pro-
gram to the administration’s objections.
I understood, in the final hours of the
conference, that at least we had worked
something ouf, considering the frequent
communication with the White House,
and that while at least we are not guar-
anteed this would be veto-proof, they
understood we had gone what I consid-
ered to be a good deal further than half
way on this matter.

Now, I hear, we are going back to the
conference, or at least the resolution so
proposes, to talk about further compro-
mise on this matter. I, for one, am in-
creasingly concerned, as I listen to this
colloquy, about what we really intend to
do in the conference and how intimidated
we will be by the threat of a veto.

I would, therefore, be very much inter-
ested in what the Senator from Wiscon-
sin has planned. He mentioned his fig-
ures on cutting back on the authoriza-
tion, but could the Senator tell me if
there are any further amendments or
compromises intended in the area of legal
services?

Mr. NELSON. May I say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
that I have no real way to tell him as I
cannot understand the opposition on the
White House side. I do not know who
it is down there that is opposing the Legal
Services Corporation as it is now con-
stituted. There simply is no question
whatsoever that the President controls
every single appointment subject only to
confirmation by the Senate. There is lan-
guage that permits the national legal
organizations to recommend to the Presi-
dent but he is not bound by any recom-
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mendation. He does not have to appoint
from any list. He is free to appoint any-
one he wishes. So I cannot explain to the
Senator from Massachusetts what the
White House is complaining about. It is
quite irrational That is the reason I can-
not explajn it. All I am trying to say is
that, so far as I am concerned, the Presi-
dent has all the appointments. They are
all his. There is no doubt about that. But
they are being irresponsible in every way
down there about it, I am willing to ac-
commodate them in their foolishness.
The President has all the appointments.
The American Bar Association, in the
language of the bill, can make a recom=
mendation but they are only recom-
mendations, nothing more. I would sug-
gest that this administration is more in-
terested in form than in substance. As
they seem to be rather more interested
in form than in substance, I am prepared
to give them form.

That is fine. I am prepared to support
their proposal in this unimportant mpt.-
ter. It seems to me they are just looking
for an excuse to veto the bill. They did
it the last time with a veto message that
would not stand serious analysis in any
grade school. If I were the President, I
would fire whoever wrote that message.
It did not make any sense at all and it
was not honest though I am sure the
President did not realize that. Obviously
they are looking for a way to defeat the
bill. I want the bill to be signed. We have
accommodated their objections which did
not have much substance, anyway. In
any event, every single objection made
by the White House in the veto message
has been met. So I want to send them
the bill that clearly meets every objec-
tion made in the veto message.

If they can then find a Philadelphia
lawyer to justify the veto I want that
lawyer to be my lawyer, because he can
make the most subtle and refined distinc-
tions of any mind anywhere on earth.
What I am trying to do is to send a bill
up there that will save the program that
someone in the White House is obviously
trying to kill. I do not want to give them
any excuse to kill the bill. If they do
veto it, then we can go to the country
with the issue and show how irresponsi-
ble they are.

The veto message last time was
a phony. They are seeking new ways
to confuse the whole country by saying,
“Oh, they took away legal services con-
trol from the President or some such
thing.” No one will understand that it
is not so. I do not want to give them the
opportunity to mislead the public.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I feel
that I have to raise an objection to this
continual delay, because when I yielded
the floor it was with the proviso that I
would get back the floor and it was with
the understanding that they would take
no more than 2 minutes. We have now
been discussing this matter for about 25
minutes. It seems to be getting stronger
and stronger. I would most respectfully
express the hope that this matter would
be brought to an end at this time so that
we could go ahead with the business be-
fore the Senate, the interim agreement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the debate close on this mat-
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ter at the present time. I would like to get
the floor.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is then going to
call for individual action on the part of
the parties concerned.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
majority leader will yield to me, I want
to say that I had no idea we would
engage in any extensive debate on this
subject or that it would be a contro-
versial matter.

I represented to the majority leader
and to the majority whip that it would
take only a few minutes. Therefore, if
the majority leader wishes to take it down
at this time, I have no objection. I think
the majority leader is absolutely right.
I had no notion that we would get into
such an extensive debate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
appreciate that statement. I make that
unanimous-consent request at this time.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, what
is the request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
made the unanimous-consent request
that the matter be taken down at this
time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, could
the majority leader give us an indication
of when this matter will be taken care
of? I do not think that any of us are
interested in delaying this unnecessarily.
I think we all want to get back to the
business before the Senate. I, for one,
do not want to delay it. However, I won-
der when this matter might be brought
before the Senate. I want to indicate my
views on the matter.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
view of the situation which has devel-
oped, I ask unanimous consent that we
turn to the pending business until the
hour of 12:20, at which time we return
to the conference report. It is my under-
standing that the Senator from Alabama
intends to offer an amendment and that
a vote on that occur at 12:30.

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, that is sat-
isfactory to me. I merely want to offer
an amendment to the motion of the Sen-
ator from New York. I would not debate
it over 2 or 3 minutes. And I would not
call for a rollcall vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, what
is the pending matter?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to re-
commit the conference report.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is on agreeing to the
motion to recommit the conference re-
port.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. I asked unani-
mous consent that that matter be taken
down and that we return to it at 12:20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana to set aside the confer-
ence report?
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Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I did not
understand the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
made the unanimous-consent request
that the matter of the conference report
be set aside and that we come back to it
at 12:20 and then consider, and vote on
the Allen amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, may we
understand what the amendment of the
Senator from Alabama is?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I merely
wish to offer an amendment to the mo-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
New York to give some instructions to
the conferees. They have come back and
asked that they be permitted to go back
into conference, I merely wish to ask
that the Senate give them instructions
during their deliberations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
reason I made the request is that I think
we have been had on the basis of the
implicit promise given to us when we
laid aside the pending business. We will
get back to the matter of the conference
report at 12:20, There is a little business
to be done in the meantime, if Senators
do not mind.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have no
objection. I have no objection to with-
drawing the whole matter from consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally divided between 12:20 and 12:30
p.m.

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

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the agreement, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the unfin-
ished business which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Calendar Order No. 929 (S.J. Res. 241) a
joint resolution sauthorizing the President
to approve an interim agreement between the

United States and the Union of Soviet Social
Republics.

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yvield to the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Insert after the resolving clause (which
reads: “Resolved by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled,”) the fol-
low

ing:
“That the Congress hereby endorses those
portions of the Declaration of Basic Princi-
ples of Mutual Relations Between the United
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States of America and the Union of Soviet
Soclalist Republics signed by President
Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev at
Moscow on May 29, 1972, which relate to the
dangers of military confrontation and which
read as follows:

““The U.S.A. and the U.S8.8.R. attach major
importance to preventing the development of
situations capable of causing a dangerous
exacerbation of their relations ... and ‘will
do their utmost to avold military confronta-
tions and to prevent the outbreak of nuclear
war' and ‘will always exercise restraint in
their mutual relations,’ and ‘on outstanding
issues will conduct' their discussions and
negotiations ‘in a spirit of reciprocity, mu-
tual accommodation and mutual benefit,’
and

“ ‘Both sides recognize that efforts to ob=-
taln unilateral advantage at the expense of
the other, directly or indirectly, are incon-
sistent with these objectives,’ and

“‘The prerequisites for maintalning and
strengthening peaceful relations between
the US.A. and the US.8.R. are the recog-
nition of the security interests of the parties
based on the principle of equality and the
renunciation of the use or threat of force.".”

On page 1, line 3 strike out “That the” and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 2, The”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate? The
majority leader is entitled to the courtesy
of having order so that he can be heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. This matter is of
great importance, and most of us want to
hear what the majority leader has to say.
The Senate will be in order. Attachés will
take their seats and cease their conver-
sations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have in my hand the text of the Nixon-
Brezhnev declaration. It applies directly
to the amendment which is now the
pending business. This is the agreement.
The declaration is entitled: “Basic Prin-
ciples of Mutual Relations Between the
United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics” signed by
President Nixon and Leonard I
Brezhneyv.

This is part of the joint communique:

The U.B.A. and the U.S.S.R. attach major
importance to preventing the development of
situations capable of causing a dangerous
exacerbation of their relations. Therefore,
they will do their utmost to avoid military
confrontations and to prevent the outbreak
of nuclear war. They will always exercise
restraint in their mutual relations, and will
be prepared to negotiate and settle differ-
ences by peaceful means. Discussions and
negotiations on outstanding issues will be
conducted In a spirlt of reciprocity, mutual
accommodation and mutual benefit.

Both sides recognize that efforts to ob-
tain unilateral advantage at the expense of
the other, directly or indirectly, are incon-
slstent with these objectives.

The prerequisites for maintaining and
strengthening peaceful relations between the
US.A. and the U.SS.R. are the recognition
of the security Interests of the parties based
on the principle of equality and the renunci-
ation of the use or threat of force.

Mr. President, may I say that the
reason for offering this amendment at
this time is to try to bring this matter
to a head and to do so without delay, and
at the same time to give to the Senate
a choice as to what course they wish to
pursue.

I have heard rumors going around that
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certain Members have been told there
would be no votes this afternoon, that
there would be no votes tomorrow. I
think that is a question which at least
the leadership should have been brought
in on, if such rumors have any founda-
tion in fact. I wish to assure the Senate
that there will be at least a vote this
afternoon, and I am hopeful there will
be other votes today and tomorrow, be-
cause this is a Presidential request; this
is something worked out between the
chiefs of state of two nations. It should
be faced up to, and Senators know their
minds at this time and how they are
going to vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the names of the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits) and the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) be added as
COSPONSOrs.

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

CONTINUATION OF PROGRAMS AU-
THORIZED UNDER THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Rieicorr). The hour of 12:20 p.m. having
arrived, the Senate will return to the
consideration of the conference report
on the Economic Opportunity Act of
1972.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, what is the
pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the motion to re-
commit the conference report.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Senate
has before it the conference report.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Chair state how the time is divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is divided 5 minutes to a side, the vote
to occur at 12:30 p.m.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Chair.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call the
attention of the Chair to the fact that
we did not start until 12:21 p.m.

Mr. President, I yield myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has before it the OEO conference re-
port. The distinguished Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits) in calling up the
report has asked and has moved that the
report be referred back to the conferees
inasmuch as the conferees have not yet
been discharged, and he states there are
a number of areas in the bill which the
conferees wish to take another look at.

The junior Senator from Alabama
asked what areas he planned to seek
to make revisions in and the Senator
respondcd it was the whole bill itself,
all the sections of the bill should be re-
viewed.

So it was the thought of the junior
Senator from Alabama, with the whole
bill being reviewed, with no definite in-
formation being given to the Senate as to
what areas revisions would be sought in,
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it would be only proper for the Senate
to give the conferees instructions in a
particular area.

With that thought in mind, I offer an
amendment %o the pending motion to re-
commit, that our conferees be instructed
to seek the elimination from the bill of
title IX, which is the Legal Services
Corporation.

_ I feel that this is a bad provision, set-
ting up a separate corporation to carry
out the functions of this department,
functions that already are being carried
on. But fo set up a special, separate cor-
poration without any control by any
other agency of Government, letting it be
a self-contained entity, carrying on this
work, would be inimical to the best in-
terests of the country.

For that reason I offer this amend-
ment that the conferees be instructed to
geiﬁl.: the elimination of title IX from the

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, the reason
for my reply to the Senator from Ala-
bama as to what the conferees would do
is that in the presence of my colleagues,
the chairman of the conference commit-
tee, the chairman of the subcommittee,
the chairman of the Senate conferees,
the ranking members of the subcommit-
tee on the Republican side, and the
Republican member next to me on the
whole committee, it would have been im-
proper and highly offensive, I think, for
me to delimit the conferees. This was
a free and open conference; it will be a
free and open conference. The chairman
of the Senate conferees has indicated his
personal view that che main things dealt
with will be the Legal Services Corpora-
tion and the authorization for appropria-
tion. That is very authoritative because
he will be the chairman of the Senate
conferees.

Second, we will do our utmost to de-
velop another bill, taking another crack
at it. We have done this in conference,
with Members from the House, to get a
laudable bill.

But to throw restrictions upon the con-
ference at this time would only prejudice
the matter and not do anyone any good,
and it will not serve the hope of fash-
ioning a bill which will be good for the
situation we are trying to deal with.

Finally, the Legal Services Corpora-
tlon was requested by the President him-
self. We have never differed in principle;
it is only a question of how it is to be
worked out. But the President himself
asked for the Legal Services Corporation.

I believe all of the Senate conferees
did their utmost to fashion it in such a
way that he would approve it, but the
basic proposition is irrefutable.

For all those reasons—because I think
the conference has been free and open,
that the conference should be free and
open again—it will be my purpose,
when the time comes, to move to table
the motion of the Senator from Alabama,.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for yielding. I back his posi-
tion with respect to the motion of the
Senator from Alabama. It seems to me
this has been resolved by the Senate in a
separate vote. The same issue also came
before the House.

In voting on the instructions here to
eliminate title IX from the bill we should
understand the purpose of going back to
the conference, a step with which I am
in strong agreement. It is to simplify and
work out & strong agreement on provi-
sions which it is feared are in conflict
with other legislation. I would like to
point out the interrelationship of this
matter with child development. The two
are interrelated so it is important to get
on with trying to find a solution. I be-
lieve we can make provision for this mat-
ter, consistent with child development.
Problems have arisen on that bill and
also there is a question of whether we
can provide more consistently with pro-
visions of H.R. 1, should that bill come
to the floor and be enacted into law.

For all these reasons I believe we
should support the motion, without the
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3en-
ator from New York has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I wish
to endorse the remarks of the Senator
from Ohio and the Senator from New
York.

From my viewpoint I am trying to give
the President what they say they desire
in terms of the Legal Services Corpora-
tion. They did ask for it. We are trying to
give them that kind of corporation. I try
to support the administration whenever
I can. I would have to vote against the
pending amendment of the Senator from
Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, is
there any time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his generosity in
yielding to me. I would like to ask one
question. Is the purpose of this amend-
ment to end all legal services, or just
to end the proposed independent cor-
poration?

Mr. ALLEN. No. As the Senator knows,
even with the Legal Services Corpora-
tion killed, the OEO would carry on the
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work of the Legal Services Division, but
there would be some supervision and
control over the activities of the Legal
Services Corporation, and would not re-
pose those powers and duties in a sepa-
rate corporation, free wheeling, and
without control by any other agency of
the Government, or the President of the
United States, or, for that matter, the
Congress.

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator.

I want to say I oppose the amendment
because I feel we have tried to meet the
President’s objections about legal serv-
ices.

I want to express solidarity with the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEn-
NEDY) on four points:

First, praise for the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. NeLson), on the magnifi-
cent work he has done.

Second, I question the wisdom of re-
committing at the present time.

Third, I am not eager to set slashing
cuts in the important authorizations for
vital programs.

Fourth, I am gravely concerned about
compromising still further on legal serv-
ices——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
table the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to table the
motion to instruct (putting the ques-
tion).

The ayes appear to have it. The ayes
have it.

The motion to table is agreed to.

The question now is on the motion to
recommit (putting the question). The
ayes appear to have it. The ayes have it.
The motion carries.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

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

The assistant legislative clerk read the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241) by title,
as follows:

A’ joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241) author-
izing the President to approve an interim
agreement between the United States and
the Union of SBoviet Soclalist Republics.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Montana.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to make a few comments, and I
know other Senators will want to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend until we have order?
This is a most important matter before
the Senate. The Senator is entitled to be
heard. The Senate will be in order.

The Senator will proceed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
completely concur in what the Chair has
said—that I consider this one of the
most important issues that has come be-
fore this body, certainly since the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution 8 years ago. As a
matter of fact, yesterday, or the day
before yesterday, makes it 8 years old.
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We made a disastrous mistake in the
Senate not only in the decision itself,
but also in the procedure we followed.
I should like to do what I can at this
time to avoid a similar mistake.

The pending business is the joint
resolution giving our consent to the Pres-
ident to approve the interim agreement
which has been before us.

The Foreign Relations Committee,
which has the responsibility, as the agent
of the Senate, to understand and to ad-
vise on treaties and agreements such as
the one before us, has reported this
agreement unanimously, without any
whereases, qualifications, or amend-
ments. The House of Representatives on
yesterday took similar action.

When the committee voted unani-
mously in favor of the interim agree-
ment, we did so upon the assurance that
it was a prudent and wise agreement,
providing adequately for the security of
the United States.

I wish to quote from a verbatim state-
ment of the President of the United
States, made to a large group of Members
of Congress on June 15 in the State din-
ing room at 9:18 a.m. I shall not read
it all. I am quoting the President of the
United States. The President is speak-
ing:

I have studied this situation of arms con-
trol over the past 31, years. I am totally con-
vinced that both of these agreements are
in the interest of the security of the United

States and in the interest of arms control
and world peace.

He continues:

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

Let me tell you why I think that is impor-
tant. Where negotiations between great pow-
ers are involved, if one side wins, and the
other loses clearly, then you have a built-
in tendency or incentive for the side that
loses to break the agreement and to do every-
thing that it can to regain the advantage.

This is an agreement which was very
toughly negotiated on both sides. There are
advantages in it for both sides. For that
reason, each side has a vested interest, we

believe, in keeping the agreement rather than
breaking it.

I completely endorse that statement—
that both sides have a very important
interest in keeping this agreement and
not in breaking it.

Now, in the face of that, in the face of
the unanimous action of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, we are told by the
Senator from Washington (Mr. Jack-
son) that this amendment to the resolu-
tion of ratification is desired. The clear
implication of the Jackson amendment is
that the interim agreement is defective
in that it does not provide adequately for
our security and in that the statements
of the President about the effect of the
agreement were inaccurate.

The Senator from Washington (Mr.
JacksoN) himself has stated that this
agreement provides for interim ‘“sub-
parity” in his statement of last Monday
on the Senate floor.

If it is a fact that the interim agree-
ment overall provides for “subparity”—
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or, as he suggests in one of his state-
ments, “inferiority”—then the agree-
ment should be rejected as not in the na-
tional interest. It should not be amended
in the way that the Senator has stated he
wishes to amend it.

Actually, he does not amend this agree-
ment. The efflect of his amendment is to
set down guwdelines for the future. But
those guidelines are based upon the as-
sumption, on any fair reading of the
amendment, that the present agreement
is not adequate and does not properly
provide for the security of this country.

If this agreement is prudent, then it
ought to be approved as written. If it is
not prudent, if it actually does provide
for “subparity” overall, if it does not
adequately provide for our security, then
it ought to be rejected.

If the Jackson amendment is agreed
to, I certainly will vote against this res-
olution; for the resolution would then
mean that the interim agreement is de-
fective, that it does not adequately pro-
tect the security of the United States.

I for one do not intend to be a party to
another Tonkin Gulf resolution. I have
spent 8 vears apologizing for my small
part in that. I was a Member of the Sen-
ate and I was the manager of that meas-
ure, which was brought here by the Pres-
ident, or his emissaries, and was de-
scribed to us as being a necessary and im-
portant element in preventing the
spread of war. We were told that if we
showed ourselves to be standing behind
the President, it would prevent the
spreading of the war in Vietnam.

We did not give it serious considera-
tion. We did not understand all the im-
plications. We spent only a few hours
in debating it on the floor, because at
that time there was a political campaign
on. President Johnson was the peace can-
didate. He was saying, in public speeches,
that he would not be responsible for
sending our young men to Vietnam, and
it was said in the papers that his oppo-
nent was a hawk, and was for using nu-
clear bombs, and all sorts of things rep-
resenting a radical approach to the war
in Vietnam.

In contrast, President Johnson said
he would restrict the war and prevent
our participation. All we had to do was
support the Tonkin Gulf resolution. Un-
fortunately, I think none of us consid-
ered it carefully enough. And that should
not happen again. Now, this interim
agreement before us is very important.

The ABM treaty was important. They
are, in fact, the most significant meas-
ures, in my opinion, for this country
since the Tonkin Gulf resolution. That
measure, of course, was a disaster. But
in this case, we have the opportunity
to render approval to what represents
a great step forward.

The kind of amendment which the
Senator from Montana, the majority
leader, has offered was considered by the
committee as a fall-back position. But
the committee did not really think any
amendment was necessary. In fact, when
it voted the joint resolution out unani-
mously, it struck out all statements of
a qualifying or hortatory nature: we
wanted to insure that there was nothing
in the resolution that would raise ques-
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tions about the meaning of the agree-
ment itself.

This amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Montana is not really an es-
sential amendment, because all it is is a
recitation of the precise language that
the President of the United States and
Mr. Brezhnev agreed upon. It is taken
verbatim from the statement of princi-
ples which both Governments agreed
upon at the time they agreed upon the
interim agreement. So it in no way var-
ies or could possibly vary or change in
any respect the meaning of the agree-
ment itself, nor would it in any way con-
fine or restrict future negotiations.

I think any effort to restrict future
negotiations, if it is to be done at all,
should be done as a separate resolution
or an amendment to some other bill,
perhaps one dealing with the armed
services. But that restriction should not
be attached to this measure, because to
do so would raise doubts about the effica-
cy and the adequacy of the agreement
already signed, as to whether it protects
our national interest.

So I shall vote for this amendment, al-
though in truth it is not really an
amendment; it is simply a restatement
of the principles, with which I agree,
and that is the only reason I would sup-
port it.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. Is it not true that the
amendment which has been offered by
the distinguished majority leader con-
fines itself entirely to language con-
tained in the declaration of principles to
which the President and Mr. Brezhnev
signed their names on May 29 in Mos-~
cow? That is to say, is not the amend-
ment cast in the language that the two
Governments agreed upon at that time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. So there is no hazard,
in the adoption of this amendment, that
we would be placing any different inter-
pretation upon the agreement, or new
limits upon the negotiating positions of
the two Governments in the future, than
the Governments themselves agreed upon
at the time of the summit meeting?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator would also
agree, would he not, that the mischief
in adopting new language is that it could
give rise to any number of interpreta-
tions; indeed, it already has caused con-
siderable confusion in that some Sen-
ators have interpreted the proposed new
language one way, while others interpret
it another way; the administration, on
the one hand, endorses the Jackson
amendment, as revised, and, on the other
hand, disassociates itself from the inter-
pretation placed upon the amendment by
its very author.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. So we have created a
confusion that can only raise questions,
now and in the future, as to what we
meant by this agreement and as to our
future intentions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
quite correct. I think it raises very seri-
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ous questions about our sincerity and
good faith in accepting the interim
agreement.

Mr. CHURCH. This is a hazard, and
a serious one.

Moreover, suppose a future adminis-
tration, following the election, were to
take the view that the language of the
so-called Jackson amendment must be
construed literally, and that it consti-
tuted a mandate by Congress to confine
any future negotiations with the Soviet
Union within the principle of numerical
equality for each particular weapon sys-
tem. If a future administration were to
interpret the language in this way, would
that not jeopardize the chances for
further progress in broadening these
agreements to cover other weapons sys-
tems, or indeed for reducing their num-
bers in the future?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the President
took it seriously, I think it would be an
inducement to a renewal of the arms
race, the old tit-for-tat. Each one then
would undertake to equal the other one,
and there is always some imbalance;
there is no way to have absolute equal-
ity. There is such great disparity now be-
tween the natures of our forces that,
under this interpretation, I suppose the
Russians would have to look about for
some shore bases; they would have to im-
plore either Canada or Mexico to give
them a base similar to ours on their bor-
ders.

Mr. CHURCH. I surely agree. The lit-
eral interpretation of this language, if
we adopt it and if it is adhered to by a
future administration, could only lead,
logically to the construction of two iden-
tical nuclear weapons systems by the
Soviets and the United States, and this,
instead of meaning limitation or control
of the nuclear arms race, could instead
accelerate the nuclear arms race in the
future; is that not correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that is ex-
actly what it would do. In fact, I think
that is one of its purposes. Obviously the
supporters of this amendment are not
satisfied with the slowdown in the arms
race.

Mr. CHURCH. As I have reviewed the
debate thus far, and looked for some ar-
gument that might have some plausible
appeal for adopting the Jackson amend-
ment, it seemed always to come down
to the proposition that we did not want
the Soviet Union to secure some unilat-
eral advantage during the 5-year period
that might prove adverse to the security
interests of the United States.

Now, of course, we are all agreed on
that proposition; but the governments
of the United States and the Soviet
Union have agreed to that proposition
as well. And here, plainly stated in t:e
language of the governments themselves,
forming part of the amendment now of-
fered by the distinguished majority
leader, is the following:

Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain
unilateral advantage at the expense of the
other, directly or Indirectly, are inconsist-
ent with these objections.

Now, if there is any reason at all re-
lating to the security interests of the
United States to adopt the language of-
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fered by the distinguished Senator from
Washington, it would be to warn against
the Russians taking unilateral advantage
of us, during the 5-year interim period.

Yet, here in the language of the two
governments, the very point is already
covered. Why, then, should we jeopardize
this unique opportunity to take a first
step toward ending this mad nuclear
arms race, by adopting different lan-
guage that could give rise to every sort of
confusing implication and, indeed, could
prove a serious handicap to future ne-
gotiations, when the language already
adopted by the two governments covers
the very point, the only real point, that
can be made on behalf of the Jackson
amendment? I is already there. It is al-
ready agreed to, and agreed to in the lan-
guage that both President Nixon and Mr.
Brezhnev, themselves, drafted and ap-
proved as part of the statement to which
they appended their signatures,

So I would argue very strongly that
we accomplish nothing by abandoning
the language of the two governments,
covering the concern that one or the oth-
er might use the 5-year period to secure
some unilateral advantage, and substi-
tute in its place new and different lan-
guage fraught with every sort of problem.
There is no reason to do it at all, except
to restrict the President’s options in the
future, when he seeks to take a second
step toward controlling the ongoing nu-
clear arms race.

So I hope we will adopt the amend-
ment offered jointly by the distinguished
majority leader and the dean of the Re-
publicans of the Senate (Mr. Arkew),
and that we will reject any substitute

ggfred by the Senator from Washing-

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield the floor, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

CALL OF THE ROLL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 377 Leg.]

Hollings
Allen Hruska
Buckley Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Cooper Jordan, Idaho
Cranston Magnuson
Pulbright Mansfield
Gurney Mathlas
Hansen Pastore

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is not present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

Alken Proxmire

Riblcoff
Roth
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Taft
Williams
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After some delay, the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Allott Dole
Anderson Dominick
Bayh Ervin
Beall Fannin
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Burdick
Cannon
Case
Chiles
Church

Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pearson
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stafford
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Young

Fong
Gravel
Hart

Hartke
Humphrey
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Long
MeClellan
MeIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Cook Montoya
Curtis Moss

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia (Mr. TaL-
mADpGE) be permitted to bring up a con-
ference report at this time for a period
of time not to exceed 5 minutes, and that
upon acceptance of the report the distin-
guished Senator from Washington be
recognized.

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

ACCELERATED REFORESTATION OF
NATIONAL FORESTS—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on H.R. 13089, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SteVENS). The report will be stated by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
ngreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment to the bill (H.R. 13089) to pro-
vide for acceleration of programs for the
planting of trees on natlonal forest lands in
need of reforestation, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recommend
to their respective Houses this report, signed
by all the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report, as fol-
lows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
smendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13089) to provide for acceleration of pro-
grams for the planting of trees on national
forest lands in need of reforestation, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recom-

mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate and
agree to the same.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the printing of
the report as a Senate report be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this
measure establishes a fund for reforesta-
tion of national forest lands.

The House bill would have authorized
annual use of section 32 funds in the
amount of duties collected on imports of
wood and wood products. Last year such
duties amounted to $§72.2 million.

The Senate authorized a direct appro-
priation annually of $65 million.

The House accepted the Senate ver-
sion.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished majority whip.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT ON
CONSIDERATION OF NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this matter has been cleared on both
sides of the aisle.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a time limitation in the usual form
with respect to HR. 14896, the National
School Lunch Act; that at such time as
it is called up and made the pending
business before the Senate, which will
not be this week, there be 3 hours on
the bill, 1 hour on amendments, and one-
half hour on amendments to amend-
ments, debatable motions, and appeals.

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

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (8.J. Res. 241) au-
thorizing the President to approve an in-
terim agreement between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate fully appreciates that it has before it
an arms limitation measure of very great
importance. Equally important, in my
view, is how we in the Congress come to
judge that agreement and how we con-
vey our judgment to the Soviet Union,
to our allies, to the executive branch and
to the American people.

International agreements, this one in-
cluded, have always had a dimension
deeper than their words—a dimension
that embodies hopes and expectations
and reservations, all unwritten, and all
of which reflect the blend of risks, doubts
and assurances of which treaties are
made. The present agreement, which
rests to so remarkable a degree on state-
ments with which the other party did not
concur, has all of these in full measure.

SOME AMBIGUITIESE REESOLVED

In an agreement that goes to the heart
of America’s security—our capacity to
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deter nuclear war—nothing is more im-
portant than a precise understanding of
what the parties have agreed to. Precision
can never weaken an arms control agree-
ment; ambiguity can be a source of fu-
ture tension.

From the moment the agreements
were signed in Moscow, there were vague
and conflicting reports about the con-
tents of the accords. The press relied on
confusing background briefings held in
Moscow. Various statements and attach-
ments, integral parts of the agreements,
were not made public for weeks. Public
figures issued statements of support be-
fore the terms of the accords were re-
vealed or analyzed. High administration
spokesmen offered contradictory inter-
pretations.

Thus, when the President finally sub-
mitted these agreements to the Con-
gress, I was concerned that the Senate
and the American people understand
what we and the Russians could and
could not do within their terms. The
Senate Armed Services Committee, un-
der the distinguished chairmanship of
my able friend the Senator from Missis-
sippi, held extensive hearings on the
military implications of the SALT ac-
cords during which we tried very hard
to bring before the American people the
terms, and the meaning of the terms, of
the interim agreement and the ABM
treaty. We endeavored to obtain a clear
and consistent administration position
on key provisions—which was not always
easy.

Let me illustrate the kinds of prob-
lems the committee hearings had to ad-
dress. Article I of the interim agreement
obligates the parties not to build ICBM
launchers after July 1, 1972. But no-
where in the agreemeht does there ap-
pear the number of ICBM’s the Soviets
are thereby permitted to have. Article
II contains a prohibition against sub-
stituting “heavy” ICBM launchers for
“light” ICBM launchers. But nowhere is
there an agreed-upon bilateral defini-
tion of what a “heavy” ICBM is. Terms
like “modernization” and “significant in-
crease” were used in the agreement, but
precise definitions of these terms are not
provided.

Mr. President, although the texts of
the treaty and the executive agreement
contain few numbers, many more num-
bers have been discussed in connection
with the SALT accords. In the last sev-
eral weeks we have heard these: 1,054:
1,618; 313; 41; 42; 62; 84; 710; 740; 656;
950; and zero. The crucial question for
the Nation and for the cause of world
peace is whether these numbers add up
to stable parity or unstable inferiority.
It may clear the air to discuss some of
them.

First, 1,054—this is the maximum
number of land-based ICBM’s that the
United States is permitted to retain un-
der the agreement.

Second, 1,618—this is the maximum
number of land-based ICBM’s that the
Soviet Union is permitted to retain given
our understanding of the agreement. I
emphasize “our understanding” because
the figure 1,618 is a U.S. intelligence esti-
mate and not a Soviet supplied number,
This vagueness on the Soviet part is most

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

unfortunate and can only lead to uncer-
tainty and possible tensions. The agree-
ment would be much improved by the
use of specific numbers on both sides.

Third, T10—this is the maximum num-
ber of submarine launched ballistic mis-
siles that the United States is permitted
to deploy under the agreement. It is
arrived at by adding our present 656
Polaris/Poseiden missiles to our potential
under the agreement, to replace 54 of
our Titan missiles with new submarine-
launched ballistic missiles.

Fourth, 950—this is the maximum
number of submarine-launched ballistic
missiles that the Soviet Union is per-
mitted to deploy under the agreement.
To achieve this total the Soviets would
retire their obsolete SS-7 and SS-8
ICBM's and replace them with new sub-
marine-based missiles. This would give
the Soviets a total of 62 modern nu-
clear—Y-class—submarines.

Fifth, 84—the total permissible num-
ber of Soviet missile-firing submarines
that can be deployed under the agree-
ment. This is derived by adding 22 Soviet
G-class submarines to the 62 Y-class sub-
marines that they are permitted to con-
struct.

Sixth, 44—the total permissible num-
ber of American missile-firing subma-
rines that can be deployed under the
agreement. However, only 41 in actual
fact are part of the U.S. deterrent in this
period.

Seventh, 313—this is the maximum
number of “heavy” ICBM's that the
Soviet Union is permitted to deploy under
the agreement. This again is a U.S.
intelligence estimate, not a confirmed
Soviet figure. Each of these mis-
siles can carry at least a 25-megaton war-
head and perhaps, eventually, as much as
50 megatons. Of course the Soviets are
free to replace single large warheads
with many MIRV warheads per missile
when they are able to do so.

Eighth, 0—this is the maximum num-
ber of “heavy” ICBM'’s that the United
States is permitted to deploy under the
agreement.

These numbers, Mr. President, are
merely representative of the thrust of the
agreements—which is to confer on the
Soviet Union the authority to retain or
deploy a number of weapons based on
land and at sea that exceeds our own in
every category, and by a 50 percent
margin.

Now there will be some who argue
that “numbers do not matter”—that both
sides have “sufficiency” and that there-
fore the strategic balance is stable. How
curious it is that the people who hold to
the “numbers do not matter” doctrine
are the same ones who believe that with-
out an immediate arms control agree-
ment the world is in danger of a great
nuclear war, Either numbers matter or
agreements do not—you cannot have it
both ways.

I have never seen an international
agreement that depends so greatly on
the attachment of unilateral statements.
Clearly each of these unilateral state-
ments reflects, not U.S.-Soviet agree-
ment but, on the contrary, a failure to
reach agreement. In my view the interim
agreement is substantially weakened as
a result of the failures indicated by the
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resort to unilateral assertions with no
legal standing. No long-term treaty
covering these vital matters would be ac-
ceptable to me and, I suspect, to a ma-
jority of my colleagues, if it depended to
the extent of the present agreement on
unilateral statements. The fact that the
present agreement runs for only 5
yvears mitigates a situation that would
be intolerable in a future treaty. I be-
lieve that in expressing this view I am
joined by Ambassador Smith who in-
formed the Armed Services Committee
that he expected provisions that could
not be agreed upon in SALT I to be re-
solved on a bilateral basis in SALT II.

In seeking to establish clearly what the
parties were permitted to do over the
next 5 years and what they would be
prohibited from doing—not all of which
was self-evident—two points were of
particular interest, and {illustrate the
complications that arise from vague lan-
guage in the agreement and from
negotiating not only against one’s ad-
versary but against self-imposed dead-
lines as well:

First, under the terms of the agree-
ment, the Soviets are permitted to have
operational, by July 1, 1977, 62 Polaris-
type Y-class submarines. The agreement
is very explicit on this. Owing to a pro-
vision that could have constituted a
serious loophole, the issue arose as to
whether the Soviets might have addi-
tional such submarines under construc-
tion, but not yet operational, on July 1,
1977. Some witnesses, including Ambas-
sador Smith and Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, Admiral Zumwalt, indicated that,
technically, this was permissible. Were
that the case, the Soviets could continue
to turn out Y-class submarines like
sausages, eight per year, with absolutely
no perturbation of their deployment
momentum.

Therefore, on July 24, I raised this
problem with Secretary Laird in order to
get the administration position as under-
stood at the highest levels. Secretary
Laird said:

The protocol to the interim agreement
specifies that the Soviet Union may have
950 SLBM launchers and not more than 62
modern ballistic missile submarines.

Then Secretary Laird, speaking for the
administration, said:

In the event that during the period of the
interim agreement they were to initiate con-
struction of additional modern ballistlc mis-
sile submarines beyond the number neces-
sary to reach the total of 62, this could be
done only as replacements [for older Y-class
submarines] and this would be under the
procedures as specified under article 3 of the
interim agreement. We would consider any
new construction starts which were merely
for the purpose of maintaining the momen=-
tum of the Soviet Unlon construction pro-
gram to be contrary to the intent of the
agreement.

This point is made equally clear in a
colloquy between the Secretary and me.
In order to understand the administra-
tion view, I asked:

I take 1t that it is your judgment and the
view of the President and the Administra-
tion that any attempt to use this ambiguity
to builld up—especially toward the end of
this 5-year period—a pipeline of advanced
Y-class boats under construction—as a tech-
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nical means of getiing around the limit of
62 operational submarines, would be in clear
violation of what we understand to be the
agreement.

Secretary Laird answered:

I would, and that would also apply to the
United States.

Second, another area of potential mis-
understanding relates to the moderniza-
tion of missile silos under the agreement.
The agreement allows for the moderni-
zation of existing silo-launchers, but
stipulates that, in the process of moder-
nization, the dimensions of those silos
cannot be significantly increased. In a
further attachment to the agreement, a
significant increase is defined as not
greater than 15 percent.

Testimony from administration wit-
nesses on the meaning of these provisions
was conflicting. Therefore, on July 24, I
asked Secretary Laird for the definitive
administration position. He replied:

I would not go along with the interpreta-
tion that some Members of the Senate and
House have given to that provision in which
they read that the 10 to 15 percent increase
in dimensions could allow an increase In
both dimensions.

I then asked:
Diameter and length?

Mr. Laird said:
Yes.

He went on to say:

The major increase that would be possible
under the agreement would be in any one silo
dimension.

In order that there be no misunder-
standing on this point, I want to cite the
colloquy which followed this official
policy declaration by Mr. Laird:

Senator JacksoN. Do you reject the inter-
pretation that an increase in both dimen-
sions is allowable?

Secretary Lamp. I have always rejected that
from the first day that the treaty and the
agreement became public—the idea that both
diameter and depth could be increased by as
much as 15 percent.

Senator JAckson. It 1s the Administration’s
position that only one dimension of a silo
can be increased?

Becretary Lamp. That is correct. That is the
Administration’s position.

Senator JACKsoN. It cannot be both dimen-
sions?

Secretary Lamp. It cannot be both diameter
and depth.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question on that par-
ticular matter?

l\lar. JACKSON. I am very pleased to
yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I think the Senator put
his finger on one of the most important
facets of this matter. I recall raising this
question with the Secretary of Defense
myself in a Defense Appropriation sub-
committee hearing. The significance of it
may escape some people.

Is it not a fact that if you are per-
mitted, or were permitted, for example,
to increase a missile of 10 feet in diame-
ter and 100 feet in length, by 15 percent
in diameter and 15 percent in length,
that you would actually increase the vol-
ume of the missile by 50 percent?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.
It would be a little over 50 percent.
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This gives me an opportunity to em-
phasize my disappointment that so few
Senators are involved in one of the most
important arms limitation agreements
in the history of this country—in the
history of the world. It is regrettable that
not enough Senators are involved in what
is at issue here and that is why I am
deeply concerned, and other Senafors
who have followed this matier are
deeply concerned. This issue of silo
dimensions is but one example of the
sort of ambiguity that we have in this
agreement.

Mr. ALLOTT. It does run slightly over
50 percent if the 15-percent increase is
applied to both diameter and length.

Mr. JACKSON. That is right.

Mr. ALLOTT. Where there is ambigu-
ity the Senate should speak out loudly,
making its intentions and understand-
ing of this interim agreement very plain
and clear, not only as a guide for the
President, but also as a guide to the
Soviet Union.

An increase of slightly over 50 per-
cent volume, in the size of a missile silo
is a very significant increase in the size
of the missile that goes in that silo.

While the agreement does say silos
shall not be significantly increased, it
also says the dimensions may be in-
creased by up to 15 percent.

I thank the Senator for yielding. This
is a very important matter and I like he,
am sorry that on a matter such as this
we do not have the great majority of the
Senate here to listen to this description
and the argument which is going to
affect the future security of the United
States so deeply.

Mr. JACKSON. I believe that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations that re-
ported this resolution has a responsibil-
ity of spelling out in detail, which they
have not done yet, what is in this in-
terim agreement, and what is meant by
the unilateral understandings.

I think Senators have the idea—and I
have tried to spend some time going in-
to detail—that we have a precise agree-
ment when, in fact, we have an agree-
ment that is often vague. We have a
limited agreement with a long series of
unilateral statements and understand-
ings; but it is my view that for an agree-
ment to have validity, it needs, of course,
to have a bilateral basis reflecting a bi-
lateral understanding. There is nothing,
in my judgment, that is more destabil-
izing than to purport to represent some-
thing as an agreement on a bilateral
basis when in truth and fact it involves
a lot of unilateral understandings which
the party on the other side has not con-
curred in.

We want an agreement that will stabi-
lize, and not destabilize. That is why
I am going into great detail here, be-
cause no one from the Foreign Relations
Committee has done so up to date, to
explain to the Senate what is involved.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, I am happy to
vield.

Mr. COOPER. I will ask the Senator
if heis familiar—I know he has a deep
understanding of these issues—with both
the understanding and statements that
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the United States has made upon var-
ious parts of the agreement. Did the
United States make a statement upon
this particular issue?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. There is a whole
series of unilateral statements. Some
were made in Moscow, and some were
drafted after the delegation came back
from Moscow.

Mr. COOPER. I know, and I am sure
the Senator knows, that a statement by
the Secretary of State on behalf of the
President was made on this issue. Would
the Senator care to read that state-
ment?

Mr. JACKSON. Give me a moment to
find the proper passage in the attach-
ments to the agreement.

Mr. COOPER. I believe the Senator
used the term “dimensions,” but does he
imply that failure to reach an agree-
ment upon the exact size of the launcher
makes this agreement a very dangerous
one to the United States? I quote the
relevant portion from the Secretary of
?g?{tze's letter of submittal of June 10,

I ask unanimous consent that the rele-
vant portion of Secretary Rogers’ state-
ment be placed in the Recorp at this
point. In addition, I ask the relevant
portion of Ambassador Smith’s answer
to Senator JAckson’s question and Secre-
tary Laird’s answer on this matter also
be placed in the RECORD.

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

XVI
B. HEAVY ICEM LAUNCHERS

Article II provides that the Parties shall
not convert land-based launchers for light,
or older heavy, ICBMs into land-based
launchers for modern heavy 1CBMs, such as
the Soviet S8-9. All currently operational
ICBMs other than the SS-9 are either “light"
(the United States Minuteman and the
Soviet S8S-11 and SS5-13) or “older” ICBM
launchers of types first deployed prior to
1964 (the United States Titan and the Soviet
88-T and S5-8).

Article II would thus prohibit the con-
version of & launcher for an 8S-7, S8-8,
SS5-11 or 88-13 ICBM into a launcher for an
5859 or any new modern heavy ICBM, and
would similarly prohibit the conversion of a
launcher for a Minuteman or Titan into a
launcher for a modern heavy ICBM. The
Parties agree that in the process of modern-
ization and replacement the dimensions of
land-based ICBM silo launchers will not be
significantly increased, and vhat this means
that any increase will not be greater than
10-15 percent of the present dimensions. The
United States has also made clear that it
would consider any ICBM having a volume
significantly greater than that of the larg-
est light ICBM now tlonai on either
side (which is the Soviet 8S-11) to be a
heavy ICBM.

In Helsinki an ad referendum agreement
was reached that there would be no signifi-
cant increase in silo dimensions. It was clear
from the record that dimensions meant in-
ternal diameter and depth. In Moscow, this
agreement was discussed and confirmed and a
further agreement was reached that “signifi-
cant increase” means an Iincrease greater
than 10 to 15 percent. This understanding
was read into the record in Helainki on May
268. The Moscow discussions support the in-
terpretation that either diameter or depth
could be Increased up to 15 percent but not
both.




August 11, 1972

SOVIET 85-11 RETROFIT PROGRAM

Senator JacxsoN. Thank you. Again, I
want to raise another very important point
that should be clarified for the record.

The largest part of the Soviet land-based
ICBM deployment is in the 88-11 silos. If the
Boviets were to retrofit their 88-11 silos with
& new missile, how much could they (a)
increase the volume of those silos and (b)
increase the volume of the missiles that go
in those silos?

Are you prepared to answer that?

Becretary Lamp. I am prepared to address
that particular question. I belleve, like I
testified, that I would not go along with the
interpretation that some Members of the
Senate and House have glven to that pro-
vision in which they read that the 10 to 15
percent increase in dimensions could allow
an increase in both dimensions.

Senator Jackson. Diameter and length?

Secretary Lamp. Yes.

I would consider that a violation of the
agreement. In no case would it be possible for
the Soviet Union to retrofit their S5-11 silos
with a new significantly larger missile or
would it permit them to install in the 88-11
sllos the 85-9's or the follow-on missile sys-
tem to the 88-0.

The major increase that would be possible
under the agreement would be in any one
silo dimension and, of course, that would
limit the total volume increase to no more
than 30 percent. With such a limitation it
would not be possible to install an SS-9
class missile in an 88-11 slilo.

Senator Jackson. I would have thought
that what the parties had Intended was actu-
ally a maximum of 15 percent increase in the
total volume, but when you read it——

Secretary Lamp. I belleve that up to a 80-
percent volume Increase in one dimension
would be possible and I believe that any-
thing over and above that would be a viola-
tion under the most liberal interpretations of
the agreement.

Senator Jacksow. I would think that run-
ning through all of this, Mr. Secretary-

Secretary Lamp. It 1s no more than one
dimension.

Benator JacksoN. I understand. If you
increase the diameter hy 15 percent, that
amounts to about a 30 percent increase In
volume. You are saying that this is the
absolute maximum allowed. If both the di-
ameter and the length are increased by 15
percent, the volume would be increased by
about 50 percent, I want to be clear about
this. Do you reject the inferpretation that
an increase in both dimensions is allowable?

Secretary Lamp. I have always rejected that
from the first day that the treaty and the
agreement became public the idea that both
diameter and depth could be increased by as
much as 15 percent.

Senator Jackson. It is the administration’s
position that only one dimension of a silo
can be increased?

SBecretary Lamp. That is correct. That is
the administration’s position.

Senator Jacksown. It cannot be both di-
mensions?

Secretary Lairp. It cannot be both diameter
and depth.

Mr. JACKESON. In response to your
earlier question it makes it a very am-
biguous one.

Mr. COOPER. Does he believe that
threatens the supreme national interest
of the United States?

Mr. JACEKSON. That will depend on
what the Soviets do in the 5-year interim
period.

The statement the Senator had in
mind, I think, is the statement made by
Ambassador Smith. This is what he said
on May 26, 1972:
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The Parties agree that the term “signifi-
cantly increased” means that an increase will
not be greater than 10-15 percent of the
present dimensions of land-based ICBM silo
launchers.

Mr. Semenov replied that this state-
ment corresponded to the Soviet under-
standing.

Now, what is meant by “dimensions”?

Mr. COOPER. Is the Senator con-
tending that this ambiguity in the agree-
ment, as the Senator terms it, is so far-
reaching, so dangerous, that it threatens
the supreme national interest of the
United States?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I will put it this
way to the Senator: If it were to mean
50 percent, it would give the Soviets the
right to practically double their throw-
weight. Perhaps the Senator can tell me
what “dimensions” means as used in that
statement. We went into that in great
detail. I do not think the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee did, but we went into
it in great detail, because it makes a lot
of difference whether we are talking
about a 10 to 15 percent increase in one
dimension or in both. The Senator un-
derstands that?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, I do. We did go
into that, and we asked various expert
witnesses in the administration and out-
side if they considered it one which would
be dangerous to the supreme national
interest. If it were so dangerous and se-
rious, would it mnot justify those who
plead that to vote against the agree-
ment, if it is one which is going to threat-
en the supreme national interest of the
United States?

I will ask another question: Is it not
a fact that the United States could also
increase the size of its launchers by the
same relative dimensions if it chose to
evade the spirit of the agreement?

Mr. JACKSON. I believe the Senator
had an opportunity—perhaps he did
not—to follow the statement that I made
on this point, where we pinned down the
administration on our understanding of
what it means.

Does the Senator have a copy of my
speech?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. I think the Senator
will find I asked this question of Secre-
tary Laird, and he said that it was his
judgment, and it was the judgment of
the administration, that the 10 to 15
percent provision would apply to one
dimension only.

Well, we did not have that on the
record until I developed it in our hear-
ings. I just point it out to show why it
is important to go into this matter in
detail, because, as the Senator knows, we
have a situation here in which we have
a limited bilateral understanding with a
long series of unilateral statements.
Secretary Laird did respond to my ques-
tions in that regard, and was most
helpful.

Mr. COOPER. I ask the Senator if the
United States could also increase the size
of its launchers under this agreement in
the same way that he is describing the
way the Soviet Union could do it?

Mr. JACKSON. As the Senator knows,
we are bound by our interpretation of
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“dimensions,” and the Soviet Union has
not given an interpretation on this
matter. So we have bound ourselves by
our interpretation. The Soviet Union, I
may say to the Senator, has not indicated
its understanding.

Am I not correct?

Mr. COOPER. I did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. I say, the Soviet Union
has not given its interpretation of
“dimensions.” We have.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct,
but the United States has made its inter-
pretation, and I would assume—I think
we are agreed on this—that when these
interpretations are made, if they were
breached by the Soviet Union, if they
went beyond the 10 to 15 percent per-
mitted that the United States could then
determine, if it threatened the supreme
national interest of the United States,
and could then abrogate the agreement.
Would the Senator agree to that?

Mr. JACKSON. Would the Senator re-
peaft the question? I am sorry. I did not
hear it.

Mr. COOPER. There are a number of
understandings agreed to by both the
Soviet Union and the United States. In
addition, the United States has made
statements as to its interpretation of cer-
tain sections of this agreement. Would
the Senator agree that the United States
having made an interpretation, if a situ-
ation arose which threatened its supreme
national interest, it could so determine
and abrogate the agreement?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, certainly. That is
a finding that our Government would
have to make. But I am just frying to
point out the ambiguity surrounding
some of these issues.

The Senator knows, for example, that
we have stipulated in the agreement the
number of nuclear strategic submarines
that are permitted. That is spelled out.
It is 62, is that not correct, for the So-
viet Union, and 44 for the United States?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. Now, where in the
agreement, in the same document, can
the Senator find the number of land-
based missiles stipulated for the United
States and for the Soviet Union?

Mr. COOPER. Well, it is not in there,
I know that.

Mr. JACKSON. Now, is that the way to
do business?

Mr. COOPER. No.

What the Senator from Washington is
really arguing, I believe, is that this
agreement is one which places the United
States at a disadvantage insofar as its
national interest is concerned. I say with
all deference, because I have great re-
gard for the Senator, both for his knowl-
edge in this field and for his convictions,
that I really believe if I felt that way, I
would vote against this agreement. I
would say it is disadvantageous to the
United States of America. I would say
that President Nixon was wrong in sign-
ing it. I would say that Dr. Kissinger's
interpretations on behalf of the President
were wrong, and I would vote against it.
I would beg the Senate to vote against it,
if I believed it was going to place our
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country at a disadvantage. The Senator
mentioned

Mr. JACKSON. Could I make a com~-
ment right there?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. I have nothing but ad-
miration for the conscientious way in
which the Senator from EKentucky pro-
ceeds on these matters, and I completely
respect him.

This agreement is acceptable only be-
cause it is for 5 years, with the under-
standing that we are going to achieve,
hopefully, in SALT II, equality with the
Soviet Union. That is a basis on which
we could proceed, and I think it is most
important that the amendment I have
proposed be adopted, so that we do not
have any misunderstanding. I do not
think the American people fully under-
stand—and I do not think many Mem-
bers of the Senate fully understand—the
arrangement we have entered into here.

The Senator has followed this matter
very closely, and I commend him.

But I want to point out to the Sen-
ator that the present agreement is ac-
ceptable only on the basis, as far as I
am concerned, that it is 5-year agree-
ment. It is only a 5-year agreement, and
I want to see, in SALT II, an agreement
which will at least bring about equality.
In the past all of our Presidents, of both
political parties, and our Secretaries of
Defense, talked about superiority. The
amendment that I am proposing will
simply call for parity—instead of sub-
parity, which we have agreed to as an
interim matter for a 5-year period.

I can support “he interim 5-year agree-
ment if the Senate lays down the policy—
& policy for the future—and surely the
Senate should give some advice in these
matters. Members of this body have said
that foreign policy is made exclusively by
the executive branch. I do not know why
the Senate should not be able to say, “We
will, in SALT II, seek to achieve equal-
ity.” That is what we are talking about.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator mentioned
a few minutes ago the number of inter-
continental ballistic land-based missiles.
It is true that the Soviets have more
ICBM launchers than we do. That is
known and agreed. Also, it is not said
specifically in the agreement what the
limits on the Soviets ICBM’s will be, ex-
cept it will be the number in being and
under construction as of July 1, 1972. In
answer to our questions on that subject,
we were told:

We know what they have not through our
verification satellites, and they cannot bulld
any more. If they build any more, it will be
a breach of the treaty.

I ask the Senator this, then: He is
talking about parity or equality and he
relates it to a specific weapons system,
when in fact there are several weapons
systems. There are land-based missiles.
Submarine-based missiles, bombers, and
other forces of which the Senator is well
aware, such as forward based forces, and
any parity as far as the resulting deter-
rent is concerned is the overall power of
all of those systems and other factors
such as qualitative differences, deliver-
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able warheads, and other factors. I do not
think we can discuss parity by picking out
one system in which we seem on the sur-
face to be numerically inferior, without
taking into account a lot of other factors
which the Senator is well acquainted
with, particularly in connection with the
submarine-based missile forces.

I have to say, after reading the Sen-
ator’s speech today and listening to his
other speeches, that he is saying implicit-
ly and has said specifically that we have
entered into an agreement which has
placed us in a position of subparity.

I do not know of anyone who is say-
ing that in the administration. Perhaps
other Senators are saying it, but I am
talking about those who have given in-
formation and testimony to the com-
mittee.

On that basis of the Senator's belief
that we are in a position of subparity, he
has drafted an amendment by which, as
the first interpretation read, he would
want us to be equal in numbers and
throw weight of intercontinental systems.

As someone has explained so well, and
I think the Senator from Washington
would agree, there is no way under
heaven whereby the United States and
the Soviet Union could be equal in num-
bers and megatonnage, unless we had
identical nuclear systems.

Is not the question one of having parity
taking into acecount the quality, quantity.
and assured destructural power of all
our strategic forces? Is that not correct?

Mr. JACKSON. May I respond?

Mr. COOPER. Surely.

Mr. JACESON. When we talk about
equality, we must talk in terms of equal-
ity in numbers of launchers, taking ac-
count of throw-weight. This is the basic
prineiple of the ABM Agreement where
our two countries were permitted two
ABM sites each.

Frankly, I think it was a poor agree-
ment, for the obvious reason that we
should have retained the opportunity
to defend our Minuteman silos. Now, I
am opposed to the construction of an
ABM site in Washington, D.C., to defend
the NCA, because it is just not work-
able. No one argued more vigorously than
I did that it is not workable: And it
will not be in the defense authorization
bill for that reason.

But the point raised by the Senator’s
question, is that you cannot freeze tech-
nology; and we are not doing it here in
the interim agreement. The advantage
we have currently is in our technology,
as the Senator knows; but surely the
Senator is not going to argue that the
Russians are unable to move forward
very rapidly, as they have demonstrated
in the past, in the scientific and tech-
nological area, especially MIRVing,

I remember the argument over the
H-bomb. Some argued that it would
take the Russians a decade to get the
H-bomb after we did. We finally got it,
as I recall, only 7 months ahead of the
Russians.

I just do not want the numbers in the
interim agreement with the throw-
weight advantage a permanent arrange-
ment in a treaty at SALT II. That would
destabilize the strategic balance rather
than stabilize it.
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Mr. COOPER. Let me ask the Senator
& question. I do not wish to interrupt his
speech further, but in speaking of num-
bers, will he state the number of deliver-
able warheads that the Soviet Union is
estimated to possess, and the number
that the United States possesses?

Mr. JACKSON. At the present time?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. I readily agree that
we have an obvious advantage in num-
bers of warheads at this moment, but I
submit that under the interim agreement
the Soviets are authorized and permitted
to have an unlimited number of war-
heads; and they have the throw weight
to go on building more and more war-
heads.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct that
today the United States has approxi-
mately 5,900 warheads and the Soviet
Union has 2,200 or 2,300?

Mr. JACKSON. I said the United States
has more. But that does not answer the
question as to what is permitted under
the agreement.

Mr. COOPER. Under the agreement,
also, could the United States, if it desired,
continue to MIRV and probably have
10,000 deliverable warheads by the end
of the 5 years of the Interim Agreement?

Mr. JACKSON. Let me point this out
to the Senator: Under this Interim
agreement, they get 4 times our throw
weight. That is the key. They get four
times the throw weight of our forces. As
the Senator knows, they are permitted 50
percent more launchers. £ 3 they will have
the ability to have more warheads with
greater megatonnage if we do not reverse
this trend in SALT II. It is that simple.
I think that is an undisputed fact. If the
Senator has facts to contradict it, I will
be glad to hear them.

Mr. COOPER. I think the Senator will
agree with me that the Soviet Union
could add additional warheads to a total
of about 4,000 if it gets MIRV, which it
can do under the agreement, and the
United States could do the same, and we
could probably have 10,000 warheads,
according to the Department of Defense.
Is it not correct, also, that 250 or 300 of
the warheads could destroy the Soviet
Union and a similar number could de-
stroy the United States?

Mr. JACKSON. First of all, let me say
this: Would it not be better to get a lid
on all these things on both sides, on a
basis of equality? The Senator talks
about the number of warheads that
would be available to do this or to do that.
Of course, that presupposes that our re-
taliatory force will survive. That is one
of the major inquiries we made in our
hearing. I think there is a real threat
to our retaliatory forces unless we get a
sound agreement in SALT II. We can
tolerate this interim agreement for 5
vears if we get a good agreement in SALT
II that will make it possible for us to have
a survivable and therefore a credible de-
terrent force. But I do not want one side
to have the advantage.

I point out that if this interim agree-
ment is approved without some advice
from the Senate that we want to achieve
equality. I say that we have real prob-
}gn'és ahead. That is what I am seeking

0.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am very familiar
with the word “parity,” and so forth, in
farm prices. I do not quite know what
the Senator means by “subparity” in nu-
clear weapons. Would he define it? He
has criticized the agreement for being
imprecise. Would he be precise about
what “subparity” means?

Mr. JACKSON. The answer is that,
under the terms of the agreement, they
have the authority and the right, unless
we can get a treaty before the end of
5 years, to obtain a very much larger
force than they have currently. That is
the answer.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does it mean that
presently they have greater strength
now or that projected figures indicate
that is what they will have?

Mr. JACKSON. We know what they
have now.

I will restate it: They can have—and
Mr, Brezhnev has made it clear that they
are going to implement their rights un-
der the agreement—>50 percent more in-
tercontinental launchers——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Only interconti-
nental weapons.

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. When the Senator
says “subparity,” he is referring only to
intercontinental launchers. The Senator
excludes, for example, the forward based
weapons that we have. He excludes the
fact that we have forward bases for our
submarines which enable them to stay on
station. We have the testimony that be-
cause of our forward bases in various
places—as the Senator knows, it is not
classified—in Spain and in Guam and in
Scotland, it takes 3 Russian submarines
to equal 2 of ours. The Senator excludes
that from his computation of “parity”?

Mr. JACKSON. First of all, we do not
have a “forward base” in Spain. I think
the Senator has in mind a support facili-
ty for the Polaris.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr., JACKSON. It is not a delivery
base.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It is a base for sub-
marines.

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. But
bear in mind first, on that point, that the
Soviets have developed and have opera-
tional a 3,000-mile missile, and they do
not need forward bases, If the Senator
wants to go down this route, keep in
mind—and I am sure the Senator knows
this—how many cruise missiles they have.
Is the Senator aware of that?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. They are sur-
face-to-surface.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me explain. The
Soviets have more than 400 cruise mis-
slles. They are subsonic. They can be
fired into the population centers of the
United States. We do not have any. How-
ever, our capability in Europe is very
limited so far as reaching the Soviet
Union is concerned. We have approxi-
mately 40 airbases over there.

Mr. McNamara made public years
ago—and this is where much confusion
originates—that we have 7,000 warheads
in Europe. Well, warheads do not mean
anything unless you can deliver them.
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There are only 40 bases. The Soviets have
some 600 intermediate range ballistic
missiles. One hundred of those missiles
could reach every one of our bases.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that include
bases in Greece and Turkey?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And Korea?

Mr. JACKSON. No. I said Europe.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All around Russia?

Mr. JACKSON. No. As the Senator
knows, we are out of Okinawa. We are
not going to have nuclear weapons in
Okinawa.

Those forward bases are being pushed
back. Our bases in France are gone.

The Senator knows that the situation
is that the planes in Europe have a very
limited range. They are just fighter
bombers. But the Russians have 600 in-
termediate-range ballistic missiles. All
they need is 100 to knock out our means
of delivering warheads. And how many
IRBM's do we have in Europe or any
other place? Zero.

So when we talk about warheads, it is
like talking about the United States hav-
ing the greatest Navy in the world on De-
cember 6, 1941. On December 7, we did
not have a Navy.

I am addressing myself here to the
fundamental question we must resolve—
what kind of negotiating posture we are
going to go forward with in SALT II so
far as the intercontinental delivery sys-
tems are concerned?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Only that.

Mr. JACKSON. That is what is in-
volved.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is the Sena-
tor's opinions. When the Senator says we
are behind, he is talking about inter-
continental ballistic missiles, land based
missiles, is he not?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, in terms of what
the agreement authorizes and permits. I
would include sea-based missiles as
well—SLBM’s—in terms of what is per-
mitted under the Interim Agreement.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On the question of
the throw-weight, is the Senator saying
that the number of megatonnage which
the Russians have is greater in just the
intercontinental missiles or all missiles.

Mr. JACKSON., No, the Soviet throw-
weight greatly exceeds that of all our
intercontinental and noncontinental
missiles. The Soviet Union passed us
some time ago in terms of megatonnage.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that include
the calculation which I have seen, on
which we have testimony, that four 1-
megaton weapons equal one 16-megaton
weapon? Does the Senator accept that
as a valid calculation and, in view of
that, does he still say they have more
effective megatonnage?

Mr. JACKSON. I know what the Sen-
ator is talking about. It is the advantage
that may or may not acerue when we di-
vide up the megatonnage. But it does
not change the basic point that I have
propounded and tried to emphasize here,
that with respect to throw-weight, they
are given a 4-to-1 advantage. Now, the
concept of “effective megatons” is a
highly specialized one that is not rele-
vant to what we are discussing.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It seems to me the
throw-weight is of some significance.
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Mr. JACKSON. They can use it any
way they want.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The agreement does
not guarantee and say specifically that
the Russians shall have so many mega-
tons and the United States shall have so
many megatons. We ourselves have
chosen not to put ours in the large 16-
to 20-megaton weapons, What I am talk-
ing about is the effective throw-weight
I have in my hand a recent publication
from the Department of State, dated
August 1, which states that, in terms of
destructive area, four 1-megaton weap-
ons equal approximately one 16-megaton
weapon. It seems to me that is signifi-
cant.

It seems to me that is significant.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator, of
course, is referring to a situation that
would pertain to an attack on a city, not
a hardened silo. The point I am making
is, that under this agreement—and if
the Senate wants to contradict it, fine,
but I want to reemphasize it—they are
granted, not only the throw-weight ad-
vantage of 4-to-1 but also a wide nu-
merical advantage in launchers.

I can buy this agreement on an in-
terim basis provided that, in the negoti-
ating process, the administration and
the President through his representa-
tives will work to attain numerical
equality in a follow-on treaty. What is
wrong with that?

The Senator talks about forward
bases. Those are of very limited value.
They are for theater purposes. The Sen-
ator knows that we cannot talk about
our forward bases in Western Europe,
without bringing in all our NATO allies.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are in it, of
course.

Mr. JACKSON. They are not in the
SALT negotiations, as the Senator
knows. They are not involved in these
negotiations and never have been.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But, there they are,
the weapons, the armies, the navies, and
so forth—the overall military strength.

Mr., JACKSON. Does the Senator
think we should negotiate on matters
that relate to our allies without involv-
ing them? Is that what the Senator ise
advocating?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. Let us return
to the point. I think the negotiation is
quite proper, and I am very much sold
on the idea of making some progress. It
would cut down on the arms race. And
I think that what the Senator says is
directly contrary to what the President
of the United States has said and what
Dr. Kissinger, his delegate and spokes-
man, has said and what others have said.
The Senator is complaining about the
imprecision of the agreement. I submit
that the Senator’s own amendment is
very imprecise, too, as in the language
on “subparity” that he has used.

Mr. JACKSON., Where is the term
“subparity” in my amendment?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is in the Sena-
tor's own statement that he used in
describing the agreement. In the amend-
ment, he uses the word “inferiority,” the
implication being that we are moving to-
ward an inferior position, which is con-
trary to the President’s statement. I do
not understand how the Senator can
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take the position that ouly the ICBM's
should be considered as the criteria for
judging this agreement. The administra-
tion and all the spokesmen say it should
be judged overall, that all our strategic
weapons should be considered—the
whole mix. As to whether it is in our
interest or not, the Senator well knows
that the President has stated his opin-
ion that it is in our interest and that
there is no danger whatever of our being
in an “inferior” or “subparity” position.
The Senator is aware of that, is he not?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, the administra-
tion, I think, has spoken clearly on
this——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The President has.
Has not the President?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. They have made
it very, very clear that they do not want
the interim agreement made perma-
nent. Now, what is wrong with getting
the Russians to cut back to a basis of
numerical equality with us? Since when
is that wrong? Since when is it wrong
that we have equality of forces? I re-
member in the ABM debate, some Sen-
ators, in the closed session we had,
argued that the Soviets would not build
more than 1,200 missiles. Now the So-
viets have over 1,600 on land and another
740 on the way at sea.

I point out to the Senator that it seems
to me what we want here is a treaty that
will really give us parity. That is the basis
on which to end the arms race.

The Russians argue that you have got
to count all the forward bases, all the
warheads, against our total. That is what
the Russians have been arguing in Hel-
sinki and Vienna. That is what they have
been arguing all the way through. I sub-
mit that we should start here, now, by
laying down a policy statement in which
the Senate—what is wrong with the Sen-
ate, by the way, giving its advice—is on
record for avoiding U.S. inferiority, and
supporting equality in round two. That
is what we are talking about.

Let us not confuse a policy for the
future with the interim agreement. We
are talking about reaching a permanent
, treaty. I want to see such an agreement

and I want to see that that agreement
is on the basis of equality.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator knows
that neither Dr. Kissinger nor the Presi-
dent will, as they have already stated,
accept the specific interpretation of the
Senators’ amendment.

The President said:

I have studied this situation of arms
control—

This is relative to the interim agree-
ment——

Mr. JACKSON. What is the Senator
reading from?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. From the Presi-
dent’s statement of June 15. I think the
Senator was there. I certainly was there,
and I think most of the Senate and most
of the House Members—a great many of
us—were there.

On June 15, 1972, the President said:

I have studied this situation of arms con-

trol over the past three and a half years, I
am totally convinced that both of these
agreements—

I will read the whole of it, but he is
talking about ABM and the Interim
Agreement—
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He said:

I am totally convinced that both of these
agreements are in the interest of the security
of the United States and in the interest of
arms control and world peace.

Later on he said:

I have noted a great deal of speculation
sbout who won and who lost in these nego-
tiations. I have sald that neither side won
and neither side lost. As a matter of fact, if
we were to really look at it very, very fairly,
both sides won, and the whole world won.

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

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

I think that is a sound statement. And
I agree with it. I think that what the
Senator is suggesting is that this agree-
ment is not a sound one and that he does
not agree with the President that both
sides should have some advantages so
that they both will have an interest in
keeping it.

If we follow the Senator’s advice on
this agreement, we will remove, I think,
the incentive that the President talks of.
The Senator’s purpose apparently is fo
prevent any agreement with the Rus-
sians.

The Senator’s views about the Rus-
sians are well known: He has described
the Soviet Union as a burglar going down
a hotel corridor looking for an open
door. He has made such statement for
many years.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, is the
Senator aware

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want to finish
my statement.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, just a
minute, I have the floor. If the Senator
will not complete his statement, I will
not yield further. He may complete his
statement and I will respond. The Sen-
ator is making all sorts of wild state-
ments.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Go ahead.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, is the
Senator aware of the fact that I have
supported all the agreements we have
with the Soviet Union? I am proud of
the fact that I supported them and that
we now have a program of BSafe-
guards in connection with the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty. I voted for the ABM
Treaty the other day. What treaty is the
Senator referring to with the Soviet
Union that I did not support?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I am
referring to the statements I have heard
the Senator make on the floor time and
time again as to how untrustworthy the
Russians are. The Senator is the only
one I know of who took exception to it
from the beginning.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
Senator will recall that in the ABM de-
bate he was quoting, in support of an
argument he was advancing, a certain
man named Gromyko. I asked the Sen-
ator from Arkansas a question—and
some of the Senators are still here who
were present during that debate—I asked
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the Senator from Arkansas: “Is thiat the
same man who on October 6, 1962, walked
into John F. Kennedy’s office and told
President Kennedy to his face that the
Russians did not have any missiles in
Cuba?”

I remember that Mr. McCone, the head
of the CIA, had that very morning given
photographs to the President that showed
Soviet missiles there.

If the Senator wants to trust them on
that basis, that is all right.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The BSenator 1is
right. I do not hold it against him that
he has not trusted the Russians. There
are plenty of reasons not to.

Mr. JACKSON. But the Senator from
Arkansas does?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
think the only way to build up trust is
the way the President of the United
States is doing it. I think that our nego-
tiations with the Soviet Union for the
last 25 years have been lamentable and
have been most disappointing.

I had a report from the State Depart-
ment to the effect that we have spent
$1.3 trillion in arms over this period.
And there is no one whom I know of
who has contributed to that more than
the Senator from Washington. He has
done more than any other Senator to
destroy the fiscal responsibility of our
country.

He was the principal person who pre-
vented us from stopping the ABM years
ago when we had a 50-50 vote in this

I give credit to the Senator for being
the principal reason why we were not
able to stop the ABM at that time.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I want
to say that I am very proud of my sup-
port of those programs, without any par-
tisanship, that I think are essential to
our security.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I realize that.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I want
to say that the Senator from Arkansas
for many years came on the floor of the
Senate advocating foreign aid expendi-
tures involving billions of dollars. Why
does not the Senator talk about that a
little bit. The Senator felt that it was in
the interest of our security. I supported a
lot of that. If the Senator has some
qualms about that——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it has
been years since I supported the program.
In the Marshall days I supported it and
for a few years after.

Mr. JACKSON. When did the Senator
stop supporting it?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. About 6 years ago.

Mr. JACKSON. When was the Mar-
shall plan in effect?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, that
was in the late 1940’s. I am not here to
go through a history examination, The
Senator knows that it was about at the
time of the Guilf of Tonkin joint resolu-
tion that the President did to my com-
mittee and to this country what Mr.
Gromyko did. He lied to us. Since that
time I have been very much disillusioned
with respect to both military aid and
foreign aid. I think that we have wasted
a lot of our resources.

The Senator has in mind the possibility
of stopping any forward movement in the
next SALT talks. That is what he is
doing, as he concedes in his amendment.




August 11, 1972

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has been a leader in
saying that the Senate should give its
advice and not just consent—that policy
statements should be made here and not
wholly within the executive branch.

All T am suggesting in this particular
amendment, which I will offer at an ap~
propriate time, is a policy statement that
says that we insist upon equality. )

It is a pretty sad day for America if
we are not going to fight for parity or
equality in a strategic arms agreement.

That is all I am asking for. If the Sen-
ator wants to take his present position,
all I can say is that every Member of
the Senate will have an opportunity to
vote on it. But it will be a pretty sad
day for America when we will not stand
up in this Senate to indicate our views
by insisting upon equality with the Rus-
sians on strategic arms. Contrary to what
the Senator says, I am in favor of for-
ward movement at SALT II. We simply
disagree on how to achieve that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, is it
not a fact that the Senator’s amendment
in no way affects the terms of the interim

ent?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In other words, he
is supporting the policy. Why does the
Senator wish to encumber an agreement
which he does not wish to change, which
in his exchange with the Senator from
Kentucky, he said he does not want to
vote against. Why does he not offer it in
a resolution? Why does he encumber the
REecorp with a policy that does not af-
fect it?

Mr. JACKSON. Because the pending
agreement that is before us for approval
is not a permanent agreement. The Pres-
ident and all of his advisers have made
it very clear that it is an interim agree-
ment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is for 5 years.

Mr. JACKSON. That is right. And as
the Senator knows, our talks are expected
to start in October on SALT II. And the
Senator has been the leading advocate
in this body that Congress ought to give
its advice when it gives consent in these
matters. That is what I am suggesting
here.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is quite right.

Mr. JACKSON. They are related, be-
cause we are going into SALT II trying
to reach a permanent agreement.

Now I am suggesting that the Senate do
what the Senator has been talking about
so much for the past year or two, that
we state our position. Just as the admin-
istration issued a number of unilateral
statements in connection with the in-
terim agreement, we ought to indicate
our basic position as far as SALT II is
concerned.

This will help strengthen the hand of
the President of the United States, and
I think it would help speed the possibil-
ity, which I hope we can realize, of an
agreement that will result in a stabiliza-
Eon of forces, so that we can have equal-

V.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator real-
izes——
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Mr. JACKSON. What is wrong with
that?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me answer. The
Senator realizes that the Committee on
Foreign Relations is, after all, as the
agent of the Senate, charged with the
responsibility of advising the Senate. The
Committee on Foreign Relations includes
in its membership both the majority
leader and the minority leader of this
body, as the Senator knows, and some of
the leading members of the Republican
Party. The Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions unanimously reported this resolu-
tion without any whereases; it struck
them all out. :

It is also significant that the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs did the
same thing yesterday. Both of those com-
mittees have taken the position that this
interim agreement should not be encum-
bered by extraneous controversial lan-
guage.

The Senator wishes to have a policy
statement for a guide 5 years from now,
or even 3 years from now, for the bene-
fit of Mr. Smith and his colleagues.

Why does the Senator not prepare a
resolution for that purpose alone and
not encumber this measure, because this
is very dangerous at the very beginning
of our first agreement with the Russians,
to begin tampering with it and to create
the impression that we do not agree with
the President’s assessment that it is a
fair agreement.

I submit that, overall, this agreement
does provide parity, not in any single
weapon, but overall. That is the position
of the President.

Mr. JACKESON. May I respond?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. First, the Senator
seems to imply that because it came
from the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions unanimously, maybe we should not
offer amendments. I simply suggested
an amendment and it stopped the bill
for a whole week. I am astonished. The
Senator knows a lot about unanimous
recommendations from that committee.
Did not the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
come out of the Foreign Relations
unanimously ?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; I think Senator
Morse was against it.

Mr. JACEKSON. Well, only two, and
they were Senators Morse and Gruening.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. But the fact that it
came out unanimously—what does that
prove? Do we not have a right to dissent
from that judgment and offer amend-
ments?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have been apol-
ogizing for that, as others have, for the
last 8 years. That was one of the most
disastrous measures, not only of that
committee, but of the Senate. Except for
those two Senators, the Senate also voted
unanimously.

Mr. JACKSON. I want to make sure
the Senate does not someday apologize
for failing to have insisted on equality.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I suggest it will
apologize for this if this amendment is
adopted. It is not an amendment to this
agreement. If it were an amendment to
this agreement, it would be much more
easy to deal with. It is a subtle expres-
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sion of policy that seeks to bind the ne-
gotiators in the future, although it is
presented as an amendment on a resolu-
tion regarding the present agreement. It
is not really an amendment at all.

Mr. JACKSON. Why is the Senator
concerned with it, then? If it were a res-
ervation to the Interim Agreement the
Senator would say that the reservation
disrupts the agreement entered into and,
therefore——

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It would not——

Mr. JACKSON. Let me finish, please.
The Senator would say it would change
the agreement and we would have to go
back to Russia to renegotiate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator
wished to do so, he could offer a reserva-
tion: That it is not effective unless the
Russians let us build 1,634—whatever
that number is—ICBM’s so that we would
have parity in ICBM’s. Of course, our
own people do not want that. They re-
fused to do it. Their own judgment tells
them that is not desirable.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator has gone
on and on. My amendment affects the
future; it does not affect the agreement.
Far from “building up” I would like to
see a follow-on agreement that would re-
quire the Russians to “build down.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is a policy state-
ment, a guide.

Mr. JACKSON. But it is relevant be-
cause I do not want the impression
created, and the administration made
this point over and over again, that be-
cause we approve the interim agree-
ment in which the Soviets get definite
superiority in the areas I earlier referred
to, that that is going to be the basis on
which we are going to move toward an
agreement in SALT II. The Russians
should understand the feelings of the
Senate on this subject.

I believe it fulfills the Senator’s ob-
jective of the Senate being involved more
in policy matters. The Senator from Ar-
kansas has been complaining for the
last 2 or 3 years, that we are not brought
in on these matters. I want the Senate
to have the opportunity to implement
the Fulbright doctrine.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The “Fulbright doc-
trine” has never been to perpetrate the
arms race or to inhibit an improvement
in our relations with Russia or China.
I think the policy of this country for
the last 25 years is the most dismal thing
in our history. We have wasted more
opportunities than any other country
ever had, by spending our money and
time on futile wars abroad and in build-
ing weapons which will never be used.

Mr. JACKSON. I hope they will never
be used. If they are, God help us.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. These agreements
are te create a climate in which they
will not be used. What is dangerous about
the Senator adding his policy guidelines
to this agreement is that it is bound to
create doubts among the Russians as to
our good faith. He does not have respect
for the Russians.

Mr. JACKSON. I did not say I did not
have respect for them. I am a realist. I
want to ask the Senator: Would he rely
on the statements of Mr. Gromyko?

M::. FULBRIGHT. I rely on this agree-
ment.
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Mr. JACKSON. That is not my ques-
tion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. You can ask me:
Would you rely on the statements of
Mr. Dean Rusk when he said to the com-~
mittee that we had been attacked in
the Tonkin Gulf without provocation?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, I would.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All right. We have
all lied. I do not know anybody in that
position who would not misrepresent the
Office. We have had witnesses before the
committee that have. They have been
under instructions and dodged the ques-
tions. The Senator knows that.

I hope the Senator is not saying that
no American ever lied. Is he?

Mr. JACKSON. I would not say that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think he
would.

Mr. JACKSON. Is the Senator sug-
gesting we should make critical agree-
ments on the basis of trust?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The basis is the
same as the President outlined in his
statement: The agreements are of
mutual interest to both countries. This
is exactly the basis on which to put it,
and you are out to destroy that basis.
If we accept the Senator's view on this,
as interpreted in his statement Mon-
day, I predict there will be great diffi-
culty making further agreements with
Russians.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator had dire
predictions about what would happen
if we went ahead with the ABM. I de-
bated him on that. I argued that the
ABM would play an important part in
the SALT bargaining—that it would
facilitate an agreement. The Senator had
a different idea.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. You are wasting
$10 billion.

Mr, JACKSON. The Senator can make
all the wild statements he wants, but
the fact is the appropriation for the
ABM did play a major role in reaching
an agreement. We know the Russians
were most anxious to halt our ABM de-
ployment and their desire to do this
formed the basis of both the ABM treaty
and the interim agreement.

But let me conclude on this point.
After all, the White House should know
if this is bad, and this is what the White
House statement included. It said the
Jackson amendment—

Is consistent with the undertakings in
Moscow. It reflects what we belleve to be
broad Senate support for statements made by
the Administration In connection with the
understanding accompanying the agreements
and previously transmitted to Congress,

It does not constitute a reservation or
interpretation to the agreement in any
legal sense,

And I will stand on that.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, certainly.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, dur-
ing the course of the colloquy the Sena-
tor indicated he had been waiting for a
week to vote, that there had been a delay
in the consideration of the interim agree-
ment, and the Senator is correct.

Now, is the Senator prepared to con-
sider this afternoon a time certain to
vote on the Senator’s amendment?
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Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is aware
that my position on a unanimous agree-
ment has been clear from the very be-
ginning. It was made clear to the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RoserT C.
Byrp) last week. What really surprised
me was that when the Senator from
Washington offered an amendment, the
pending business was laid aside. I made
no objection to the unanimous-consent
request. I made it clear that I would
enter into a fair and equitable unani-
mous-consent agreement. I will be glad,
when I complete my statement, to dis-
cuss that with the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, I think we
ought to discuss a few things publicly
before we get to that, because we have
discussed this privately, and we have
reached a tentative agreement—very,
very tentative—but would the Senator
consider the possibility of voting at a
time certain, say on Monday, on his
amendment, with a time limitation of 1
hour on all other amendments after that,
and with 4 hours on the bill?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I do have to talk
to some of my colleagues. I have not been
able to do that with one Senator who
is away and will not be back until Mon-
day night. I can say this much: I will
certainly make every effort to try to reach
a unanimous consent agreement to vote
some time in the afternoon or early eve-
ning on Monday, in any event not any
later than Tuesday, and I hope it will be
Monday; but I do want to have a chance
to do that. I have been holding the floor
most of the afternoon, and I want to
talk to my colleagues in that regard. But
I want to cooperate with the majority
leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
Senator’s cooperation. I would be pre-
pared to give the Senator to whom the
Senator from Washington refers a live
pair if the one vote did not make a dif-
ference in the result of the tally.

Could the Senator meet with his col-
leagues sometime this afternoon and, for
the benefit of the Senate, perhaps make
a proposal which would be agreeable to
both sides?

Mr. JACKSON. I will certainly try, and
I will do everything I can. I told the
Senator right along I would, and I told
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RoserT C. BYRrD), as the majority leader
knows, at the very beginning. I was the
one who agreed immediately to a unani-
mous-consent agreement on the ABM
treaty that we worked ouf. I indicated
that as soon as I had some idea when the
Interim Agreement was going to come
up—and I, of course, had no way of
knowing when it was going to come up,
after it had been set aside each day—
that I would agree to a fair unanimous-
consent arrangement after consultation
with other Senators who might or might
not be out of town.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. Again I want to reiter-
ate that I shall do everything I can to
achieve that objective.

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

Mr. JACKSON, I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. While the distinguished
majority leader has the floor, as one of
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the cosponsors of this amendment, I
want to assure the majority leader that,
on my own part, I am perfectly willing
to cooperate and do the very best I can
to get a speedy, agreeable time to vote
on it. I thought, personally, that this
matter was going to be brought up from
day to day and that I would be here
whenever it was voted on, although, as
the Senator knows, I have other com-
mitments I have to attend to next week.
But I think if we had some time, and we
could investigate and find time to do it,
I would certainly be agreeable to it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
statements which have been made by the
distinguished Senator from Colorado.

Will the Senator from Washington
yield to me briefly?

Mr, JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand the
situation in which he and others of his
colleagues find themselves, but I would
point out that what the leadership is
ryng to do—and I speak of the joint
leadership—is push along the President’s
legislative program in the period ahead.
We have but 1 week more before the
Republican Convention opens. During
that 1 week, even, a number of our col-
leagues on the other side will neces-
sarily have to be away from the Cham-
ber because of preparatory work in con-
nection with the convention.

Then we decided, in view of certain
proposals which were made, that we
would not come back after the Repub-
lican Convention had ended until the
day after Labor Day, although, speaking
personally, that went contrary to what
I had been considering all along.

But the way things look now, we have
not much time to take up the President’s
proposals and the appropriation bills,
and achieve a sine die adjournment for
this Congress by September 30.

May I say that not only is that true
of the interim agreement, which I fully
support, in accordance with what the
President said on the basis of the Nixon-
Brezhnev communique, and on the basis
of what Dr. Kissinger said to about 30
Senators and Representatives the day
after the President returned from Mos-
cow, and which he said with the full
authority of the President, because the
President, as I recall, spent about 40
minutes stating his views and then tell-
ing us Dr. Kissinger would speak for him;
but in addition to the interim agree-
ment which we are now considering, we
have the revenue sharing proposal,
which is in serious dispute, and I doubt
very much if we could complete action
on it before the Republican Convention.
Then we have H.R. 1 and four or five ap-
propriation bills, the land use bill, and all
kinds of legislation which will have to be
considered. It will call for cooperation.

I am very happy with the statements
made by the distinguished Senator from
Colorado and the distinguished Senator
from Washington that there may be a
possibility of working something out on
this measure.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, I want-
ed to suggest the absence of a quorum,
on the stipulation—and I am not going
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to ask for a live quorum—that I not lose
my rights to the floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to do so.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—prior to the unanimous consent
agreement, would the Senator from
Washington yield for a question to the
majority leader on a procedural matter?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, I am glad to yield.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the majority leader,
I have two amendments at the desk, one
amendment to the Jackson amendment
and one amendment to the resolution,
both of which amendments I intend to
press. I would hope the majority leader
and the Senator from Washington, prior
to entering into any unanimous-consent
agreement, would consider those two
amendments, on which I expect to have
rollcall votes.

Mr. MANSFIELD, That is fine. May I
say that if we do not reach some sort of
agreement on some of these very im-
portant measures in which the President
is interested—and I should not be the
one out here saying this—it is quite pos-
sible that the interim agreement could
take us through this week and into Sep-
tember, and the effect which the Presi-
dent desires would be lost, because, if I
recall correctly, he wanted to start phase
II next month.

What will happen to revenue sharing
on that basis I do not know. It looks to
me as though H.R. 1 stands a good
chance of going down the drain. It is
not even reported out of committee. So
we are faced with a situation which I
think calls for some sort of accommo-
dation better than has been the case
heretofore, though I think it has been
splendid up to this time.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I am glad to yield to
my friend the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my friend
from Washington.

I have followed this discussion of the
SALT I agreement to the best of my
ability in the Armed Services Committee,
the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, and
the Foreign Relations Committee. I was
impressed with the intelligent question-
ing the able Senator from Washington
has undertaken in this matter, and there
are many aspects of his amendment that
impress me.

However, a particular word—"inter-
continental,” and I have taken the lib-
erty of discussing this with the Senator
from Washington—if this proposed
tabling motion is defeated, and that
word is not eliminated from his amend-
ment, based on my knowledge of the
subject, this would mean he would be
stipulating that in the future the nego-
tiators for the United States would have
to demand superiority, not equality, as
a sine qua non of any SALT II
agreement.

I would have to oppose that, and would
do my best in open discussion to show
why.

With great respect to the majority
leader, I would oppose any unanimous-
consent agreement when it came to
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amendments, if this tabling motion were
defeated.

Mr. JACKSON. I do not know what
tabling motion the Senator is talking
about.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I respectfully say I hope the Senator
would keep an open mind.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have great respect
for the majority leader, I have appre-
ciated my long association with him, and
challenge him to show me when, because
of his wise influence, I have not kept an
open mind. This is the first time in my
many years here I have objected to a
unanimous-consent agreement; but this
matter would appear so important it
should be dealt with carefully. We all got
& short message from the Soviet Embassy
the other day as to what they are think-
ing about in this matter

Mr. JACKSON. What message from
the Soviet Union? What is the massage
from the Soviet Union the Senator is
talking about?

Mr. SYMINGTON. We received a state-
ment from the Soviet Embassy, hand
delivered into my office, that they did not
acquiesce to your resolution.

Mr. JACKSON. It was not delivered to
my office. They do not contact me, I
guess.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It was not signed.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am
curious about who sent the statement,
and where it was sent to. I have heard
of the Soviet tendency to keep in touch
with a lot of people on Capitol Hill.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The statement was
an implication that the Soviet Embassy
did not agree, that they were not con-
sulted.

Mr. JACKSON. Is this a statement
from the Russian Embassy?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not know. It
just came to my office. Several other Sen-
ators said it came to theirs.

Mr. JACKSON. I am not on the right
mailing list, I guess.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am not attempt-
ing to justify or criticize any statement,
but believe if this word is left in the
Senator’s amendment as proposed, it
would make very difficult any really
meaningful negotiating position in the
SALT II talks. That is the thrust of what
I am trying to say. Therefore, I would
ask some questions about our relative
strength, all around the world nuclear-
wise as well as intercontinental strength;
and until this matter was thoroughly ex-
plored, I would not want to agree to any
time limitation agreement.

Mr. JACKSON. I must say I am still
a little curious. I have heard of these
statements floating around that the So-
viet Union, through their embassy here,
is expressing concern about the Jackson
amendment, That is a rather unusual
activity, would not the Senator agree?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I received the
notice stating they had not been con-
sulted about it, after the press said they
had.

I would hope we would not do anything
in this body that would prevent, in the
future, a meaningful arms control agree-
ment. “Arms control” must also be two
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important words in the Soviet Union, be-
cause the Senator knows as well as I that
a full nuclear exchange could well de-
stroy civilization.

I was impressed with what the Presi-
dent said after the SALT I agreements.
We are in this discussion as to whether
the agreement made in Moscow by this
administration is a wise agreement for
the United States to pursue. I believe it
is. I think it is a good agreement. What
the Senator from Arkansas has quoted
two or three times in this discussion, the
President’'s statement or Mr, Kissin-
ger's—which, as we know, is essentially
the same thing—impressed me.

So if a tabling motion does not go
through, I would pursue——

Mr. JACKSON What tabling motion?
That is what I wanted to ask

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

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my purpose to
make a motion to table the Senator’s
amendment. I thought that was under-
stood.

Mr. JACKSON. No, the Senator has
not mentioned it to me.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then I apologize
for being remiss. I assumed the Senator
would judge from the circumstances.
But in any case, I now say that is my
purpose.

Mr. JACKSON. Your tabling motion is
just like the interim agreement:; there
is a lot of it that is not explicit.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I support the posi-
tion of the Senator from Missouri. I have
said to the majority leader that if the
amendment is not tabled, and it is there
and we have to deal with it, then there
will be a number of amendments, and a
while ago I tentatively said perhaps ev-
eryone could be contacted. There are
other Senators; the Senator from Cali-
fornia has an amendment, but especially
amendments going to this subject, as
the Senator has mentioned, and the word
“intercontinental.” This bears directly
on the exchange I just had with the Sen-
ator that this subparity and parity re-
lates only to the ICBM.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is right. That
is the thrust of what I was getting at.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, could
we have that statement from the Rus-
sians put in the REcorp?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will read it now.
This is a copy; I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the Recorbp. It is very
short, and reads as follows:

In connection with the reports published
in the American press to the effect that
Soviet diplomats were consulted on Senator
Jackson's resolution and allegedly gave “their
acquiescence” to it the Embassy of the Soviet
Union would like to state that there is no
truth in these reports.

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

STATEMENT OF THE BoVIET EMBASSY

In connection with the reports published
in the American press to the effect that
Soviet diplomats were consulted on Senator
Jackson's resolution and allegedly gave “their
acquiescence” to it the ' Embassy of the Boviet
Unilon would like to state that there is no
truth in these reports.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is all there is
to it. That came to my office, and I as-
sume to most Senators’ offices. It may be
that they thought a communication from
them to the Senator’s office would not
be welcome. I can understand why they
might feel that way. Therefore, he may
have been the only one not to receive it.
I think all the rest of the Senators did.

Mr, JACKSON. Let me just say, as the
Senator knows, the Russian attachés are
all over the Hill. They are here daily.
They come into my office and get my
statements. As soon as my amendment
was offered, we gave it to them. They
get our publications. They were in my of -
fice within an hour after the amend-
ment was in the press gallery.

We all know they are very active on
Capitol Hill. They are talking to Senate
aides all over the place. They have that
right. I just wish we had the opportunity
to send some of our attachés from our
Embassy, especially with all the persecu-
tions going on, to visit some of the peo-
ple in the Supreme Soviet, the Presidi-
um, and the Politburo. The Soviets have
total access here, and they are taking full
advantage of it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would agree with
the Senator that they are extremely con-
cerned about the significance of the Sen-
ator's amendment. I think the Russians
have great interest in moving forward
with arms control, and I think they would
deeply regret our having this progress
mutilated and nullified by the Senator’s
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield very briefly?

Mr. JACKSON. First of all, let me
just say, in response to the statement
that the Senator read into the REcoRrD
from the Soviet Union, of course, I never
said at any time what is in this state-
ment. This is what the Embassy state-
ment says:

In connection with the reports published
in the American press to the effect that
Soviet diplomats were consulted on Senator
Jackson’s resolution and allegedly gave
“thelr acquiesence” to it the Embassy of the
Soviet Union would like to state that there
is no truth in these reports.

I would like to say I know nothing
about this, and I never indicated that the
Soviet Union had been consulted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was in the
paper, that is all.

Mr. JACKSON. But, as I say, that is
a news report.

I just want to make the record clear
that I never, at any time, made any
statement such as that referred to in
their release. They can refer to third-
party statements that are nothing but
hearsay; but I want to make the record
clear, so long as this statement has been
brought into the debate.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS., I understand that the
Senator wishes to finish his statement. I
have no desire to interfere with the con-
secutive quality of his presentation, but
I think there are some detailed questions
on his own amendment which the Senate
and the country would benefit from hav-
ing asked. Senator SymincTOoN has al-
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ready opened up one of them. I have some
others.

Would the Senator, as he is going to get
consent to resume the floor, allow us, at
a seasonal moment—perhaps in a little
while but within some reasonably proxi-
mate time—to go over the actual text of
his amendment with him, in the hope of
helping him and him helping us, to ex-
plain precisely what is the meaning of
the actual text?

Mr. JACKSON. I say to the Senator
that I will do that when I offer my
amendment. As the Senator knows, I have
not offered the amendment. The pending
amendment is the amendment of the
Senator from Montana. So we do not need
to confuse the situation at this point. At
a proper time, I will offer my amendment.

In the meantime, I am trying to make
what I think is the only detailed explana-
tion of what is involved in the interim
agreement. The Committee on Foreign
Relations has not offered a careful and
full explanation. The chairman of the
committee just got up and took about
3 minutes and did not give a detailed
statement. I am engaged in giving a de-
tailed statement of what is involved in
this matter. I think that for the sake of
history and the record, that should be
done. I am surprised that it has not been
g:ne by the Foreign Relations Commit-

e.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I spoke the other
day, when the matter first came in. To-
day, I did not repeat what I had said.

Mr. JACKSON. I think there has not
been, to my knowledge—and I may be
wrong—a detailed explanation of what
is involved in this interim agreement. I
am doing it, and I am just giving my
views. I would like to have a detailed ex-
planation from the Foreign Relations
Committee as a result of the testimony.
That is all I am saying.

Mr. JAVITS. Are we to understand,
therefore, that the Senator may submit
some different version of his amendment
than the one upon which the adminis-
tration commented?

Mr, JACKSON. Which the administra-
tion approved; No.

Mr. JAVITS. They have not approved
his interpretation.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator knows
what I am talking about. I am talking
about the amendment. They have ap-
proved the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. That is why I said what
I have said. We have a right to assume
that the amendment the Senator has
widely distributed is the amendment he
will present.

Mr. JACKSON. It has been printed.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. Nonethe-
less, the Senator makes a point of the
fact that he does not want to discuss the
detail of it because he has not submitted
it.

Mr. JACKSON. I have not called it up.
It has been submitted; it is printed; it is
at the desk. What is the question?

Mr, JAVITS. We would like to assume
that that is the text.

Mr. JACESON. That is the text.

Mr. JAVITS. So the Senator would be
prepared to answer questions relating to
the text?
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& Mr. JACESON, Certainly. When I call
up.

Mr. JAVITS. Why, then, if the Senator
is not going to change it?

Mr., JACKSON. Because I think that,
in the interest of orderly procedure, the
pending amendment is the amendment
by the majority leader.

Mr. JAVITS. But the Senator’'s argu-
ment is not going to the majority leader's
amendment. It is going to his own
affirmative position.

Mr. JACKSON. I am on page 5 of a
14-page detailed statement on this agree-
ment. I do not know how long the Sen-
ator wants to stay here, but I am willing
to stay as long as necessary. I will then
be glad to go into it. I think other Sen-
ators want to be heard, and I will go into
it in detail at the proper time.

I thought we wanted to discuss it, and
I was going to ask unanimous consent
for a quorum call which would make it
possible to have some discussions on the
issue and question which I think is cen-
fral at the moment, raised by the major-
ity leader.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a quorum call—and I
will not ask for a live guorum; that
I not lose my right to the floor; and
that I resume holding the floor to the
starting of the quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is s0 ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting
nominations, were communicated to the
Senate by Mr, Geisler, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer (Mr. StEvENsoN) laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 16029) to
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, and for other purposes, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 16029) to amend the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its
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title and referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241) au-
thorizing the President to approve an in-
terim agreement between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

THE MOMENTUM ARGUMENT OR HOW TO GO
FORWARD WHILE STANDING IN PLACE

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
present agreement is intended to slow
the momentum of the buildup of Soviet
offensive forces, a buildup that has
taken the Soviets far beyond the force
levels required for implementing a deter-
rent posture based on a simple notion
of assured destruction. My own exam-
ination and assessment of the appro-
priate intelligence data coupled with an
analysis of the latitude granted under
the terms of the agreement has brought
me to the conclusion that, as a means
of halting the Soviet momentum it is a
failure and as a means of slowing Soviet
momentum it accomplishes far less than
has been claimed.

Mr. President, it is instructive to exam-
ine the comments made by the President
and by his national security adviser, Dr.
Kissinger, on the effect of the interim
agreement. They add up to what I would
call the “headache theory of treaty-
making,” according to which one signs
an agreement, not because it is good, but
because nonagreement is worse. That is
about as close as public policy can come
to beating your head against the wall,
because it feels so good when you stop.
Listen to Dr. Kissinger:

I do not deny that the initial reaction of
some people will be to look at the gap in
numbers. But once they understand ...
what the gap would be without this agree-
ment . . . I believe that many of those who
express some hesitation will come around.

Now, what I understand Dr. Kissinger
to be saying is that those of us who are
concerned at the gap in numbers in the
interim agreement will be persuaded that
a balance even more adverse to the
United States would have resulted from
a failure to reach the interim agreement.
The President himself made this argu-
ment in his press conference of June 29,
1972, when he said:

Had there been no arms control agreement,
the Soviet Union had a program underway in
the field of submarines which would have
brought them up to over 80. The agreement
limits them to 62.

Had there been no arms control agree-
ment—and this is the most important
point—in the terms of offensive strategic
weapons, the Boviet Union that has now
passed us in offensive strateglc weapons—
they have 1,600, we have roughly 1,000—
they would have built 1,000 more over the
next 5 years. Now, under those circumstances,
any President of the United States could
see that in 6 years the United States would
be hopelessly behind; our security would be
threatened, our allies would be terrified, par-
ticularly in those areas, and our friends, like
the Mideast, where the possibility of Soviet
adventurism 1is considered to be rather
great.
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Therefore, the arms control agreement at
least put a brake on new weapons.

So we have before us an agreement de-
signed to see us through the next few
yvears, the chief virtue of which is that
life under it will be less dangerous, hope-
fully, than life without it. This may be
a sufficient argument for the Senate giv-
ing approval to the interim agreement. It
is not, in my view, a sufficient argument
for allowing our approval to go unquali-
fied, either by our recognition of the risks
or the assertion of our own view of the
future.

Understanding what the agreement
does is of such importance that I raised
the question of the extent to which it
slows Soviet momentum on a number of
occasions. For example, on July 19 I had
the following exchange with General
Ryan, Chief of Staff of the Air Force:

Senator JAcKsoN. One method of assessing
the impact of the SALT accords on Soviet
programs would be to compare what they
are free to do under the agreement with what
we have projected that they might have done
in the absence of the agreement. Speaking
generally, and without getting into precise
estimates, how does the lower end of the
spectrum of officlal estimates of the Soviet
strategic offensive force for mid-1977 com-
pare with the permitted Soviet force under
the SALT accords?

General RyaN. Roughly equivalent, Sen-
ator, lower end of the spectrum.

Again, on July 21, I put the same ques-
tion to the Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Zumwalt, who, like General
Ryan, is fully apprised of our intelligence
projections. The admiral answered:

The lower end of the spectrum of the
official estimates is lower than the force per-
mitted under the SALT records.

Mr. President, I ought to make clear
for the record that I put the same ques-
tion to both Ambassador Smith and
General Allison of the SALT delegation
when they appeared before the Armed
Services Committee on June 28. Both
gentlemen declined to answer stating
that security considerations precluded
comment. Now, the figures in question
are readily available to any Senator who
wishes to judge for himself the extent to
which the forward momentum of the
Soviet buildup has been slowed by the
interim agreement.

The Director of Defense Research and
Engineering commented on this question
of the impact of the interim agreement
on Soviet deployment programs when
he appeared before the Armed Services
Committee in executive session on
June 22, 1972. At that time Dr. Foster
engaged in an important exchange with
my good friend the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) :

Senator CannonN. I want to turn for a mo-
ment to the discussion of momentum that
Senator Jackson was talking about that both
sides have In building strategic weapons and
how that will change our relative strategic
posture as a result of SALT. I think this is
a subject which is relevant to a meaningful
discussion of the role of the ABM in the
NCA defense.

The Interim Offensive Agreement limits
both the United States and the Soviets to
their present ICBM force, with allowances
made for the Soviets to complete 90-odd silos
now wunder construction. Therefore, the
Soviets have slightly more than a 1.6 to 1
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ratio of ICBM launchers and thelr numerical
advantage is about 600.

The interim agreement also allows the
Soviets to build up to a 62-submarine force,
an increase of about 40 or so from their
present level of about 22 Yankee class.

On the other hand, we are essentially
frozen at & maximum of 44 submarines, only
three more than our present level, and there-
fore, the agreement grants the Soviets the
advantage of completing their current mo-
mentum In submarine building.

Is that not basically correct?

Dr. FosTeER. Yes, that is correct.

Senator Cannon. Concerning the quid pro
quo of the treaty and agreement, is it not
true that the Soviets will not have to exer-
clse restraint in their momentum, that is,
they will not have to curtail their current
building rate of production on submarines
for at least 3 years and perhaps more?

Dr. FosTeER. Yes, sir; that is correct.

Senator CannNoN. In other words, they will
not be giving up anything in terms of mo-
mentum until at least 3 years from now and
possibly 4 to 5.

On the other hand, the United States has
agreed to give up something this year, and
that is work on three ABM sites at the Min-
uteman missile installations. In fact, we will
actually be dismantling work already started
at Malmstrom Air Force Base. Thus we are
glving up something now whereas they might
glve up something 3 years from now, or
then again they might not.

Is that a correct assessment?

Dr. FosTER. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. President, I have tried to put in
perspective the claim that the interim
agreement halts the momentum of the
Soviet build-up not to reflect adversely
on the interim agreement, but to help
the Senate form a judgment that bears
directly on our policy with respect to
SALT II. It is essential, in my view, that
we enter the second phase of the SALT
deliberations with a clear view of the
emerging strategic relationship between
the United States and the Soviet Union
and with the conviction that SALT II,
whatever else it does, must assure equal-
ity between the parties on offensive in-
tercontinental strategic arms. To insist
on such equality with respect to offensive
weapons is to require no more than was
done, at Soviet insistence, with defensive
weapons in the ABM treaty.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? X

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LEN) . Does the Senator from Washington
yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. I want to say, first,
I have great respect for the Senator’s
courage and determination and for his
very deep knowledge of nuclear and
other weapons. Therefore, it is with some
trepidation that I would like to ask a
few questions of the Senator.

First, he has spoken a number of times
this afternoon about those who have
raised questions about his amendment
and has said, “What is wrong with parity,
and what is wrong with equality ?”

I want to make it plain that I think
we should be on a par and that we should
have equal strength with the Soviet Un-
ion. I would like to ask him if he knows
of any Senator who suggests that we
should be weaker than the Soviet Union.

Mr. JACKSON. I am not going to
judge what other Senators may believe.
I am offering an amendment whereby
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the Senate and individual Senators will
have an opportunity to state as a matter
of policy, in connection with SALT II,
where they think the United States
should stand vis-a-vis the Soviet Union
in intercontinental strategic arms. I am
calling for equality. If a Senator does
not want it, he can vote against it. That
is the issue.

Mr. CRANSTON. The Senator from
California certainly wants equality in
overall strategic weaponry and military
strength with the Soviet Union. What we
are getting down to, or where the differ-
ence seems to lie, is in the definition of
“parity” or “equality.” The Senator from
Washington places seemingly total em-
phasis on the number of missiles and
the throw-weight involved. Other people
who I think have some expertise in this
field feel that there are other factors
which should be taken into account, such
as the accuracy with which a country
can throw its missiles, the distances the
Soviet Union has to contend with, and
the overall qualitative and sophisticated
performance of our weapons.

Mr. JACKSON. As the Senator
knows—and I know he has gone into
this—the factors to which he refers are
not frozen under this agreement.

Mr. CRANSTON. But are not those
factors that should be taken into ac-
count in determining overall strength?

Mr. JACKSON. We are talking about
equality here. Now, you cannot assume
that we will, in a long term treaty, main-
tain our present advantage in technology.
Technology may change, but the num-
bers do not. That is why equality in
numbers is so important.

As the Senator knows, we have 7,000
warheads in Europe, according to former
Secretary McNamara. I would point out
to the Senator that the Soviets have
about 600 intermediate range ballistic
missiles. One hundred 6f them are all
they need to eliminate the 7,000 war-
heads. But in any event, behind their 600
IRBM’s they have, as the Senator knows,
a very large number, far more than we
have, of fighter bombers—that could fol-
low up those IRBM missile attacks.

So forward bases are a small part—a
very, very small part— of any strategic
consideration, and very limited at best.

Obviously, they involve our NATO al-
lies. And forward bases, I would also
point out to the Senator, are a very un-
certain thing. We had a forward base in
Okinawa, as the Senator knows, but we
no longer can have nuclear weapons in
Okinawa. The Senator knows that we
had nuclear weapons in France, but we
no longer can have nuclear weapons in
France. We no longer have bases in
France, even though they were once a
part of NATO.

If we are going to count warheads that
cannot be delivered in the event the
worst should happen, should we be at-
tacked, what good are the warheads in
a storage facility that are not delivered?
This is the point.

As I said earlier this afternoon, we had
a great Navy, the largest in the world, on
December 6, 1941. On December 7, we had
no Navy at all. This is what we are talk-
ing about. I listened over the years to
the debate on the ABM. We were told,
“Look, the Russians really are not going
for more than 1,200 ICBM’s, and they are
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not going to go for Polaris-type subma-
rines.” We went through that in 1969
and 1970 and 1971. Now, look at the fig-
ures. Senators argued: “All they want is
parity with the United States. They want
an equal number of submarines and an
equal number of ICBM’s.”

What did the Soviets do. They have
gone ahead and have 50 percent more in-
tercontinental ICBM launchers, and they
have a 4-to-1 throw-weight advantage.
Under the interim agreement they will
have 62 submarines to our theoretical 44.
In actuality, it will be 41.

I am just a country boy, but I think
I know what is equality and what is not,
and the interim agreement is not equal-
ity. The President recognizes it, and the
President, who has the job of directing
the negotiations, has indicated that the
interim agreement is not the basis for
the SALT II talks.

We do not want to leave the impres~
sion, I think, that the interim agreement
here is going to be the foundation on
which the SALT negotiators will try to
draii a treaty that is going to be of an
extended duration. If that is the case,
we will never reach an agreement, be-
cause I do not think any President, Re-
publican or Democrat, who has the re-
sponsibility of protecting the freedom of
our people, and indeed the security of
the western world, would ever do such a
thing.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for an informational in-
quiry?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH, Because the Senator
has control of the time, it is difficult to
get an exchange on equal terms,

Mr. JACKSON. I will try to answer—
as a matter of fact, so far I have spent
more time answering questions than de-
livering my speech. The amazing thing
is——

Mr. CHURCH. May I ask a question?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, but may I make
a comment?

Mr, CHURCH. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. It is really amazing:
Here is a most important question in-
volving an historic agreement on stra-
tegic weapons, but the Committee on
Foreign Relations has not made a de-
tailed presentation of the matter. I am
doing it here; I am going into detail, and
I am amazed, because normally the com-
mittee which has the responsibility
makes a full explanation, and here I am,
not a member of the committee, going
into the basic issues. But let me say I
am delighted to respond to any ques-
tions, and I will stay as long as the Sen-
ator likes.

Mr. CHURCH. Very well. In the lan-
guage of your amendment, I would like
a more precise definition of what you
mean by “intercontinental strategic
forces.”

I concur with the Senator from Cali-
fornia; I would not favor any future
agreement, following on the termination
of the SALT II negotiations, which
placed the United States in an inferior
position to the Soviet Union in terms of
our strategic nuclear capacity. There is
no Member of the Senate who would
favor an agreement consummated on
those terms. What we really are consid-
ering here is the Gaefinition of “equality”
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or “parity.” We cannot evaluate the Sen-
ator’s definition unless we understand
just what he includes in the term “inter-
continental strategic forces.”

For example, is a B-52 bomber, with
the capability of departing from the
United States, refueling in the air, and
then penetrating the Soviet Union to
deliver nuclear bombs over a Russian
targ:t. an intercontinental strategic wea-
pon

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr, CHURCH. Would a B-1 bomber
with that capability be an intercon-
tinental strategic weapon?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH. Good; now we are get-
ting somewhere.

Mr. JACKSON. Is the Senator going to
ggll; about the Russian delivery systems,

0

Mr. CHURCH. I just want to get this
straight. I am not trying to look into
one corner but not the others. I have
read everything the Senator has said
here with great interest, and I commend
him on the thorough presentation he is
making.

Let me ask the Senator this hypotheti-
cal question: Suppose, in the course of
the SALT II talks, we were to decide that
we wanted to secure an agreement which
would allow us to build 100 B-1 bombers.
This is all hypothetical, because I do
not want in any way to reveal classified
information.

Mr. JACKSON. Well, there is nothing
classified aboat that.

Mr. CHURCH. Let us assume that
these B-1 bombers each had a capability
of delivering 5 megatons in nuclear
bombs. Suppose we were to say, “We
want the right to build 100 B-1 bombers
that would give us 500 megatons of
throw-weight capability, that is the ca-
pability to deliver over the Soviet Union
500 megatons of nuclear bombs,” and the
Russians were to say, “If you want that,
we want the equivalent, but we are not
interested in building bombers; we hap-
pen to have a different opinion of bomb-
ers than you do, so we want instead the
right to build 100 more launching sites,
silos for intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, of a character and dimension that
would permit us to have the equivalent
capability—namely, to deliver by means
of these additional missiles, 500 mega-
tons of warheads upon the United
States.”

With that hypothetical, is there any-
thing in the Senator’s language here that
would preclude our negotiators from
reaching that understanding if they were
willing to do so? In other words, would
that example constitute “parity” or
“equality” in the Senator’s mind?

Mr. JACKSON. It could. It is a part of
the aggregate that you would consider,
and the answer is that it could constitute
equality.

Mr. CHURCH. Then, I would ask tne
Senator if he would have any objection,
at an appropriate time, to inserting the
term “overall,” just to make clear that
we are not talking about the necessity of
numerical equality for each particular
weapon?

What I am talking about is this: We
have our mix of strategic weapons, they
have their mix, and the important thing




August 11, 1972

is, so far as the future is concerned, that
any future agreement place us in bal-
ance, so far as the two mixes go, and that
is why “overall” would make it clear that
this is the Senator’s objective. The diffi-
culty with the Senator’s present lan-
guage, if I may say so, is the sequence of
two clauses. I want the Senator to under-
stand the problem, so let me read from
the Senator’s language——

Mr. JACKSON., What line?

Mr. CHURCH. On page 2, line 9:

The Congress recognizes the principle of
United States-Soviet Union equality reflected
in the antiballistic missile treaty, and urges
and requests the President to seek a future
treaty that, inter alia, would not limit the
United States to levels of intercontinental
strategic forces inferior to the limits pro-
vided for the Soviet Union.

When we take those two clauses to-
gether—and they are not even separated
by a period—we have language suscep-
tible to the interpretation that the equal-
ity the Senator seeks is the kind rep-
resented by the ABM Treaty, where each
side is allowed to build an equal number
of antiballistic missiles. Equality, then,
appears to mean numerical equality for
the particular weapon that is the subject
of the agreement.

Mr, JACKSON. It is not numerical
alone, I want to point out to the Senator,
because, obviously, we have to consider
the dimensions or size. Throw-weight is
the key index.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. I mean numbers alone
are not the whole picture—throw weight
is also important.

Mr, CHURCH. I agree with that. My
point is that, judging from the Senator’s
answer to my earlier question, which I
gladly accept—I wonder why he would
have any objection to the insertion of
“overall?”

Mr. JACKSON. Overall what?

Mr. CHURCH. Overall interconti-
nental strategic forces. To make it clear
that what we are talking about is the
mix and that we do not have to build
an identical system to that of the So-
viet Union and they do not have to build
an identical system to ours in order to
meet the standard of equality intended
by this policy statement.

Mr. JACKSON. The intercontinental
strategic forces are the aggregate inter-
continental strategic forces. When you
talk about “overall,” we run into the
problem of possible misinterpretation—
of including what the Russians are try-
ing to include, and that is the warheads
and aircraft—because we do not have
missiles—at forward bases, which have
but a minor role in the strategic balance.
What we are really talking about,
basically—and it has to be that way—
are the ICBM’s, the SLBM’s—the sub-
marine launched ballistic missiles—and
the intercontinental bombers.

Mr. CHURCH. Would the Senator have
any objection to the insertion of the
word “aggregate”?

Mr. JACKSON. Intercontinental stra-
tegic forces are the land- and sea-based
intercontinental ballistic missiles and in-
tercontinental bombers. When “aggre-
gate” is added to it, I think it confuses
the picture.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. CHURCH. It does not confuse it
for me. It helps to clarify it.

Mr. JACKSON. I have no objection to
intercontinental strategic forces involv-
ing ICBM’s, SLBM’s and interconti-
nental bombers. I have no objection to
that.

Mr. CHURCH. Any term such as “over-
all” or “aggregate” which will make it
plain that we are talking about two
equivalent systems would be helpful.

Mr. JACKSON. We can talk as lawyers
at the moment. I can give the Senator a
bill of particulars, and I am giving him a
bill of particulars. I am giving him inter-
continental strategic forces, which are
ICBM's, SLBM’s, and intercontinental
bombers. That is it.

Mr. CHURCH. The senior Senator
from Idaho wants to make certain——

Mr. JACKSON. This bill of particulars
is a part of the legislative history.

Mr. CHURCH. That any final version
of this text makes it self-evident in the
language of the text itself. Legislative
history often means 50 different Sena-
torial viewpoints. I want the text itself
to make absolutely clear what the Sen-
ator is striving for, equality in terms of
the two strategic systems.

Mr. JACKSON. The three, ICBM’s,
SLBM’s, and intercontinental bombers.

Mr. CHURCH. I mean the two—the
American and the Russian strategic
systems.

“Aggregate” or “overall” or such a
term would make that self-evident. I
suggest it would do no damage to the
Senator’s proposition, but it would help
to reassure some of us who feel that
otherwise the language would be sub-
ject to a different interpretation.

Mr. JACKSON. I know that the Sen-
ator, who is a very good lawyer and a
very good draftsman, would agree that
when I defined “intercontinental stra-
tegic forces” as being specifically ICBM’s,
SLBM's, and intercontinental bombers,
that is unequivocal; there is nothing
ambiguous about it. On the other hand,
if we say “aggregate,” we will have an-
other debate as to what is meant by
“aggregate.”

Mr. CHURCH. But this was the term
the Senator, himself, suggested first—
“aggregate.” It seems to me to be a very
precise term.

Mr. JACESON. What is more precise
than listing specifically the strategic
systems?

Mr. CHURCH. I am afraid that the
countersuggestion of the Senator might
compound the same ambiguity. It could
then be said that what is meant is that
any future agreement must give us and
the Russians an equivalent right to build
the same number of bombers, the same
number of ICBM’s, the same number of
submarine-launched missiles.

Mr. JACKSON. No; that is not true.

Mr. CHURCH. But I am afraid that it
could be subject to that interpretation;
whereas, “aggregate” could not.

Mr. JACKSON. No; that is not true.

Mr. CHURCH. We are talking as law-
Yers.

Mr. JACKSON. I am being specific.
The facts are as I have indicated them. I
am talking about the delivery systems.
I said it means equality, and equality is
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not numbers alone, but obviously it in-
cludes the throw-weight.

I want to conclude on this point by
saying that the President of the United
States understands it. The White House
has agreed to this language. It seems to
me it is a sensible guideline for the
President of the United States to follow
as an expression of Congress.

Mr. CHURCH. Let me ask the Senator
a second question. Does he regard a sub-
marine carrying missiles, whether these
be Polaris or Poseidon missiles, fo con=-
stitute a part of an intercontinental
strategic force——

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. And so, too, should
we include——

Mr. CHURCH. I have not finished.

Mr. JACKSON. You also have to in-
clude shorter range ballistic missiles that
the Soviets have which give them a
unique advantage, because our coasts are
exposed and a large part of our popula-
tion and industry are in coastal areas.

Mr. CHURCH. I certainly do include
them. The Russian submarine, whether
it is armed with a Polaris-type missile or
whether it is armed with a shorter range
missile, since it can come close to our
coasts and reach us with its missiles,
clearly falls within the definition of an
intercontinental strategic weapon.

Mr. JACKSON. The same could be said
of a cruise missile of which they have
some 400 that are not limited in the in-
terim agreement.

Mr. CHURCH. Would you include a
Russian cruiser that could come within
missile-firing range of our shores?

Mr. JACKSON. I would not say that,
because Soviet surface ships do not have
ballistic missiles aboard. In any case, we
are talking about central strategic sys-
tems that are solely devised for the pur-
lposeadsot delivering intercontinental pay-

oads.

Mr. CHURCH. Would it include air-
craft carriers that could reach, with
jets carrying nuclear bombs, the shores
of the Soviet Union or even penetrate
into the interior of the Soviet Union?

Mr. JACKSON. Aircraft carriers are
multipurpose, as the Senator knows.
They are not exclusively strategic forces.
They have a very minor strategic role—
almost negligible.

Mr. CHURCH. But they do have that
strategic capability. ;

Mr, JACKSON. They are fundamen-
tally nonstrategic. They have an essen-
tially conventional role.

Mr. CHURCH. If you were looking at
it from the Russian viewpoint, would
you not feel that our aircraft carriers,
equipped with planes having a nuclear
capability, would constitute the same
kind of hazard, and could not be ex-
cluded in the makeup of the American
strategic force?

Mr. JACKSON. When you talk about
a strategic system that is exclusively de-
signed for a strategic delivery role, that
is vastly different from talking about a
carrier which, as in the Mediterranean,
has a limited and multipurpose role. It is
not a strategic weapons system com-
parable to a submarine or an ICBM
clearly deployed for strategic purposes.
When one looks at the United States-
Sovlet strategic balance I think it is clear
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that our carriers are insignificant ex-
cept in their conventional role. And that,
of course, is what the Russians are really
after.

Mr. CHURCH. I find the Senator's ar-
gument in this respect most unconvine-
ing, and I will express myself on that in
a moment, but first I would like to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont——

Mr. JACKSON. I have the floor. I will
be glad to yield to him on my time.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask a ques-
tion that will take only 10 seconds. I
feel sure the Senator from Washington
will be able to answer it in 2 seconds.

Does the Senator from Washington
believe our country would have been
better off had the President never signed
any agreement at all?

Mr. JACKSON. I can say that I can
support this interim agreement on an
interim basis only—a 5-year basis—pro-
vided we get an agreement, a treaty, that
will give us numerical equality and not
the inferior position that exists in con-
nection with the 5-year interim agree-
ment, that, I believe is the position of
the administration.

I want to emphasize that in this in-
terim agreement on a temporary basis
the Soviets have a 50-percent advantage
in terms of numbers of delivery systems
and a 4-to-1 advantage in throw-weight.
This is obviously something tha: we do
not want to perpetuate. I can accept it as
an interim, but an interim arrangement
only, on the stipulation that we go for-
ward with a negotiation to obtain equal-
ity. Hopefully, this would involve a re-
duction in Soviet strategic weapons to
equal U.S. levels.

Mr. AIKEN. In other words, the Sen-
ator from Washington can accept this
agreement provided his interpretation is
accepted along with it?

Mr. JACKSON. Provided that we can
get the statement of policy that I have
offered in the form of an amendment and
which the White House has approved.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator says that
the White House has approved his
amendment, but the Senator knows that
the White House has not approved, or
associated itself with the particular in-
terpretation that the Senator gives the
amendment——

Mr. JACKSON. I am talking about the
administration’s approval of the amend-
ment which is clear on its face. It is cer-
tainly clear enough for the Senator to
oppose it.

Mr. CHURCH. But the interpretation
is what is so critical here. We were talk-
ing about equality. Everyone is for equal-
ity. I am for equality. I do not know of
any Member of the Senate who is against
equality.

Mr. JACKSON. You will have a
chance——

Mr. CHURCH. The question is, How is
equality defined? You would not have a
chance, by voting for this proposal, to
endorse “equality” unless we go to the
heart of the term. The particular “heart”
we were talking about was aircraft car-
riers.

Mr. JACKESON. It is clear on its face
what is provided in my amendment. I
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stand on that. The President of the
United States has the responsibility and
he accepts it. Obviously, you can go on
forever but we all know what is meant
by equality as opposed to inferiority. I
will stand on that. Reference in the
amendment, as the Senator himself ob-
served, to the ABM Treaty is the key to
what is meant by the term “equality.”

Mr. CHURCH. I do not want to make
my own argument on the Senator’s time.
But I would appreciate it if he would let
me make a rebuttal to his remarks about
the aircraft carrier.

Terms, such as “equality” or “parity,”
are meaningless. They mean nothing un-
less we know precisely to what weapons
they refer. The Senator says he would
exclude U.S. aircraft carriers from the
balance, even though they have a large
nuclear capability. They patrol the
oceans, just as the submarines do, and
they can advance to within striking dis-
tance of the coasts of the Soviet Union,
and, with their planes, penetrate the
Soviet Union and deliver onto Soviet tar-
gets many nuclear warheads. Yet, the
Senator from Washington would exclude
aircraft carriers. He says they are not
exclusively designed for this purpose.
What difference does that make? Put
yourself in the other fellow’s position.
Is the other fellow going to say, simply
because aircraft carriers also possess
other capabilities, that therefore, they
are not intercontinental strategic weap-
ons? Is that really reasonable? I do not
think so. It is very hard to make a dis-
tinction between a Russian submarine
that can approach our coasts, come to
the surface, and launch a low-flying
missile which is quite like an airplane
and call that a strategic weapon for
which we insist upon equality; but then
to turn around and say that an aireraft
carrier, which can approach a Russian
coast and, not launch one missile but 50
planes, all of them with nuclear bombs,
and claim it is not a strategic weapon.
I cannot follow the logic.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, does the
Senator assume that every time an
American carrier moves into the Medi-
terranean the strategic balance would
shift? What carriers is the Senator
counting?

Mr. CHURCH. That is precisely the
point. The carrier, by definition, could
form a part of that mix on which a sub-
sequent agreement in the SALT talks
might turn. And I do not want to limit
our negotiators in such a way that they
are restricted within guidelines that
could undermine whatever opportunity
there may be to reach some subsequent
agreement. That is what the Senator
does when he says: “I define strategic
force to include intercontinental bomb-
ers, intercontinental missiles, and sub-
marine missiles. But I do not include
aireraft carriers with nuclear capability.”

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I have
stated the American position. The Rus-
sians want to include every warhead,
wherever it might be. And I do not think
that in terms of providing for equality
we can accept the concept that warheads,
per se, regardless of purpose, even nu-
clear forces aboard carriers are to be in-
cluded.
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Mr. CHURCH. If I ever heard one, that
is a distinction without a difference.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am
very much inferested in the Senator’s
argument. In effect, he seems to agree
with the position the Russians are tak-
ing, which is to count carriers and for-
ward bases.

Mr. CHURCH. Did the Senator from
Idaho say that?

Mr. JACKSON. Pardon me?

Mr. CHURCH. Did the Senator from
Idaho say that?

Mr., JACKSON. The Senator from
Idaho knows what position the Russians
take.

Mr. CHURCH. Did the Senator from
Idaho propose that?

Mr. JACKSON. No.

Mr. CHURCH. Then why does the Sen-
ator say that I did?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator follows
the arms control talks?

Mr. CHURCH. Surely.

Mr. JACKSON. Am I not correct in
saying that the Russians have taken the
position that we have to count aircraft
carriers and forward bases?

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator is correct
in saying that is the position of the Rus-
sians. However, he is incorrect in saying
it is my position.

My position is that I disagree with the
Senator when he says that aireraft car-
riers ought not to be counted as strategic
weapons and ought not to figure in any
future negotiations with the Soviet
Union. I have not said I agree with the
Russians. The Senator frequently says
that we should stick to the facts. Let us
stick to the facts.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am
asking the Senator what his position is
in connection with the arms control talks
that will be coming up. Should we go
along with the concept that we are going
to include, in arriving at a U.S.-Soviet
bilateral balance of equality, our aircraft
carriers, and forward bases? Is that what
the Senator wants interpreted here un-
der the term ‘“‘equality”?

Mr. CHURCH. What this Senator
wants is the negotiators to be free to
move ahead under conditions that will
best enable them to consummate an
agreement. I do not know what the quid
pro quo might be for any particular pro-
posal. I would reserve the right, as a
Senator, to look at.any agreement that
came back, and to vote for or against it,
depending on how I felt it affected the
security of the United States.

But, I do object to putting our negotia-
tors in a straitjacket, before the negotia-
tions begin, by defining strategic weapons
in ways that I obviously cannot accept.

As an American and as a U.S. Senator,
I would have difficulty in arguing that
an aircraft carrier is not a strategic
weapon. If T were charged by my Govern-
ment to argue that case, I would be hard
put to make a convincing argument.

If we include aircraft carriers in any
future parity, I would want a quid pro
quo from the Russians. It would be in

our national interest to do so. However,
I cannot possibly accept the language
the Senator offers here, which under-
takes to restrict in advance the scope of
the negotiations.
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Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, may I
say to my good friend, as I have said
earlier today, that there has been a lot
of discussion on the floor of the Senate
about the executive branch usurping the
foreign policy field. I have great respect
for the Senator and for his ability. We
have served together for a long time.
And he has spent a lot of time on arms
control. He has served for a long time
on the Disarmament Subcommittee of
the Foreign Relations Committee and has
followed this very closely. As I recall, he
made a trip, or several trips, to Geneva
and followed very closely the question of
stopping atmospheric nuclear testing.
The Senator has long experience, and I
respect him.

I want to point out that in all of this
discussion about & policy position, it
seems to me that a Senator ought to be
willing to indicate what his position is
as far as the negotiations are concerned
and the guidelines they ought to follow.

All I am trying to do is to provide a
basic policy directive from the Congress.
It is for SALT II. It is nothing more than
that. It is not mandatory. It is an ex-
pression of policy. If the Senator wants
to disagree with that, that is his right. I
indicated my position and what I thought
we ought to do in SALT II, reach an
agreement on the basis of equality.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly have no argument whatever with
the Senator when it comes to the right
of the Senate, whenever it feels it to be
in the national interest, to offer policy
guidelines to the Executive. It is not the
fact that the Senator wishes to do this.
It is the policy the Senator proposes
that troubles me. And it is, in this regard,
that I have tried to make some sug-
gestions to him which, it seems to me,
would improve the amendment and make
it less objectionable. I take no exception
at all to the Senator offering his amend-
ment. And it is certainly in line with the
responsibility of the Senate to consider
his and other suggestions.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. However, as the Senator
knows, when this amendment was pro-
posed, we had a statement by one Sena-
tor that it was a bombshell. The bill was
set aside for a whole week. I respect the
richt of anyone to do that. However, I
think it is the right of a Senator to offer
amendments, There is nothing unusual
about that.

In fact, I was rather surprised that,
because I offered an amendment, it
stopped the bill for a whole week, I did
not know that one Senator could do that
just by proposing an amendment. I did
not even formally offer it.

Mr. CHURCH. I know. The Senator
from Washington opened his mouth and
the President crawled right in. The Sen-
ator should not underestimate his power.

Mr. JACKSON, I am glad if that is
true. However, I am a little confused
when the Foreign Relations Committee
put the bill in limbo for a whole week
just because I proposed an amendment
without even formally offering it.

I have been hearing so much from the
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and the chairman in particular,
about how Congress is not being brought
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into these things and is not able to par-
ticipate and that maybe we ought to do
something about it.

So I have offered an amendment on
policy. As a matter of fact the statement
that I am making today is the first de-
tailed statement made on this matter.
The Committee on Foreign Relations has
not made one. This is a rather historic
agreement we are called upon to take ac-
tion on. I feel very strongly we should
discuss it and debate it in detail.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree with the Sena-
tor. I promise to do my part.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator has done
very well. I commend the Senator. We
have set forth a bill of particulars.

Mr. President, I look forward to com-
pleting my remarks when the Senate re-
turns to the interim agreement.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we
are discussing today an interim agree-
ment which will freeze the quantitative
levels of our strategic offensive weapons.
As we all know, it is an interim agree-
ment; that is to say, it is the agreed-
upon basis for the negotiation of a
follow-on agreement which hopefully will
reduce the levels of strategic armaments
on a balanced basis on both sides. The
interim agreement does not reduce the
weapons levels; in fact it allows the
Soviets to continue to build certain sys-
tems up to certain levels set in the agree-
ment.

Nevertheless the case has been made
that the Soviet quantitative advantages
are outweighed by U.S. technical achieve-
ments. The Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have made such arguments persuasively
before the Armed Services Committee.
However, we expect the picture to
change. The President has stated:

Mr. Brezhnev and his colleagues made it
absolutely clear that they are going forward
with defense programs in the offensive area
which are not limited by these agreements.

By the time that the SALT II negoti-
ations are concluded, the strategic pic-
ture will be considerably different than
it now appears, even with both sides ad-
hering strictly to the terms of the agree-
ment.

For this reason, the resolution offered
by the Senator from Washington, and
cosponsored by the Republican leader
and the senior Senator from Colorado is
of critical importance., This merely ex-
presses the resolution of Congress that
the present agreement shall not become
the springboard for a distorted relation-
ship with the Soviet Union in the future.
It is a very mild statement. The present
agreement itself goes far beyond these
implications. Article VIII, paragraph 3
says that:

Each Party shall, in exercising its national
soverelgnty. have the ﬂght to withdraw from
this Interim Agreement if it decides that ex-
traordlnary events related to the subject
matter of this Interim Agreement have jeop~
ardized its supreme Interests.

Thus even the present agreement could
be scrapped, if it resulted in a situation
where the survivability of our retaliatory
forces were endangered.

We know that the Soviets will expand
their forces outside the terms of the
agreement; we are doing the same thing,
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as indicated by the votes taken here last
week. These actions will result in a stra-
tegic balance, or perhaps imbalance,
which cannot be calculated today. If our
strategic forces are jeopardized by that
calculation, then surely it is within the
spirit of these agreements that the with-
drawal clause would be triggered.

At the same time that our strategic
systems are changing, under the influ-
ence of the constraints in this agreement,
our negotiators will be arriving at a sec-
ond formula, a new agreement which
will possibly result in the dismantling of
some systems. It is my hope, and, I am
sure, the hope of this body that the ne-
gotiators do not get carried away with
the euphoria of circumstances, and ini-
tial an agreement that results in a per-
manent disparity in our forces. We must
not forget that at the same time the
Soviets are talking, they are building,
they are developing.

They are considering not only the ma-
jor strategic situation between the Unit-
ed States and the U.S.S.R., but also the
Soviet role in world leadership. They
will be playing off the SALT agreements
against more limited aims in geopolitics.
That is why this resolution wisely con-
fines the negotiating limits to intercon-
tinental strategic forces.

Even with the best intentions, our ne-
gotiators will have difficulty coping with
the rapidly shifting situation. We have
only to go back over the history of the
present negotiations.

Although the SALT talks properly be-
gan in November of 1969, we ought to go
back to July 1968, when the falks were
first scheduled. We had 1,054 ICBM’s;
the Soviets had over 850. The talks were
postponed until September, but mean-
while the Soviets invaded Czechoslovakia.
On September 1, 1968, according to the
posture statement of the Secretary of
Defense, the Soviets had 900 ICBM's. We
had 1,054. In this same period, the Soviets
began to conduct tests on their SS-9
MOD 4, or MRV.

When the SALT conference finally
opened in November, 1969, the United
States and the Soviets went to the table
with a rough parity. The prestigious In-
stitute for Strategic Studies set the
Soviets at 1,050 and us, of course, at
1,054, When the conference finished on
December 22, both the Soviet and U.S.
Ambassadors issued expressions of hope
and progress. More specific details ap-
peared in the Washington Post in an
article which gave the flavor of having
the benefit of inside briefings. The Post
said that it appeared that the problem
at hand was to devise a method of main-
taining the balance of power which re-
sulted from this “rough parity.” In the
meantime, the negotiators were said to
have agreed that neither side should do
anything to upset the roughly equal
standing of the two countries. Whether
or not such an agreement actually took
place, a bona fide negotfiating stance
would have required it.

We know what the Soviets actually
did. While we talked, the Soviets built.
The second SALT meeting took place in
Vienna between April 16 to August 14,
1970. By that time the Soviets had about
1,250 ICBM's and we still had 1,054.




27950

The third SALT meeting took place in
Helsinki, between November 2 and De-
cember 18, 1970. By that time the Secre-
tary of Defense had said that the Soviets
had approximately 1,300 to our 1,054.

The fourth SALT meeting took place in
Vienna, March 15 to May 28. The Soviets
were estimated to have approximately
1,400 ICBM’s to our 1,054.

The fifth SALT meeting took place in
Helsinki, July 8 to September 24, 1971.
By that time the Soviets had approxi-
mately 1,440 ICBM’s to our 1,054,

The sixth SALT meeting took place
in Vienna, November 16, 1971, to Febru-
ary 4, 1972. By that time the Soviets
had approximately 1,520 ICBM’s to our
1,054.

The seventh SALT meeting began in
Helsinki on March 28, 1972, and ended in
Moscow on May 26. At the conclusion
the President announced that the ‘So-
viets had 1,618 and we had the original
1,054.

It was no secret that this was happen-
ing. I merely point it out to illustrate the
Soviet drive for advancement of their
weapons system. The same point was
made by Dr. Kissinger in his June 15
White House conference with congres-
sional leaders. He said then:

For varlous reasons during the 1960’s the
United States had, as you know, made the
strategic decision to terminate its building
programs in major offensive systems and to
rely instead on qualitative improvements. By
1060, therefore, we had no active or planned
programs for deploying sdditional ICBM's,
submarine-launched ballistic missiles or
bombers. The Soviet Union, on the other
hand, had dynamic and accelerated deploy-
ment programs in both land-based and sea-
based missiles.

This is precisely the difference. The
Soviet defense strategy is an active one,
while ours is passive. The Soviets had a
complex mix of strategic systems that
can be directed at Europe as well as the
United States. They have an aggressive
development program, not only with cur-
rent strategic systems, but in creating
new ones. They have gone into many pro-
grams which some of our planners de-
rided as not “cost effective.” They went
into a counterforce program against
our ICBM's. We, meanwhile, relied on
a passive strategy of “maximum assured
destruction,” saying that if we were hit
first, we would hit back.

Dr. Kissinger stated it succinctly when
he said:

We are in the position with respect to
various categories of weapons that the So-
viet Union has an accelerated program, and
we have none,

Fortunately, we are moving into an ac-
celerated program with the Trident; we
have the B-1 underway, and we are
stepping up R. & D. What we have to
recognize, however, is that the Soviets
will shift their habits of active defense
from numbers to quality. Having built a
formidable foundation in numbers, and
in payload capacity, they are now ready
to erect a structure of quality which
potentially can surpass vur own efforts.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Admiral Moorer, said, in the Armed
Services Committee hearings:

The USSR was already far superlor to us
in total intercontinental strategic offensive
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megatonnage. Only in the numbers of stra-
tegle offensive warheads was the United
States projected to maintaln a lead over
the Soviet Union during the next five years.
Even here, the USSR has the potential to
overtake us. Given the technology which we
have every reason to belleve the Soviet Unlon
elther has or is acquiring, it is anticipated
that they will move vigorously into MIRV'Ss,
both in their ICBM’s and SLBM's. The con-
siderably greater “throw welght” or pay-
load capacity of the BSoviet missile force,
particularly the S8-9 type missile, is espe-
cially adaptable to this task. It is still an-
ticipated that they will considerably narrow
our lead in terms of warheads by the late
1970’s.

Admiral Moorer further said:

We thus reduced the growth of the Sovlet
lead through negotiations rather than by
adding to our force structure.

We have not provided strict parity, we
have only reduced the growth of the So-
viet lead. As the admiral put it, the
agreements provide only “a degree of
strategic equality and balance.”

For these reasons, SALT II is even
more important than SALT I. The So-
viet basic line of strategy has always re-
volved, and still revolves around dynamic
ideas of preemptive military action,
when the situation calls for it, while
U.8. strategies in recent years have been
retaliatory in character. Our negotiators
will have to take into consideration the
fact that this agreement, along with the
ABM treaty, effectively restricts defen-
sive systems, and assures an expanded
base for offensive systems. The Soviet
dynamic strategies are maximized, while
the effectiveness of U.8. retaliatory con-
cepts are downgraded. All of this must be
taken into consideration in judging
“parity”—that is to say, the capability
of the United States to deter nuclear war.

Moreover, there is more at stake in
SALT II than the nuclear balance alone.
Geopolitical strategies with regard to
Europe will be decisively affected.

Phase II of SALT will extend the ar-
rangements of phase I in both the of-
fensive and defensive strategic arms
areas. The Soviet purpose in the next
phase of SALT will probably be directed
primarily into disarming and neutraliz-
ing Western Europe.

The major Soviet drive in the current
political offensive is to extend Soviet in-
fluences and “protective” arm over the
entire continent of Europe. This is be-
ing attempted by the Soviet Union in
two different levels: First, by vigorous
promotion of the European Security Con-
ference; and second, by the phase II of
SALT.

The ESC and phase II of SALT are ac-
tually two mutually interrelated pro-
grams of the long-range Soviet “co-
existence” plan aimed at the gradual
imposition of dominant position for the
Soviet Union of the European continent.

The most important point of the Soviet
plan in this respect is the problem of ef-
fective neutralization of Europe. To
achieve this goal the U.S.S.R. will ma-
neuver in the SALT for denuclearization
of NATO in exchange for a similar
“clearing” of the Eastern European zone
of countries.

This will affect the offensive capabil-
ities of the so-called forward based
systems—FBS. For all practical purposes
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FBS was never clearly defined and there
will be a serious disagreement of what
should be included or excluded from this
definition. Basically, however, it can be
assumed that the Soviets will attempt
to cover all U.S. nuclear weapons sta-
tioned in Europe which can reach the
territory of the U.8.8.R. All weapons of
this type even if under allied and not
exclusive U.S. command are now politi-
cally under U.S. control. The complete
removal of these weapons would not only
expose our Western European allies to
the direct assault of the Soviet ICBM’s
located in the U.S.S.R., but would keep
the U.S. forces stationed in Europe de-
pendent entirely on the cover of “exter-
nal” forces or weapon systems not lo-
cated on the European continent.

The FBS concept definitely includes
the 80 Polaris missiles on five submarines
assigned cwrrently to the 6th Fleet in
the Mediterranean and some aircraft of
the Turkish Air Force suitable for use as
a launcher of nuclear weapons. The So-
viets will obviously insist on the removal
of these submarines and planes from the
above areas in exchange for the Soviet
withdrawal of similar submarines from
the same area—which can hardly be
considered an equivalent concession on
their part.

Generally speaking, it will be rather
difficult to move forward in a meaning-
ful way on the FBS problem in phase IT
of SALT without jeopardizing the
American interests and without expos-
ing our allies to subsequent direct pres-
sures from the Soviet Union as the re-
sult of a reduced U.S. security umbrella
over the European continent. For this
reason I am glad that this resolution
limits the negotiators to intercontinen-
tal strategic systems.

Mr. President, I support the Interim
Agreement. As a result of his predeces-
sors’ misjudgments, the President today
is faced with narrow options. I repeat,
with narrow options. As I have said on
another occasion, these pacts are based
upon close calculations. As a result of
last week’s action on the military pro-
curement bill, it appears that Congress
is going along with the necessary up-
grading of our strategic forces within
the confines of the agreements. More-
over, I think we can assume that the
Soviets, having built their numerica:
base, would have aggressively gone into
qualitative improvements anyway. The
pact does little more than ratify the
projected situation over the next few
years.

However, the resolution of the Sena-
tor from Washington goes to the heart
of the matter. We must indicate that
our will to survive is greater than the
quazy dreams of disarmament planners.
If the Interim Agreement aids the cause
of peace, and supports the future secu-
rity of the Nation, then we must be in
favor of it without hesitation. The same
is true of SALT II. But the moment that
these noble purposes fail, then our secu-
rity lies elsewhere, and we must aban-
don such agreements as misplaced
aspirations. Such safeguards are built
into the present agreement; we must
have no one miscalculate that we will
fail to use them. Similarly, SALT II can
only be productive of peace if our secu-
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rity is not endangered. The criteria set
down in the resolution are reasonable
enough indeed, and I believe they should
be approved.

Mr. President, the strategic arms lim-
itation pacts signed by President Nixon
in Moscow must be considered in every
aspect against the situation of the pres-
ent and the realistic probabilities of the
future.

The basic decisions limiting the num-
bers of our missiles were made in pre-
vious administrations despite the warn-
ings of informed observers. Former Sec-
retary of Defense McNamara thought
that the Soviets were disturbed by our
superiority, and that they would seek
parity, or balance, stopping their arms
construction when both sides reached the
magic number of 1,000 ICBM's. Since
it takes 5 to 10 years to develop & major
defense system, our inventory has re-
mained frozen ever since at 1,000 Min-
uteman missiles, plus 54 of the obsoles-
cent Titan missiles.

When President Nixon took office in
1969, it was obvious that the Soviets
were not going to stop at the magic num-
ber of 1,000. They already had more
than 850 and were constructing at the
rate of 250 per year. Recognizing the ad-
verse political pressures generated by the
disarmament lobby, the President took
three steps.

First, he set forth vigorously on a pro-
gram of qualitative improvements, such
as the rapid implementation of the mul-
tiple-warhead Minuteman III, the con-
struction of the B-1 and stepped-up
planning for the long-range undersea
launched missile now known as the
Trident system.

Second, he took the leadership in the
political battle to construct the Safe-
guard ABM. The U.S. nuclear strategy
is based upon the concept of having suf-
ficient forces left after an enemy attack
to launch a devastating retaliatory
strike. The ABM was designed to pro-
tect our retaliatory capability, thus les-
sening the chance that an enemy would
dare attack.

Third, he inaugurated the SALT talks.
By the time that the SALT talks were
finished, the Soviets had 1,618 ICBM’s
deployed or under construction. The
agreements, if accepted by the Senate,
will put a halt to this Soviet construc-
tion. The agreements accept a basic 3:2
numerical superiority over us, but they
shift the competition from quantity to
quality, where we have the edge. They
prohibit expansion in areas which have
been blocked in the United States by ir-
responsible political pressures.

However, the apparent stalemate cre-
ated between Soviet numbers and U.S.
quality is only temporary. The Soviet
“throw-weight,” or payload capacity is
five times greater than ours. The Soviets
are already testing MIRYV, which, in
combination with their 5:1 payload ad-
vantage could ultimately give them the
ability to surpass us in number of war-
heads.

These agreements were negotiated
upon the assumption that Congress
would take a responsible attitude toward
the continuing development and deploy-
ment of current defense programs. A
highly dangerous situation would have
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been created if Congress slashed defense
efforts, particularly in such areas as the
B-1 bomber, and the Trident long-range
missile system.

The nations that had been prostrate
in 1945 had regained their economic
strength and their political vitality. The
Communist bloc was divided into con-
tending factions, and nationalistic forces
and social and economic pressures were
reasserting themselves within the in-
dividual Communist states.

Perhaps most important for the United
States, our undisputed strategic pre-
dominance was declining just at a time
when there was rising domestic resistance
to military programs, and impatience for
redistribution of resources from national
defense to social demands.

Mr. President, Dr. Kissinger said that
Soviet rivalry will continue. Amidst all
of this profound change, there was one
important constant—the continuing de-
pendence of most of the world’s hopes for
stability and peace upon the ability to
reduce the tensions between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

The factors which perpetuated that
rivalry remain real and deep.

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

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

‘We each have allies whose association
we value and whose interests and activi-
ties of each impinge on those of the other
at numerous points.

We each possess an awesome nuclear
force created and designed to meet the
threat implicit in the other’s strength
and aims.

Therefore, as we approve this ICBM
agreement, we need to keep the Soviets
on notice, as the distinguished Senator
from Washington is attempting to do in
these proposals.

Mr. President, I commend the able and
distinguished Senator from Washington
for offering these proposals. It is my hope
that the Senate will most carefully con-
sider them and give their approval to
them.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cosponsor the amendment of
the Senator from Washington to Senate
Joint Resolution 241 authorizing the
President to sign the interim agreement
on offsensive weapons.

This interim agreement and the ABM
treaty on defensive weapons comprise the
Moscow accords which were concluded
by the President during his recent trip
to the Soviet Union. They go to the very
heart of our national security—the ca-
pacity to deter nuclear war. Therefore,
since our continued survival as a nation
hangs in the balance, we must jealously
guard that capacity against erosion
which could result from an agreement
concluded in an election year before a
battery of television cameras.

Last week by a vote of 88 yeas to 2 nays
the U.S. Senate ratified the ABM treaty
dealing with defensive weapons. We are
told that that treaty was what the United
States had to give up to obtain the 5-year
agreement on offensive weapons. I submit
that in return we got little which places
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effective restraints on the Soviet offense
which is the very reason that our Nation
has defensive weapons in the first place.

Under the terms of the interim agree-
ment, the Soviets will have a three to two
advantage in numbers of land-based
ICBM's—1,618 to our 1,0564. Their
ICBM’s are larger and include 300 giant
S8-9's. There is no American counterpart
for the SS-9. However, the agreement
neither permits us to develop similar
missiles nor prevents the Soviets from
continuing to deploy theirs. Altogether,
the payload capacity of the Soviet missile
force is about four times greafer than
ours.

Furthermore, even though the Soviets
have not as yet developed sophisticated
MIRV warheads, the agreement gives
them carte blanche authority to accele-
rate their development of such multiple
warheads, and in 5 years they should
easily be able to match us in this area of
technology. Recent statements of Secre-
tary of Defense Laird credit the United
States with only a 2-year lead now.

Put simply, since the Soviets will be
allowed to have more missiles and to have
missiles many times more powerful than
ours, they could end up overtaking us in
numbers of warheads, numbers of mis-
siles, and missile size.

This is even more alarming in light of
the fact that the interim offensive agree-
ment further permits the Soviets to have
950 nuclear missiles on 62 modern sub-
marines while allowing us only 710, such
weapons on 44 submarines,

All of this underscores the need for
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington which has two objectives: First,
that the United Statcs will insist on at
least equal limits on the offensive forces
of both countries in the future and, sec-
ond, that string research and develop-
ment and force modernization programs
are absolutely essential to strengthen
the American negotiating position in the
future.

Mr, President, I do not want my coun-
try to be inferior militarily to any in
the world. I do not want the leaders of
my country to willingly accept an infer-
ior position, I am afraid, however, that
this is the direction in which the interim
offensive agreement will lead us. With-
out this amendment, the SALT agree-
ments are a bad deal today for which
the United States will pay a prohibi-
tive price tomorrow.

I support the proposal of the Senator
from Washington and I urge my col-
leagues in this body to approve it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in opposition to the amendment
proposed by the distinguished Senator
from Washington and in favor of the
simple resolution of approval reported
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

I also want to endorse the amendment
proposed by the distinguished majority
leader. It clearly endorses the interim
agreement and does not contain the fatal
flaws of the Jackson amendment.

I believe the amendment is both un-
necessary to the security interests of the
United States. First, it unnecessarily es-
tablished a set of conditions which could
trigger the withdrawal clause of the
agreement. SBecond, it restricts our ne-
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gotiating posture establishing a different
and somewhat questionable principle
upon which to base our strategic force
structure planning; and, third, it seeks
to lock this Nation into further costly
deployment of offensive strategic weap-
ons systems.

First, the Jackson amendment asserts
that endangering our strategic forces
could jeopardize our supreme national
interests. Article VIII of the interim
agreement, as does article XV of the
SALT treaty, provides the right to either
signatory to withdraw from the treaty if
it finds its supreme interests to be jeop-
ardized. Clearly that right is available
without the Senate adding additional
language to indicate once again that the
right to withdraw is available. And it
seems of little additional import to spec-
ify that the endangering of our stra-
tegic forces ‘“could jeopardize the su-
preme national interests of the United
States.”

Second, the Jackson amendment ap-
pears to assert as the only basis of ne-
gotiating SALT II agreements, the prin-
ciple of numerical equivalents. The
implication of that assertion goes far
beyond the mere desire that a rough
equality between the strategic forces of
the two nations be part of the negotiat-
ing process.

For in the past several administra-
tions, the policy underlying our strategic
force structure has been the policy of de-
terrence, the ability to deliver a retalia-
tory blow which assures the destruction
of the aggressor, even after absorbing
a nuclear first strike.

We sought, and have succeeded, in ac-
quiring a strategic force which not only
is capable of meeting the requirements
of deterrence, but which contains an
overkill capacity as well.

The Polaris-Poseidon force alone con-
tains that capability with a single Posei-
don able to destroy 25 percent of the in-
dustrial capacity of the Soviet Union. We
now have 10 Polaris already converted
to Poseidon with another 10 in the con-
versicn process. In addition, we have an
intercontinental bomber force of 457,
nearly four times that of the Soviet
Union, and 1,054 land-based ICBM’s.

Our ongoing MIRV process plus our
forward submarine bases and our su-
periority in warhead technology all play
a part in providing us with a secure
deterrent.

And it is on that basis that we should
be negotiating with the Soviet Union,
seeking to achieve limitations and re-
ductions of both gualitative and quanti-
tive nuclear arms that will rest on the
principle of mutual deterrence, not on a
formula approach for numerical equiva-
lents that seemingly is being asserted
in the resolution now before us.

It is our overall deterrent that is of
critical importance not the numbers of
launchers of any single system,

Finally, there is the provision in the
resolution which species that the suc-
cess of future negotiations is dependent
upon, not only research and develop-
ment, but modernization of nuclear
weapons systems.

Instead of the Interim Agreement
yielding limitations on arms, the Sena-
tor is proposing that we affirm our in-
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tent to go right ahead and base the suc-
cess of this agreement and future agree-
ments on continued research and devel-
opment and modernization—of nuclear
arms—in other words, this agreement
would then depend on fostering the con-
tinued escalation of the arms race. The
success of these agreements should be
linked only to the maintenance of our de-
terrent, yet I see nothing in the present
range of strategic threats that would
place in doubt the security of our de-
terrent, even if we reject further mod-
ernization of existing offensive systems.

And what is perhaps equally discon-
certing, the Senator from Washington is
opening the door, knowingly or unknow-
ingly, to a basic alteration now being
considered by this administration in its
strategic force planning. That altera-
tion was reported on the front page of the
New York Times last Saturday, although
the administration has been noticeably
reticent in discussing it with the Con-
gress.

The clear indications are, however.
that the administration request for $20
million for improved reentry vehicles
represents a nuclear gamble of immense
proportions.

And it is a step which the Senator from
Washington’s amendment would en-
courage.

Instead of our traditional design and
deployment of small warheads whose
goal would be the destruction of enemy
cities and industry in a retaliatory
strike—a design intended to prevent our
ever having to use those weapons—the
administration is now suggesting a fun-
damental alteration, an alteration that
accepts the plausibility of a limited nu-
clear strike, an alteration that surely
could be interpreted by the Soviet Union
as the development of a first strike
potential by this nation.

For the intent of the SALT add-on re-
quest, a matter that this body has not
yvet had an opportunity to debate, is to
develop large, accurate nuclear warheads
with a capability of destroying the Soviet
missiles in their silos. While the adminis-
tration undoubtedly will argue that this
will provide greater flexibility in the un-
likely event of a limited nuclear attack by
the Soviet Union by permitting us to
strike back at “military” targets, Soviet
planners could not be faulted for a dif-
ferent interpretation.

For they will be aware of our current
superiority in warheads, some 5,888 to
their 2,200, and the decision to add to the
size and accuracy of those warheads,
could be viewed as a fundamental change
in our planning, perhaps even a step to-
ward a first-strike capability.

I believe such actions would be both
unwise and dangerous and I would urge
the rejection of this resolution which
seems to argue that these and other
modernizations of our strategic forces
are prior requirements for successful
conclusion of SALT II.

The reason for ratifying this agree-
ment as it stands is that it does provide,
for the first time, some limitations on the
number of strategic offensive weapons
systems. And what is particularly impor-
tant, the limitations come on those
weapons which the Soviet Union stressed
in its weapons buildup. The agreement
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limits any additional land-based ICBM's,
particularly the SS-9's, and places a ceil-
ings on Y-class nuclear submarines.

The only relevant question to be asked
appears to be the one posed by Dr. Kis-
singer in Moscow on May 26. He said:

The question in assessing the freeze is
not what situation it perpetuates, but what
situation it prevents. The question is where
we would be without the freeze.

And in that analysis, we have the most
recent statistics provided to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee by the ex-
ecutive branch.

They project that if the Soviet Union
had not been limited by the SALT agree-
ment, it could have built up to over 2,200
land-based ICBM's by 1977 without the
limitations, it could have developed over
1,050 submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles.

The result is that in 1977 at the con-
clusion of this interim agreement, the
Soviet Union will have approximately
1,000 fewer offensive launchers than they
would have had in the absence of the
agreement.

Similarly, Defense Department statis-
tics now anticipate that the Soviet Un-
ion will have some 2,800 fewer warheads
in 1977 than they would have possessed
without SALT.

Thus, the impact of the Executive
agreement is to curb the Soviet momen-
tum in those areas where it has been
engaged in rapid buildups. And the im-
pact on on-going U.S. offensive weapons
programs is practically nonexistent.

Our program to continue placing
multiple warheads on our submarines
and on half of our land-based ICBM's is
unaffected. In addition, our lead in
strategic bombers is not touched by the
agreement.

Therefore, I would not only strongly
disagree with the Senator from Wash-
ington’s assertion that the agreement
places us on a “subparity” level; but I
would argue that the agreement affords
additional assurance that the sufficiency
of our forces to meet the requirements
of difference will continue.

Therefore, I would urge approval of
the agreement.

However, I also would repeat that the
agreement must be followed by urgent ef-
forts to achieve subsequent nuclear arms
limitations agreements. This agreement
represents a bare beginning,

In that effort to turn the nations of
the world away from the absurdity of the
arms race, I would urge once again that
the President act now to propel all na-
tions in the direction of mutual disarma-
ment.

I would urge that he declare a morato-
rium on underground nuclear testing by
this Nation, to remain in effect so long as
the Soviet Union abstains, and that he
present a new initiative at Geneva, unen-
cumbered by the demands of the past for
seven on-site inspections, for a perma-
nent treaty to ban all nuclear testing.
Such action would mark a breakthrough
in placing a ceiling on the qualitative
arms race and could well lend the future
negotiations at SALT an added impetus.

SALT marks the first time since the
1963 test ban that we really have at-
tempted to slow the nuclear merry-go-
round. Now it is time for us to join with
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other nations to halt its mad momentum.
In the end, the merry-go-round will
either stop or it will spin faster and
faster and finally explode. For, in the
end, it is a merry-go-round of death,
and we continue riding at our own risk
and the risk of mankind.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 974, 979, and 980.

SELECT COMMITTEE TO STUDY SE-
CRET AND CONFIDENTIAL GOV-
ERNMENT DOCUMENTS

The resolution (S. Res. 299) to estab-
lish a select committee to study questions
related to secret and confidential Gov-
ernment documents, was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That there is hereby established
a special ad hoc committee of the Senate to
be composed of ten members, five from the
majority and five from the minority.
The majority leader shall be the chair-
man and the minority leader the co-
chairman. Of the remaining eight members,
four will be appointed by the majority lead-
er and four by the minority leader. Any mem-
ber appointed under the provisions of this
resolution shall be exempt from the provi-
slons of the Reorganization Act relating to
limitations on committee service.

The committee shall conduct a study and
report its findings and recommendations to
the Senate within sixty days of its estab-
lishment, on all questions relating to the
secrecy, confidentiality, and classification of
Government documents committed to the
Senate, or any Member thereof, and propose
guidelines with respect thereto; and, the laws
and rules relating to secrecy, confidentiality,
and classification, of Government documents,
and the authority therefor.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
on the action of the Senate earlier today
by which Calendar No. 974, Senate Res-
olution 299, was agreed to be vacated.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not ob-
ject, this measure, which has been before
the Senate for debate, was referred to the
Committee on Government Operations,
of which I am honored to be a member,
with a limited time for return and which
has now been returned to the Senate,
reported and placed on the Senate calen-
dar with instructions, with an amend-
ment by the committee, without a dis-
senting vote, to conform it to the view of
the committee by extending the time for
reporting by the ad hoc committee of 10,
set up under the resolution, to February
15, 1973.

The committee actually said to report
to the new Congress, but the chairman
and the ranking minority member inter-
preted that to mean some reasonable
date after the new Congress came back,
which we decided should be February 15.

Thereupon, I introduced such an
amendment, and was joined in that
amendment by the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErvinN), chairman, and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy), rank-
ing minority member.

The Senator from Nebraska
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Hruska) has taken an interest in this
matter and was very gracious in saying
he would not object to that being done,
but wished to place a statement in the
RECORD.

I was not present on the floor, when
there was a sweep of the calendar. I am
grateful to the Senator from Montana
for having the order vacated. I am sure
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska), when he has an opportunity,
will prepare a statement and that the
resolution will be adopted. I would feel
embarrassed if its passage would stand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the vote is reconsidered, the
action of the Senate is vacated and reso-
lution is returned to the calendar.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
must apologize to the Senate.

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACT
OF 1964

The bill (S. 3524) to extend the pro-
visions of the Commercial Fisheries Re-
search and Development Act of 1964, as
amended, was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
4(a) of the Commercial Fisheries Research
and Development Act of 1964 (16 U.S.C. 779b
(a)), as amended, is further amended by
changing the words “for the fiscal year be-
ginning July 1, 1969, and for the three” to
“for the flscal year beginning July 1, 1973,
and for the four.”

Sec. 2. Section 4(c) of the Commercial
Fisheries Research and Development Act of
1964, as amended, is further amended by
changing the words “for the fiscal year be-
ginning July 1, 1969," to “for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 19873,”.

Sec. 3. Bectlon 4(b) of the Commercial
Fisheries Research and Development Act of
1964, as amended, is further amended by
changing the words “for the fiscal year be-
ginning July 1, 1969, and for the three suc-
ceeding fiscal years, $850,000 in each such
year,” to “for the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1973, and for the four succeeding fiscal
years, $650,000 In each such year,".

SEc. 4. The provisions of this Act shall be
effective July 1, 1973.

DEVELOPMENT OF TUNA AND OTH-
ER LATENT FISHERIES RESOURCES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 12207) to authorize a program
for the development of tuna and other
latent fisheries resources in the Central
and Western Pacific Ocean, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Commerce with amendments on page 1,
line 3, after word “Central”, strike out
“and”; at the beginning of line 4, insert
“and South”; in line 9, after the word
“Central”, strike out “and”; in the same
line, after the word “Western”, insert
“and South”; on page 2, line 13, after
“June 30", strike out “1975” and insert
“1976"; line 23, after the word “Central”,
strike out “and”; in line 24, after the
word “Western”, insert “and South"”: on
page 3, line 1, after the word “to”, strike
out “140” and insert “130”; in line 4, after
“July 1", strike out “1972” and insert
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“1973”; and at the beginning of line 5,
strike out *“1975” and insert “1976".

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An Act to authorize a program for the
development of tuna and other latent
fisheries resources in the Central, West-
ern, and South Pacific Ocean.”

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider Execu-
tive G, 92d Congress, second session.

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

UNIVERSAL COPYRIGHT
CONVENTION

The Senate, as in committee of the
whole, proceeded to consider Executive G
(92d Congress), 2d session, the Univer-
sal Copyright Convention, as revised,
with protocols, which was read the sec-
ond time as follows:

UNIVERSAL COPYRIGHT CONVENTION AS REVISED
AT Pamis JuLy 24, 1971

The Contracting States.

Moved by the desire to ensure in all coun-
tries copyright protection of literary, scien-
tific and artistic works,

Convinced that a system of copyright pro-
tection appropriate to all nations of the
world and expressed in a universal conven-
tion, additional to, and without impairing
international systems already in force, will
ensure respect for the rights of the indi-
vidual and encourage and development of
literature, the sciences and the arts,

Persuaded that such a universal copyright
system will facilitate a wider dissemination
of works of the human mind and increase
international understanding,

Have resolved to revise the Universal Copy-
right Convention as signed at Geneva on 6
September 1852 (hereinafter called “the
1952 Convention™), and consequently,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each Contracting State undertakes to pro-
vide for the adequate and effective protec-
tion of the rights of authors and other copy-
right proprietors in literary, scientific and
artistic works, including writings, musical,
dramatic and cinematographic works, and
paintings, engravings and sculpture.

ARTICLE II

1. Published works of nationals of any
Contracting State and works first published
in that State shall enjoy in each other Con-
tracting State the same protection as the
other State accords to works of its nationals
first published in its own territory, as well
as the protection specially granted by this
Convention.

2. Unpublished works of nationals of each
Contracting State shall enjoy in each other
Contracting State the same protection as
works of its own nationals, as well as the
protection speclally granted by this Conven-
tion.

3. For the purpose of this Convention any
Contracting State may, by domestic legisla-
tion, assimilate to its own nationals any per-
son domiciled in that State.

ARTICLE III

1. Any Contracting State which, under its

domestic law, requires as a condition of copy-
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right, compliance with formalities such as
deposit, registration, notice, notarial cer-
tificates, payment of fees or manufacture or
publication in that Contracting State, shall
regard these requirements as satisfled with
respect to all works protected In accordance
with this Convention and first published
outside its territory and the author of which
is not one of its nationals, if from the time
of the first publication all the copies of the
work published with the authority of the
author or other copyright proprietor bear the
symbol © accompanied by the name of the
copyright proprietor and the year of first
publication placed in such manner and lo-
cation as to give reasonable notice of claim
of copyright.

2. The provisions of paragraph 1 shall not
preclude any Contracting State from re-
quiring formalities or other conditions for
the acquisition and enjoyment of copyright
in respect of works first published in its ter-
ritory or works of its nationals wherever
published.

3. The provisions of paragraph 1 shall not
preclude any Contracting State from provid-
ing that a person seeking judicial rellef must,
in bringing the action, comply with proce-
dural requirements, such as that the com-
plainant must appear through domestic
counsel or that the complainant must de-
posit with the court or an administrative
office, or both, a copy of the work involved
in the litigation; provided that fallure to
comply with such requirements shall not af-
fect the validity of the copyright, nor shall
any such requirement be imposed upon a
national of another Contracting Btate if
such requirement is not imposed on nation-
als of the State In which protection is
claimed.

4. In each Contracting State there shall
be legal means of protecting without formal-
ities the unpublished works of nationals of
other Contracting States.

5. If a Contracting State grants protection

for more than one term of copyright and the
first term is for a period longer than one of
the minimum periods prescribed In Article
IV, such State shall not be required to com-
ply with the provisions of paragraph 1 of
this Article in respect of the second or any
subsequent term of copyright.

ARTICLE IV

1. The duration of protection of a work
shall be governed, in accordance with the
provisions of Article II and this Article, by
the law of the Contracting State in which
protection is claimed.

2. (a) The term of protection for works
protected under this Convention shall not
be less than the life of the author and
twenty-five years after his death. However,
any Contracting State which, on the effec-
tive date of this Convention in that State,
has limited this term for certain classes of
works to a period computed from the first
publication of the work, shall be entitled
to maintain these exceptions and to extend
them to other classes of works. For all these
classes the term of protection shall not be
less than twenty-five years from the date of
first publication.

(b) Any Contracting State which, upon
the effective date of this Convention in that
Btate, does not compute the term of protec-
tion upon the basis of the life of the author,
shall be entitled to compute the term of pro-
tection from the date of the first publication
of the work or from its registration prior to
publication, as the case may be, provided the
term of protection shall not be less than
twenty-five years from the date of first pub-
leation or from its registration prior to pub-
lecation, as the case may be.

(c) If the legislation of a Contracting State
grants two or more successive terms of pro-
tection, the duration of the first term shall
not be less than one of the minimum periods
specified in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b).

8. The provisions of paragraph 2 shall not
apply to photographlic works or to works of
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applied art; provided, however, that the term
of protection in those Contracting States
which protect photographic works, or works
of applied art in so far as they are protected
as artistic works, shall not be less than ten
years for each of sald classes of works.

4. (a) No Contracting State shall be obliged
to grant protection to a work for a period
longer than that fixed for the clays of works
to which the work in question belongs, in the
case of unpublished works by the law of
the Contracting State of which the author
1s a national, and in the case of published
works by the law of the Contracting State in
which the work has been first published.

(b) For the purposes of the application of
sub-paragraph (a), if the law of any Con-
tracting State grants two or more successive
terms of protection, the perlod of protection
of that State shall be considered to be the
aggregate of those terms. However, if a speci-
fied work 1s not protected by such State
during the second or any subsequent term for
any reason, the other Contracting States shall
not be obliged to protect it during the second
or any subsequent term.

5. For the purposes of the application of
|aragraph 4, the work of a national of a Con-
tracting State, first published in a non-
Contracting State, shall be treated as though
first published in the Contracting State of
which the author is a national.

6. For the purposes of the application of

ph 4, in case of simultaneous pub-
lication in two or more Contracting States,
the work shall be treated as though first
published in the State which affords the
shortest term; any work published in two or
more Contracting States within thirty days
of its first publication shall be considered as
having been published simultaneously in said
Contracting States,

ARTICLE Ivbis

1. The rights referred to in Article I shall
include the basic rights ensuring the author's
economic Interests, including the exclusive
right to authorize reproduction by any
means, public performance and broadcast-
ing. The provisions of this Article shall ex-
tend to works protected under this Conven-
tion either in their original form or in any
form recognizably derived from the original.

2. However, any Contracting State may, by
its domestic legislation, make exceptions that
do not confiict with the spirit and provisions
of this Convention, to the rights mentioned
in paragraph 1 of this Article. Any State
whose legislation so provides, shall neverthe-
less accord a reasonable degree of effective
protection to each of the rights to which
exception has been made.

ARTICLE V

1, The rights referred to in Article I shall
include the exclusive right of the author to
make, publish and authorize the making and
publication of translations of works protected
under this Convention.

2. However, any Contracting State may, by
its domestic legislation, restrict the right of
translation of writings, but only subject to
the following provisions:

(a) If, after the expiration of a period of
seven years from the date of the first publi-
catlon of a writing, a translation of such
writing has not been published in a lan-
guage in general use in the Contracting State,
by the owner of the right of translation or
with his authorization, any national of such
Contracting State may obtain a non-exclu-
slve licence from the competent authority
thereof to translate the work into that lan-
guage and publish the work so translated.

(b) Such national shall in accordance with
the procedure of the State concerned, estab-
lish either that he has requested, and been
denied, authorization by the proprietor of
the right to make and publish the transla-
tion, or that, after due diligence on his part,
he was unable to find the owner of the right.
A license may also be granted on the same
conditions if all previous editions of a trans-
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lation in a language in general use Iin the
Contracting State are out of print.

(c) If the owner of the right of transla-
tion cannot be found, then the applicant
for a license shall send coples of his applica-
tion to the publisher whose name appears on
the work and, if the natlonality of the owner
of the right of translation is known, to the
diplomatic or consular representative of the
State of which such owner is a nationsal, or
to the organization which may have been
designated by the government of that State.
The license shall not be granted before the
expiration of a pericd of two months from
the date of the dispaich of the coples of the
application.

(d) Due provision shall be made by do-
mestic legislation to ensure to the owner
of the right of translation a compensation
which is just and conforms to international
standards, to ensure payment and transmit-
tal of such compensation, and to ensure a
correct translation of the work.

(e) The original title and the name of the
author of the work shall be printed on all
coples of the published translation. The
license shall be valid only for publication of
the translation in the territory of the Con-
tracting State where it has been applied for.
Coples so published may be imported and
sold in another Contracting State if a lan-
guage in general use in such other State is
the same language as that into which the
work has been so translated, and if the
domestic law in such other State makes pro-
vision for such licenses and does not pro-
hibit such importation and sale. Where the
foregoing conditions do not exist, the im-
portation and sale of such coples in a Con-
tracting State shall be governed by its do-
mestic law and its agreements. The license
shall not be transferred by the llcensee.

(f) The license shall not be granted when
the author has withdrawn from circulation
all copies of the work.

ARTICLE vbis

1. Any Contracting State regarded as a
developing country in conformity with the
established practice of the General Assembly
of the United Nations many, by a notifica-
tlon deposited with the Director-General of
the United Natlons Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (hereinafter
called “the Director-General”) at the time
of its ratification, acceptance or accession or
thereafter, avall itself of any or all of the
exceptions provided for in Artlcles Vier and
Vquater.

2. Any such notification shall be effective
for ten years from the date of coming into
force of this Convention, or for such part
of that ten-year period as remalns at the
date of deposit of the notification, and may
be renewed in whole or in part for further
periods of ten years each if, not more than
fifteen or less than three months before the
expiration of the relevant ten-year period,
the contracting State deposits a further noti-
fication with the Director-General. Initial
notifications may also be made during these
further periods of ten years In accordance
with the provisions of this Article.

3. Notwithstanding the provislons of para-
graph 2, a Contracting State that has ceased
to be regarded as a developing country as
referred to In paragraph 1 shall no longer be
entitled to renew its notification made under
the provisions of paragraph 1 or 2, whether
or mot it formally withdraws the mnoti-
fication such State shall be precluded from
avalling itself of the exceptions provided for
in Article Vier and Vguater at the end of
the current ten-year period, or at the end of
three years after it has ceased to be regarded
as & developing country, whichever period
expires later.

4. Any copies of a work already made under
the exceptions provided for in Articles Vier
and Vquater may continue to be distributed
after the expiration of the period for which
notifications under this Article were effective
until their stock is exhausted.
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5. Any Contracting State that has deposit-
ed a notification in accordance with Article
XIII with respect to the application of this
Convention to a particular country or terri-
tory, the situation of which can be regarded
as analogous to that of the States referred
to In paragraph 1 of this Article, may also
deposit notifications and renew them in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this Article
with respect to any such country or territory.
During the effective period of such notifica-
tions, the provislons of Articles Vier and
Vguater may be applied with respect to such
country or territory. The sending of coples
from the country or territory to the Con-
tracting State shall be considered as export
within the meaning of Articles Vier and
Vquater.

ARTICLE Vier

1. (a) Any Contracting State to which
Article Vbis (1) applies may substitute for
the period of seven years provided for in Arti-
cle V (2) a period of three years or any longer
period prescribed by its legislation. However,
in the case of a translation into a language
not in general use in one or more developed
countries that are party to this Convention
or only the 1952 Convention, the period shall
be one year instead of three.

(b) A Contracting State to which Article
Vbis (1) applies may, with the unanimous
agreement of the developed countries party
to this Convention or only the 1952 Con-
vention and in which the same language is
in general use, substitute, in the case of
translation into that language, for the pe-
riod of three years provided for in sub-para-
graph (a) another period as determined by
such agreement but not shorter than one
year. However, this sub-paragraph shall not
apply where the language in question is
English, French or Spanish. Notification of
any such agreement shall be made to the
Director-General.

(e) The license may only be granted if the
applicant, in accordance with the procedure
of the State concerned, establishes either that
he has requested, and been denied, authori-
zation by the owner of the right of transla-
tion, or that, after due diligence on his part,
he was unable to find the owner of the
right. At the same time as he makes his
request he shall inform either the Interna-
tional Copyright Information Centre estab-
lished by the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization or any
national or regional Information centre
which may have been designated in a notifi-
cation to that effect deposited with the Di-
rector-General by the government of the
State In which the publisher is believed to
have his principal place of business.

(d) If the owner of the right of transla-
tion cannot be Tound, the applicant for a
license shall send, by registered airmalil, cop-
{es of his application to the publisher whose
name appears on the work and to any na-
tional or reglonal information centre as men-
tioned in subparagraph (¢). If no such centre
is notified he shall also send a copy to the
international copyright information centre
established by the United Nations Educa-
tional, Seclentific and Cultural Organization.

2. (a) Licenses obtainable after three years
ghall not be granted under this Article until
8 further period of six months has elapsed
and licenses obtainable after one year until a
further period of nine months has elapsed.
The further period shall begin elther from
the date of the request for permission to
translate mentioned in paragraph 1(c) or, if
the identity or address of the owner of the
right of translation is not known, from the
date of dispatch of the coples of the appli-
cation for a license mentioned in paragraph
1(d).

(b) Licenses shall not be granted if a
translation has been published by the owner
of the right of translation or with his au-
thorization during the saild period of six or
nine months.

3. Any license under this Article shall be
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granted only for the purpose of teaching,
scholarshlp or research.

4, Any license granted under this Article
shall not extend to the export of coples and
shall be valid only for publication in the ter-
ritory of the Contracting State where it has
been applied for.

(b) Any copy published in accordance with
a license granted under this Article shall bear
a notice in the appropriate language stating
that the copy is available for distribution
only in the Contracting State granting the
license. If the writing bears the notice
specified in Article III (1) the coples shall
bear the same notice.

(¢) The prohibition of export provided for
in sub-paragraph (a) shall not apply where
a governmental or other public entity of a
State which has granted a license under this
Article to translate a work into a language
other than English, French or Spanish sends
coples of a translation prepared under such
license to another country if:

(1) the recipients are individuals who are
nationals of the Contracting State granting
the license, or organizations grouping such
individuals;

(11) the copies are to be used only for the
purpose of teaching, scholarship or research;

(ii1) the sending of the coples and their
subsequent distribution to recipients Is
without the object of commercial purpose;
and

(iv) the country to which the copies have
been sent has agreed with the Contracting
State to allow the receipt, distribution or
both and the Director-General has been noti-
fled of such agreement by any one of the
governments which have concluded it.

5. Due provision shall be made at the na-
tional level to ensure:

(a) that the licence provides for just com-
pensation that is consistent with standards
of royalties normally operating in the case of
licences freely negotiated between persons
in the two countries concerned; and

(b) payment and transmittal of the com-
pensation; however, should national currency
regulations intervene, the competent author-
ity shall make all efforts, by the use of in-
ternational machinery, to ensure transmittal
in internationally convertible currency or its
equivalent.

6. Any licence granted by a Contracting
State under this Article shall terminate if
a translation of the work in the same lan-
guage with substantially the same content
as the edition in respect of which the licence
was granted is published in the said State
by the owner of the right of translation or
with his authorization, at a price reasonably
related to that normally charged in the same
State for comparable works. Any coples al-
ready made before the licence is terminated
may continue to be distributed until their
stock is exhausted.

7. For works which are composed mainly of
fllustrations a licence to translate the text
and to reproduce the illustrations may be
granted only if the conditions of Article
Vquater are also fulfilled.

8. (a) A licence to translate a work pro-
tected under this Convention, published in
printed or analogous form= of reproduction,
may also be granted to a broadcasting orga-
nization having its headquarters in a Con-
tracting State to which Article Vbis (1) ap-
plies, upon an application made in that State
by the sald organization under the following
conditions:

(1) the translation is made from a copy
made and acquired in accordance with the
laws of the Contracting State;

(i) the translation is for use only in
broadcasts intended exclusively for teaching
or for the dissemination of the results of
specialized technical or scientific research
to experts in a particular profession;

(ii1) the translation is used exclusively for
the purposes set out in condition (ii),
through broadcasts lawfully made which are
intended for recipients on the territory of
the Contracting State, including broadcasts
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made through the medium of sound or visual
recordings lawfully and exclusively made for
the purpose of such broadcasts;

(iv) sound or visual recordings of the
translation may be exchanged only between
broadcasting organizations having their
headquarters In the Contracting State grant-
ing the licence; and

(v) all uses made of the translation are
without any commercial purpose.

(b) Provided all of the criterla and con-
ditions set out in subparagraph (a) are met,
& licence may also be granted to a broad-
casting organization to translate any text
incorporated in an audio-visual fixation
which was itself prepared and published for
the sole purpose of being used in connexion
with systematic instructional activities,

(c) Subject to sub-paragraph (a) and (b},
the other provisions of this Article shall ap-
ply to the grant and exercise of the licence.

9. Subject to the provisions of this Article,
any licence granted under this Article shall
be governed by the provisions of Article V,
and shall continue to be governed by the
provisions of Article V and of this Article,
even after the seven-year period provided for
in Article V(2) has expired. However, after
the sald period has expired, the licencee shall
be free to request that the said licence be
replaced by a new licence governed exclu-
sively by the provisions of Article V.

ARTICLE VQuater

1. Any Contracting State to which Article
Vbis (1) applies may adopt the following
provisions:

(a) If, after the expiration of (1) the rele-
vant period specified in sub-paragraph (c)
commencing from the date of first publica-
tion of a particular edition of a literary, sci-
entific or artistic work referred to in para-
graph 3, or (ii) any longer period determined
by national legislation of the State, coplies of
such edition have not been distributed in
that State to the general public or in con-
nexion with systematic instructional activi-
ties at a price reasonably related to that
normally charged in the State for compara-
ble works, by the owner of the right of re-
proauction or with his authorization, any
national of such State may obtain a non-ex-
clusive licence from the competent authority
to publish such edition at that or a lower
price for use in connexion with systematic
instructional activities. The licence may only
be granted if such national, in accordance
with the procedure of the State concerned,
establishes either that he has requested, and
been denled, authorlzation by the proprietor
of the right to publish such work, or that,
after due diligence on his part, he was unable
to find the owner of the right. At the same
time as he makes his request he shall ine
form either the international copyright in-
formation centre established by the United
Nations Educational, Sclentific and Cultural
Organization or any national or regional in-
formation centre referred to In sub-para-
graph (d).

(b) A license may also be granted on the
same conditions if, for a period of six months,
no authorized copies of the edition In quess
tion have been on sale in the State cons
cerned to the general public or in connection
with systematic instructional activities at a
price reasonably related to that normally
charged in the State for comparable works.

(¢) The period referred to in sub-para-
graph (a) shall be five years except that:

(1) for works of the natural and physical
sclences, including mathematics, and of
technology, the period shall be three years;

(11) for works of fiction, poetry, drama and
music, and for art books, the period shall be
seven years.

(d) If the owner of the right of reproduce
tion cannot be found, the applicant for a
licence shall send, by registered air madil,
coples of his application to the publisher
whose name appears on the work and to any
national or regional information centre
identified as such in a notification deposited




27956

with the Director-General by the State in
waich the publisher is believed to have his
principal place of business. In the absence
of any such notification, he shall also send a
copy of the international copyright informa-
tion centre established by the United Na-
tions Educational, Sclentific and Cultural
Organization, The licence shall not be
granted before the expiration of a period
of three months from the date of dispatch of
the copies of the application.

(e) Licenses obtainable after three years
shall not be granted under this Article:

(1) until a period of six months has elapsed
from the date of the request for permission
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) or, if the
identity or address of the owner of the right
of reproduction is unknown, from the date
of the dispatch of the coples of the applica-
tion for a licence referred to in sub-para-
graph (d);

(11) if any such distribution of copies of
the edition as is mentioned in sub-para-
graph (a) has taken place during that period.

(f) The name of the author and the title
of the particular edition of the work shall
be printed on all coples of the published re-
production. The licence shall not extend to
the export of copies and shall be valid only
for publication in the territory of the Con-
tracting State where it has been applied for.
The licence shall not be transferable by the
licensee.

(g) Due provision shall be made by domes-
tic legislation to ensure an accurate repro-
duction of the particular edition in ques-
tion.

(h) A licence to reproduce and publish a
translation of a work shall not be granted
under this Article in the following cases:

(i) where the translation was not pub-
lished by the owner of the right of transla-
tion or with his authorization;

(ii) where the translation is not in a lan-
guage in general use in the State with power
to grant the licence.

2. The exceptions provided for in paragraph
1 are subject to the following additional
provisions:

(a) Any copy published in accordance with
a licence granted under this Ariicle shall
bear a notice in the appropriate language
stating that the copy s available for distri-
bution only in the Contracting State to which
the said licence applies. If the edition bears
the notice specified In Article III(1), the
coples shall bear the same notice.

(b) Due provision shall be made at the na-
tional level to ensure:

(1) that the licence provides for just com-
pensation that is consistent with standards
of royalties normally operating in the case
of licences freely negotiated between per-
sons in the two countries concerned; and

(i) payment and transmittal of the com-
pensation; however, should national cur-
rency regulations interveme, the competent
authority shall make all efforts, by the use
of international machinery, to ensure trans-
mittal in internationally convertible cur-
rency or its equivalent,

(c) Whenever copies of an edition of a work
are distributed in the Contracting State to
the general public or in connexion with sys-
tematic instructional activities, by the owner
of the right of reproduction or with his au-
thorization, at a price reasonably related to
that normally charged in the State for com-
parable works, any licence granted under this
Article shall terminate if such edition is in
the same language and is substantially the
same in content as the edition published
under the licence. Any coples already made
before the licence is terminated may continue
to be distributed until their stock is ex-
hausted.

(d) No licence shall be granted when the
author has withdrawn from circulation all
ooples of the edition in question.

3. (a) Subject to sub-paragraph (b), the
literary, sclentific or artistic works to which

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

this Article applies shall be limited to works
published in printed or analogous forms of
reproduction.

(b) The provisions of this Article shall also
apply to reproduction in audio-visual form
of lawfully made audio-visual fixations in-
cluding any protected works incorporated
therein and to the translation of any in-
corporated text into a language in general
use in the State with power to grant the
licence; always provided that the audio-
visual fixations in question were prepared
and published for the sole purpose of being
used in connection with systematic instruc-
tional activities.

ARTICLE VI

“Publication”, as used in this Convention,
means the reproduction in tangible form and
the general distribution to the public of
copies of a work from which it can be read
or otherwise visually perceived.

ARTICLE VII

This Convention shall not apply to works
or rights in works which, at the effective
date of this Convention in a Contracting
State where protection is claimed, are per-
manently in the public domain in the sald
Contracting State.

ARTICLE VIII

1. This Convention, which shall bear the
date of 24 July 1971, shall be deposited with
the Director-General and shall remain open
for signature by all States party to the 1952
Convention for a period of 120 days after
the date of this Conventlon. It shall be
subject to ratification or acceptance by the
slgnatory States.

2. Any State which has not signed this
Convention may accede thereto.

3. Ratification, acceptance or accession
shall be effected by the deposit of an instru-
ment to that effect with the Director-
General.

ARTICLE IX

1. This Convention shall come into force
three months after the deposit of twelve
instruments of ratification, acceptance or
accession.

2. Subsequently, this Convention shall
come into force in respect of each State three
months after that State has deposited its
instrument of ratification, acceptance or
accession.

3. Accession to this Convention by a State
not party to the 1952 Convention shall also
constitute accession to that Convention;
however, if its instrument of accession is
deposited before this Convention comes into
force, such State may make its accession to
the 1952 Convention conditional upon the
coming into force of this Conventlon. After
the coming Into force of this Convention,
no State may accede solely to the 1952 Con-
vention,

4. Relations between States party to this
Convention and States that are party only
to the 1852 Convention, shall be governed
by the 1852 Convention, However, any State
party only to the 1952 Convention may, by a
notification deposited with the Director-
General, declare that it will admit the ap-
plication of the 1971 Convention to works
of its mationals or works first published in
its territory by all States party to this Con-
vention.

ARTICLE X

1. Each Contracting State undertakes to
adopt, In accordance with its Constitution,
such measures as are necessalry to ensure the
application of this Convention.

2. It 18 understood that at the date this
Convention comes into force In respect of
any State, that State must be in a position
under its domestic law to give effect to the
terms of this Convention.

ARTICLE XI

1. An Intergovernmental Committee is
hereby established with the following duties:
(a) to study the problems concerning the
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application and operation of the Universal
Copyright Convention;

(b) to make preparation for periodic revi-
slons of this Convention;

(¢) to study any other problems concern-
ing the international protection of copy-
right, in co-operation with the varlous in-
terested international organizations, such as
the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization, the International
Union for the Protection of Literary and
Artistic Works and the Organization of
American States;

(d) to inform States party to the Uni-
versal Copyright Convention as to its activi-
ties,

2. The Committee shall consist of the
representatives of elghteen States party to
the Convention or only to the 1952 Conven-
tion.

3. The Committee shall be selected with
due consideration to a fair balance of na-
tional interests on the basis ol geographical
location, population, languages and stage of
development,

4. The Director-General of the United Na-
tions Educational, Sclentific and Cultural
Organization, the Director-General of the
World Intellectual Property Organization
and the Secretary-General of the Organiza-
tlon of American States, or their representa-
tives, may attend meetings of the Commit-
tee in an advisory capacity.

ARTICLE XII

The Intergovernmental Committee shall
convene a conference for revision whenever
it deems necessary, or at the request of at
least ten States party to this Convention.

ARTICLE XIII

1. Any Contracting State may, at the time

, of deposit of its instrument of ratification,

acceptance or accesslon, or at any time there-
after, declare by notification addressed to the
District-General that this Convention shall
apply to all or any of the countries or ter-
ritorles for the international relations of
which it is responsible and this Convention
shall thereupon apply to the countries or
territories named in such notification after
the expiration of the term of three months
provided for in Article IX. In the absence of
such notification, this Convention shall not
apply to any such country or territory.

2. However, nothing in this Article shall be
understood as implying the recognition or
tacit acceptance by a Contractlng State of
the factual situation concerning a country
or territory to which this Convention is made
applicable by another Contracting State in
accordance with the provisions of this Arti-
cle.

ARTICLE XIV

1. Any Contracting State may denounce
this Convention in its own name or on be-
half of all or any of the countries or terri-
tories with respect to which a notification
has been given under Article XIII. The de-
nunciation shall be made by notification
addressed to the Director-General. Such de-
nunciation shall also constitute denuncia-
tion of the 1952 Convention.

2. Such denunciation shall operate only in
respect of the State or of the country or ter-
ritory on whose behalf it was made and shall
not take effect until twelve months after
the date of receipt of the notification.

ARTICLE XV

A dispute between two or more Contracting
States concerning the interpretation or ap-
plication of this Convention, not settled by
negotiation, shall, unless the State concerned
agree on some other method of settlement,
be brought before the International Court
of Justice for determination by it.

ARTICLE XVI

1. This Convention shall be established in
English, French, and Spanish. The three
texts shall be signed and shall be equally au-
thoriltatlve.
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2, Official texts of this Convention shall be
established by the Director-General, after
consultation with the governments con-
cerned, in Arabic, German, Italian and Por-
tuguese.

3. Any Contracting State or group of Con-
tracting States shall be entitled to have es-
tablished by the Director-General other texts
in the language of its choice by arrangement
with the Director-General.

4, All such texts shall be annexed to the
signed texts of this Convention.

ARTICLE XVIL

1. This Convention shall not In any way
affect the provisions of the Berne Conven-
tion for the Protection of Literary and Ar-
tistic Works or membership in the Union
created by that Convention.

2. In application of the foregoing para-
graph, a declaration has been annexed to the
present Article. This declaration is an inte-
gral part of this Convention for the States
bound by the Berne Convention on 1 January
1951, or which have or may become bound
to it at a later date. The signature of this
Convention by such States shall also consti-
tute signature of the sald declaration, and
ratification, acceptance or accession by such
States shall include the declaration, as well
as this Convention,

ARTICLE XVIIT

This Convention shall not abrogate multi-
lateral or bilateral copyright conventions or
arrangements that are or may be in effect
exclusively between two or more American
Republics. In the event of any difference
either between the provisions of such exist-
ing conventions or arrangements and the
provisions of this Convention, or between
the provisions of this Convention and those
of any new convention or arrangement which
may be formulated between two or more
American Republics after this Convention
comes into force the convention or arrange-
ment most recently formulated shall prevail

between the parties thereto. Rights in works
acquired in any Contracting State under ex-
isting conventions or arrangements before
the date this Convention comes into force
in such State shall not be affected.

ARTICLE XIX

This Convention shall not abrogate multi-
lateral or bilateral conventions or arrange-
ments in effect between two or more Con-
tracting States. In the event of any difference
between the provisions of such existing con-
ventions or arrangements and the provisions
of this Convention, the provisions of this
Convention shall prevail. Rights In works
acquired in any Contracting State under ex-
isting conventions or arrangements before
the date on which this Convention comes into
force in such State shall not be affected.
Nothing in this Article shall affect the pro-
visions of Articles XVII and XVIII.

ARTICLE XX

Reservations to this Convention shall not
be permitted.

ARTICLE XXI

1. The Director-General shall send duly
certified coples of this Convention to the
States interested and to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations for reglstra-
tion by him.

2. He shall also inform all interested States
of the ratifications, acceptances and acces-
sions which have been deposited, the date
on which this Convention comes into force,
the notifications under this Convention and
denunciations under Article XIV.

APPENDIX DECLARATION RELATING TO ARTICLE
XVII

The States which are members of the In-
ternational Union for the Protection of Lit-
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erary and Artistic Works (hereinafter called
“the Berne Union") and which are signa-
tories to this Convention.

Desiring to reinforce their mutual relations
on the basis of the said Union and to avoid
any conflict which might result from the
coexistence of the Berne Convention and the
Universal Copyright Convention,

Recognizing the temporary need for some
States to adjust their level of copyright pro-
tection in accordance with their stage of
cultural, social and economic development,

Have, by common agreement, accepted the
terms of the following declaration:

(a) Except as provided by paragraph (b),
works which, according to the Berne Con-
vention, have as their country of origin a
country which has withdrawn from the
Berne Union after 1 January 1851, shall not
be protected by the Universal Copyright
Convention in the countries of the Berne
Union;

(b) Where a Contracting State is regarded
as a developing country in conformity with
the established practice of the General As-
sembly of the United Nations, and has depos-
ited with the Director-General of the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization, at the time of its withdrawal
from the Berne Union, a notification to the
effect that it regards itself as a developing
country, the provislons of paragraph (a)
shall not be applicable as long as such State
may avall itself of the exceptions provided
for by this Convention in accordance with
Article Vbis; .

(¢) The Universal Copyright Convention
shall not be applicable to the relationships
among countries of the Berne Union in so
far as it relates to the protection of works
having as their country of origin, within the
meaning of the Berne Convention, a coun-
try of the Berne Union.

RESOLUTION CONCERNING ARTICLE XI

The Conference for Revision of the Uni-
versal Copyright Convention,

Having considered the problems relating
to the Intergovernmental Committee pro-
vided for in Article XI of this Convention,
to which this resolution is annexed,

Resolves that:

1. At its inception, the Committee shall
include representatives of the twelve States
members of the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee established under Article XI of the 1852
Convention and the resolution annexed to
it, and, In addition, representatives of the
following States: Algerla, Australla, Japan,
Mexico, Senegal and Yugoslavia.

2, Any States that are not party to the
1952 Convention and have not acceded to this
Convention before the first ordinary session
of the Committee following the entry into
force of this Convention shall be replaced by
other States to be selected by the Commit-
tee at its first ordinary session in conformity
with the provisions of Article XI (2) and (8).

3. As soon as this Convention comes into
force the Committee as provided for in para-
graph 1 shall be deemed to be constituted in
accordance with Article XI of this Conven-
tion.

4. A sessilon of the Committee shall take
place within one year after the coming into
force of this Convention; thereafter the Com-
mittee shall meet in ordinary session at in-
tervals of not more than two years.

5. The Committee shall elect its Chairman
and two Vice-Chalrmen. It shall establish
its Rules of Procedure having regard to the
following prineiples:

(a) The normal duration of the term of of-
fice of the members represented on the Com-
mittee shall be six years with one-third re-
tiring every two years, it belng however un-
derstood that, of the original terms of of-
fice, one-third shall expire at the end of the
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Committee’s second ordinary session which
will follow the entry into force of this Con-
vention, a further third at the end of its third
ordinary session, and the remaining third at
the end of its fourth ordinary sesslon.

(b) The rules governing the procedure
whereby the Commlittee shall fill vacancies,
the order In which terms of membership
expire, eligibllity for re-election, and election
procedures, shall be based upon a balancing
of the needs for continuity of membership
and rotation of representation, as well as the
considerations set out in Article XI(3).

Expresses the wish that the United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Or-
ganization provide its Secretariat.

In falth whereof the undersigned, having
deposited their respective full powers, have
signed this Convention.

DonE at Paris, this twenty-fourth day of
July 1971, in a single copy.

For the Federal Republic of Germany: Rup-
precht von Eeller, Eugen Ulmer.

For Andorra:

For the Argentine Republic:

For the Comonwealth of Australia:

For the Republic of Austria:

For the Eingdom of Belgium:

Baron Papelans de Morchoven 28 julllet
1971.

For the Federative Republic of Brazll:
Everaldo Dayrell de Lima

For Canada:

For the Republic of Chile:

For the Republic of Costa Rlca:

Carlos Corrales.

For the Republic of Cuba:

For the Eingdom of Denmark:

W. Weincke.

For the Republic of Ecuador:

For the Spanish State:

Emilio Garrigues.

For the United States of America:
C. Ladd, Jr., Abraham L. Kaminstein,

For the Republic of Finland: R. R. Sep-
piild, November 12th, 1971.

For the French Republic: Pierre Charpen-
tier, A. Saint-Mleux.

For the Republic of Ghana:

For the Kingdom of Greece;

For the Republic of Guatemala: ad refer-
endum.

Francisco Linares Aranda.

For the Republic of Haiti:

For the Hungarian People’s Republic:
Timar Istvan,

For the Republic of India: ad referendum:
Eanti Chaudhuri, 8. Balakrishnan,

For Ireland:

For the Republic of Iceland:

For the State of Israel: Mayer Gabay.

For the Itallan Republic: P. Archi.

For Japan: Yoshihiro Nakayama, K. Ada-
chi, 22 octobre 1971.

For the Republic of Eenya: D. J. Coward.

For the Ehmer Republic:

For the Kingdom of Laos:

For the Lebanese Republic: Salah Stétié.

For the Republic of Liberia: Augustine D.
Jallah. :

For the Principality of Liechtenstein: Ger-
liczy-Burian.

For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg:

For the Republic of Malawi:

For Malta:

For Mauritius: R. Chasle.

For the United Mexican States: F. Cuevas
Cancino.

For the Principality of Monaco: Falaize.

For the Republic of Nicaragua:

For the Federal Republic of Nigeria:

For the Kingdom of Norway: Hersleb Vogt,
20 novembre 1971.

For New Zealand:

For Pakistan:

For the Republic of Panama:

For the Republic of Paraguay:

For the Kingdom of the Netherlands:

W. L. Haardt and J. Verhoeve,

Bruce
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For the Republic of Peru:
For the Republic of the Philippines:
For the Portuguese Republic:
For the United EKingdom of Great Britaln
and Northern Ireland:
E. Armitage and Willlam Wallace.
For the Holy See E. Rovida.
For the Eingdom of Sweden: Hans Danel-
ius.
For the Swiss Confederation: Pedrazzinl.
For the Czechoslovak Soclalist Republic:
For the Republic of Tunisia:
Rafik Said.
For the Republic of Venezuela:
J For the Socialist Federal Republic of Tugo-
slavia:
A, Jellé.
For the Republic of Zambia:

PROTOCOL 1

Annezed to the Universal Copyright Con-
vention as revised at Paris on 24, 1971 con-
cerning the application of that Convention
to works of Stateless persons and refugees.

The States party hereto, belng also party
to the Universal Copyright Convention as
revised at Paris on 24 July 1971 (hereinafter
called ““the 1971 Convention),

Have accepted the following provisions:

(1) Stateless persons and refugees who
have their habitual resldence in a State par-
ty to this Protocol shall, for the purposes of
the 1971 Convention, be assimilated to the
nationals of that State.

(2) (@) This Protocol shall be signed and
ghall be subject to ratification or acceptance,
or may be acceded to, as if the provisions of
Article VIII of the 1971 Convention applied
hereto.

(b) This Protocol shall enter into force in

of each State, on the date of deposit

of the Instrument of ratification, acceptance

or accession of the State concerned or on

the date of entry into force of the 1971 Con-

vention with respect to such State, whichever
is the later.

{2) On the entry into force of this Protocol
in respect of a State not party to Protocol 1
annexed to the 1952 Convention, the latter
Protocol shall be deemed to enter into force
in respect of such State,

In faith whereof the undersigned, being
duly authorized thereto, have signed this
Protocol.

Done at Paris this twenty-fourth day of
July 1871, in the English, French and Span-
ish languages, the three texts being equally
authoritative, in a single copy which shall
be deposited with the Director-General of
the United Nations Educational, Sclentific
and Cultural Organization. The Director-
General shall send certified coples to the sig-
natory States, and to the Secretary-General
of the United Nations for registration.

For the Federal Republic of Germany:
Rupprecht von Eeller and Eugen Ulmer.

For Andorra:

For the Argentine Republic:

For the Commonwealth of Australia:

For the Republic of Austria:

For the Kingdom of Belgium:

Baron Papeians de Morchoven 28 julilet
1971. 3

For the Federative Republic of Brazil:
Everaldo Dayrell de Lima.

For Canada:

For the Republic of Chile:

For the Republic of Costa Rica:

Carlos Corrales.

For the Republic of Cuba:

For the Kingdom of Denmark:

W. Weincke.

For the Republic of Ecuador:

For the Spanish State:

Emilio Garrigues.
For the United States of America: Bruce
C. ,» Jr., and Abraham L. Kaminstein,
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For the Republic of Finland: R. R. Sep-
pild, November 20th, 1971.

For the French Republic: Plerre Charpen-
tler and A. Saint-Mileux.

For the Republic of Ghansa:

For the Eingdom of Greece:

For the Republic of Guatemala: ad ref-
erendum:

Franecisco Linares Aranda.

For the Republic of Haitl:

For the Hungarian People's Republic:

For the Republic of India: ad referendum:
Eanti Chaudhuri and 8. Balakrishnan,

For Ireland:

For the Republic of Iceland:

For the State of Israel:

Mayer Gabay.

For the Itallan Republic:

P. Archi,

For Japan: Yoshihiro Nakayama and K.
Adachi 22 octobre 1971.

For the Republic of Eenya: D. J. Coward.

For the Ehmer Republic:

For the Kingdom of Laos:

For the Lebanese Republic:

Salah Stétié.

For the Republic of Liberia: Augustine D.
Jallah,

For the Princlpallity of Liechtenstein: Ger-
liczy-Burian,

For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg:

For the Republic of Malawl:

For Malta:

For Mauritius:

For the United Mexican States:

F. Cuevas Cancino.

For the Principality of Monaco: Falaize.

For the Republic of Nicaragua:

For the Federal Republic of Nigeria:

For the Eingdom of Norway:

Hersleb Vog.
20 novembre 1971.

For New Zealand:

For Pakistan:

For the Republic of Panama:

For the Republic of Paraguay:

For the EKingdom of the Netherlands:

W. L. Haardt and J. Verhoeve.

For the Republic of Peru:

For the Republic of the Philippines:

For the Portuguese Republic:

For the United Eingdom of Great Britaln
and Northern Ireland:

E. Armitage and Willlam Wallace.

For the Holy See: E. Rovida.

For the
Danelius.

For the Swiss Confederation: Pedrazzini.

For the Ozechoslovak Socialist Republiec:

For the Ropublic of Tunisia: Raflk Sald,

For the Republic of Venezuela:

For the Soclalist Federal Republie of Yugo-
slavia: A Jelié.

For the Republic of Zambia:

PROTOCOL 2

Annezed to the Universal Copyright Con-
vention as revised at Paris on 24 July 1971
concerning the application of that Conven-
tion to the works of certain international
organizations

The States party hereto, being also party
to the Universal Copyright Conventlon as re-
vised at Paris on 24 July 1971 (hereinafter
called “the 1971 Convention”),

Have accepted the following provisions:

(1) (@) The protection provided for in
Article II (1) of the 1871 Convention shall
apply to works published for the first time
by the United Nations, by the Specialized
Agencies In relationship therewith, or by the
Organization of American States.

(b) Similarly, Article II (2) of the 1971
Convention shall apply to the sald organiza-
tion or agencies.

(2) (a) This Protocol shall be signed and
shall be subject to ratification or acceptance,
or may be acceded to, as if the provisions of
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Article VIII of the 1871 Convention applied
hereto.

(b) This Protocol shall enter into force for
each State on the date of deposit of the in-
strument of ratification, acceptance or ac-
cession of the State concerned or on the
date of entry into force of the 1871 Conven-
tion with respect to such State, whichever is
the later.

In faith whereof the » being
duly authorized thereto, have signed
Protocol.

Done at Paris, this twenty-fourth day of
July 1971, in the English, French and Spanish
languages, the three texis being equally au-
thoritative, in a single copy which shall be
deposited with the Director-General of the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization. The Director-General
shall send certified coples to the slgnatory
States, and to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations for registration.

For the Federal Republic of Germany:
Rupprecht von Eeller and Eugen Ulmer.

For Andorra:

For the Argentine Republic:

For the Commonwealth of Australia:

For the Republic of Austria:

For the Eingdom of Belgium:
m?la.ron Papelans de Morchoven 28 juillet

For the Federative Republic of Brazil:

Everaldo Dayrell de Lima,

For Canada:

For the Republic of Chile:

For the Republic of Costa Rica:
Carlos Corrales.

For the Republic of Cuba:

For the Kingdom of Denmark:
W. Weincke.

For the Republic of Ecuador:
For the Spanish State:

Emilio Garrigues.

For the United States of Amerlca:
Bruce C, Ladd, Jr.

Abraham L. Kaminstein,

For the Republic of Finland:

R. R. Seppili.

November 20th 1971,

For the French Republic:

Pierre Charpentier.

A, Baint-Mleux,

For the Republic of Ghana:

For the Kingdom of Greece:
For the Republic of Guatemala:
ad referendum

Francisco Linares Aranda

g go gapubuc of Haiti:

r the Hungarian People’s ublic:
Timér Istvdn. v
For the Republic of India:
ad referendum
Eanti Chaudhuri,

8. Balakrishnan,

For Ireland:

For the Republic of Iceland:
For the State of Israel:
Mayer Gabay.

For the Italian Republic:

P. Archi.

For Japan:

Yoshihiro Nakayama

K. Adachi.

2 octobre 1971.

For the Republic of Kenya:
D. J. Coward.

For the Ehmer Republic:
For the Kingdom of Laos:
For the Lebanese Republic:
Salah Stétié.

For the Republic of Liberia:
Augustine D. Jallah,

For the Principality of Liechtenstein:
Gerliczy-Burian,

For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg:
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For the Republic of Malawl:

For Malta:

For Mauritius:

R, Chasle.

For the United Mexlcan States: F. Cuevas
Cancino.

For the Principality of Monaco: Falaize.

For the Republic of Nicaragua:

For the Federal Republic of Nigeria:

For the Kingdom of Norway:

Hersleb Vogt 20 novembre 1871.

For New Zealand:

For Pakistan:

For the Republic of Panama:

For the Republic of Paraguay:

For the Kingdom of the Netherlands:

W. L. Haardt.

J. Verhoeve.

For the Republic of Peru:

For the Republic of the Philippines:

For the Portuguese Republic:

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland:

E. Armitage.

William Wallace.

For the Holy See:

E. Rovida.

For the Kingdom of Sweden:

Hans Danelius,

For the Swiss Confederation:

Pedrazzini.

For the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic:

For the Republic of Tunisia:

Rafik Sald.

For the Republic of Venezuela:

For the Soclalist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia:

A. Jellé,

For the Republic of Zambia:

Certified a true and complete copy of the
original of the Universal Copyright Conven-
tion as revised at Paris on 24 July 1971, of
the Protocol 1 annexed to the Universal Copy-
right Convention as revised at Paris on 24
July 1971 concerning the application of that
Convention to works of Stateless persons
and refugees and of the Protocol 2 annexed
to the Universal Copyright Convention as
revised at Paris on 24 July 1971 concerning
the application of that Convention to the
works of certain international organizations.

Paris, 25. 12. 1971 Claude Lussier.

Director, Office of International Standards
and Legal Affairs, United Nations Education-
al, Sclentific and Cultural Organization.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Revised Universal Copyright Conven-
tion was approved unanimously by the
Committee on Foreign Relations on Au-
gust 8, 1972, and ordered reported to the
Senate with the recommendation that
this body give its advice and consent to
ratification of the convention. The full
text of the committee’s report will be
available to Members of the Senate prior
to the vote on the convention. In the
meantime, however, I ask unanimous
consent that excerpts from a statement
submitted by Mr. George Cary, the Reg-
ister of Copyrights, Library of Congress,
be printed in the Recorp. I believe Mem-
bers of the Senate will find Mr. Cary’s
explanation of the provisions of the
Copyright Convention helpful in under-
standing precisely what the convention
is designed to accomplish.

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

SarmENT PROVISIONS OF THE REVisEDp U.C.C.

The revised Universal Copyright Conven-
tion represents the culmination of several
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years of careful, patient negotiation and
hard work by representatives of developed
and developing countries. In this country,
the private sector was consulted and in-
formed at each step of the way toward
revision of the Convention. In the context
of the past five years in international copy-
right, the revised U.C.C. must be viewed as
beneficial to the interests of authors gen-
erally. From the perspective of the Stock-
holm Protocol, it should be clear that the
Paris Diplomatic Conferences of 1971 re-
versed an apparent “anti-copyright" trend
at the international level and turned the
thoughts of the international copyright
community toward protection of authors’
rights, notwithstanding the concessions to
developing countries. The excesses of the
Stockholm Protocol have been eliminated.
The concessions are reasonable and will per-
mit compulsory licensing with respect to the
translation and reproduction rights only
with appropriate safeguards and restrictions
regarding the purpose of the use.
SPECIFICATION OF MINIMUM RIGHTS

The revised U.C.C. for the first time spe-
cifically includes the minimum rights of
reproduction, public performance, and
broadcasting. These rights are mentioned in
a new Article IVbis. Previously in the U.C.C.
there was only the general obligation to pro-
vide “adequate and effectlve protection of
the rights of authors,” and a seven year
period of exclusive translation rights. Spe-
cific mention of the rights of reproduction,
public performance, and broadcasting is not
limitative, nor is it necessary for any present
number of the U.C.C., including the United
Btates, to amend its copyright law as a con-
dition of adhering to the revised Conven-
tion. We do have the obligation, under the
revised Convention, of according a “reason-
able degree of effective protection to each of
the rights” specifically mentioned and, al-
though exceptions are permitted, the excep~
tions should not “conflict with the spirit and
provisions” of the revised text. We are fully
confident that our present copyright law
enables us to fulfill the obligations of the
new Article IVbis. We belleve that the spe-
cification of additional minimum rights can
only benefit authors.

ABROGATION OF THE “SAFEGUARD CLAUSE"

The present “safeguard clause” in the
1962 U.C.C. text makes the Berne Conven-
tion predominant over the Universal Copy-
right Convention in the case of relations
between two countries that are members of
both conventions. The clause also carries
the penalty mentioned previously for de-
nunciation of the Berne Convention: loss of
U.C.C. protection in Berne-U.C.C. countries.
Article XVII and the Appendix Declaration
are amended In the revised text to remove
the penalty for denunclation of the Berne
Convention, in the case of developing coun-
tries. This amendment would have no effect
on the United States because we are not a
member of the Berne Convention. The
“safeguard clause" is of significance only to
Berne members.

BPECIAL EXCEPTIONS FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

The revised text includes new Articles
Vier and Vquater, permitting compulsory
licensing by nationals of developing countries
under certain conditions with respect to the
rights of translation and reproduction.

Article V of the present text already per-
mits translations under compulsory licenses
seven years after publication, unless the au-
thor has published a translation in a par-
ticular language for which a compulsory
license might be requested. In the more than
fifteen years of experience with these pro-
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visions, the compulsory license has been re-
sorted to rarely, if ever.

lence under this provislon suggests
that the detailed compulsory licensing mech-
anism established under the revised text may
be resorted to only in the event that|vol-
untary licensing agreements fail.

Authors and copyright proprietors can
foreclose the issuance of any compulsory
licenses by effecting publication of the work
within specified periods from first publica-
tion during which they enjoy exclusive
rights. In the case of the translation excep-
tion, under Article Vier the author can stop
compulsory licenses by publication of a
translation in the particular language with-
In three years of first publication in the case
of translation into a “world language,” or
within one year in the case of all other lan=-
guages. Under the reproduction exception,
the exclusive right periods are longer, giv-
ing the authors more time to decide upon
publication in developing countries. The
periods are: seven years for works of fiction,
poetry, music, and drama; three years for
works of the natural and physical sclences
and mathematics; and five years for all other
works. The work must be published In a
given developing country within the exclu-
slve right period at the usual price for com-
parable works in that country.

Even after compulsory licenses have been
issued, the exclusive right can be recaptured
by effecting publication in the developing
country at any time in the case of reproduc-
tions. The comparable provision for trans-
lations is complicated by the existing com-
pulsory licensing mechanism of Article V,
but the exclusive right can be recaptured by
publication of the translation within seven
years of first publication and even beyond
that time if the prospective licensee does
not utilize the present Article V system.

In order to grant compulsory licenses to
their nationals, the developing countries
must establish specific procedural mecha-
nisms. Compulsory licenses may be granted
only for limited purposes. Translation -
censes are permitted only for purposes of
“teaching, scholarship or research.” Repro-
duction licenses are permitted only for “sys-
tematic instructional activities.” Compul-
sory licenses can be issued only after the na-
tlonal of the developing country has con-
tacted or attempted to contact the author
or proprietor to negotiate voluntary licenses.
The proprietor therefore will have notice and
can arrange for a publication in the develop-
ing country which would forestall any com-
pulsory license, or he may of course agree to
a voluntary license.

In addition to the procedural safeguards
spelled out in the revised text, the Report
of the General Rapporteur by former Regis-
ter of Copyrights, Abraham L. Kaminsteln,
contalns many authoritative interpretations
that further limit the circumstances under
which compulsory licenses may be issued.
For example, if the copyright owner makes a
reasonable offer to grant a voluntary license,
the prospective licensee’s refusal to accept
the terms cannot be used as a basis for
granting a compulsory license. Also, if the
copyright owner files a list of the works he
owns with the competent authority in the
developing country, an applicant for a com-
pulsory license must first contact the owner
to negotiate a voluntary license; he cannot
claim that he 1s unable to contact the owner.

If the procedural barriers are hurdled and
compulsory licenses are issued, the author is
entitled to a “just compensation that is con=
sistent with standards of royalties normally
operating on licenses freely negotiated ber
tween persons in the two countries con=
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cerned.” Further, developing countries are
obligated to assure transmittal of payment,
or, if national currency regulations inter-
vene, the competent authority shall make
all efforts by the use of international ma-
chinery to insure payment in world con-
vertible currency.

If compulsory licenses are issued, they op-
erate essentially only within the territory
of the granting authority. Export of copies
produced under compulsory licenses will not
be permitted, subject to very limited ecir-
cumstances. One exception permits export,
under severe restrictions, to nationals of the
developing country who are living abroad.
A more important “exception” does not ap-
pear in the text. It appears as an interpreta-
tion in the Report of the General Rap-
porteur. The interpretation would permit a
developing country that lacks printing or
reproducing the work in question to grant
a license allowing the licensee to have the
editorlal and reproduction processes done
abroad. All copies must be returned in bulk
for distribution only within the given de-
veloping country. The Report emphasizes
that in all other cases the editorial prepara-
tion and reproduction must be done in the
licensing country.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I be-
lieve Senators will find Mr. Cary’'s ex-
planation of the provision:; of the copy-
right convention helpful in understand-
ing precisely what the convention is de-
signed to accomplish.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the convention now pending
be taken to final reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the convention will be
considered as having passed through its
various parliamentary stages up to and
including the presentation of the reso-
lution of ratification, which will be read.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators
present concurring therein), That the Senate
advise and consent to the ratification of the
Universal Copyright Convention as Revised
at Paris on July 24, 1971, Together with Two
Related Protocols (Ex. G, 92-2).

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
turn to legislative session. “

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
MONDAY, AUGUST 14, 1972, AT 10
AM,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
must apologize to the Senate for stating
that there would ke a session on tomor-
row, Saturday. It had been anticipated
that the revenue-sharing bill would be
reported out of the committee, would be
pending, and would be the subject of de-
bate this weekend. Because of the fact
that that did not happen, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for con-
vening on Saturday, tomorrow, at 9
o'clock, be vacated, and that when the
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Senate adjourns tonight, it stand in ad-
journment until the hour of 10 o'clock
Monday morning next.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, again
my apologies to the Senate. I hope no
Senator has been inconvenienced very
much by his change in plans at the last
minute but, more important, I hope all
Senators will understand the situation
that developed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair feels each Senator will be glad to
get a day of respite.

ORDER FOR VOTE ON EXECUTIVE
G (92D CONG., SECOND SESS.)
UNIVERSAL COPYRIGHT CONVEN-
TION AT 11:45 A.M. MONDAY, AU-
GUST 14, 1972

Mr. MANSFIEILD. Mr, President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote on Executive G (92d
Congress, second session) Universal

Copyright Convention, as revised, with
protocols, occur at the hour of 11:45
a.m. Monday next.

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

REQUEST OF SENATE APPROPRIA-
TIONS COMMITTEE WITH RE-
SPECT TO THE STATE AND LOCAL
FISCAL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

Mr. LONG. Mr. Président, it is my un-
derstanding that the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has requested that the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972—H.R. 14370—upon being reported
by the Finance Committee be rereferred
to the Senate Appropriations Committee.
It is my impression that this request is
made because the Senate Appropriations
Committee views this bill as containing
an appropriation which comes within its
Jjurisdiction.

The Senate Finance Committee which
is still considerirg this bill believes that
this measure is essentially a revenue
measure and that as such the Committee
on Finance should be viewed as having
exclusive jurisdiction over this bill, The
fact that the measure was initially re-
ferred to the Finance Committee without
any question by the Parliamentarian in-
dicates quite clearly its nature as a reve-
nue measure. Title IT of the bill in its
entirety is an amendment to the revenue
code and title I contains Internal Reve-
nue Code amendments.

There, of course, is nothing to prevent
the Senate Appropriations Committee
from informally considering the bill and
offering an amendment to it when it
reaches the floor. It is quite another
thing, however, to claim jurisdiction over
the bill by requesting the referral of the
bill to that committee. This has serious
implications not only with respect to this
bill but also with respect to other revenue
measures which come before the Finance
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Committee. It is the effect of a precedent
for referral of bills within the jurisdic-
tion of the Finance Committee to the Ap-
propriations Committee to which I find
cause for concern.

There are several points that I wish to
make with respect to this request of the
Appropriations Committee.

First, the Standing Rules of the Senate
refer to the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations as follows:

* * * proposed legislation, messages, peti-
tions, memorials, and other matters relating

to appropriations of the revenue for the sup-
port of the Government.

Let me emphasize the words, “the Gov-
ernment.” I believe that means the Fed-
eral Government and not State and local
governments.

Second, I would like to note that many
times Federal funds are made available
for expenditure without the matter be-
ing referred to the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. There are good reasons
for these exceptions, just as there are
good reasons why this bill should not go
to the Appropriations Committee,

One major expenditure program not
run through the Appropriations Com-
mittee is the social security program.
These benefits are paid out of the old age
and survivors insurance trust fund. In
this case, the statute provides for per-
manent appropriations of the revenue
obtained from certain taxes for the pay-
ment of these benefits. This permanent
appropriations, which has been un-
changed in the statute since 1941, was
provided for in legislation referred to,
and acted upon, by the Senate Finance
Committee and not the Appropriations
Committee. Substantially, the same situ-
ation exists in the case of the health in-
surance fund, the disability insurance
fund, and the unemployment compensa-
tion fund, as well as others.

Still another example of an appropria-
tion which did not go through the Ap-
propriations Committee is the perma-
nent appropriation for interest on the
public debt. As Senators know, this ac-
counts for $22 billion of expenditures in
the current year. This has been a per-
manent appropriation on the statute
books since before 1847, and this pre-
dates even the existence of the Senate
Appropriations Committee.

Another tried and true method for
making funds available for expenditure
without requiring action by the Appro-
priations Committee is the grant of au-
thority to expend public debt receipts.
This practice came into use in 1932 to
finance activities of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation and has since been
used numerous times to finance various
Government programs. I ask unanimous
consent at this time to insert in the Rec-
ORD & table prepared by the Fiscal Serv-
ice Bureau of Accounts of the Treasury
Department which sets forth the various
programs for which this has been pro-
vided for the period 1932 through 1967.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:
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AUTHORIZATIONS TO EXPEND FROM DEBT RECEIPTS
TABLE 7.—ACTS OF CONGRESS AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FROM PUBLIC DEBT RECEIFTS JAN. 22, 1932 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1957

[In millions of dollars)

Citation Authorizations !

Statute U.S. Code Théuu-gh_‘l‘hruugh other

2 appropriation  congressional
Agency and program Date of act Volume

Page Title Section committees committees

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

Expansion of defense production (Defense Production Act of 1950, as
smended) o st st e e e e ey e s T aepl- 8, 2050
June 2,1951
July 31,1951

Total, Exp of def pradnotion:- - 5t sk Sk s S e e S

Agency for International Development: :
Mutual defense program-—economic assistance

Dct. 6,1949
Assistance to Spain_.___

India emergency food aid____________.___
Foreign investment guarantee fund

MBS SN NN
| @ | nowroweouw

Total, Agency for International Development________
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Commaodity Credit Corporation Mar, 8, 1938
Mar, 4,1939
Aug. 9,1940
July 11,1941
July 16,1943
Apr. 12,1945
June 28, 1950
Mar. 20, 1954
Aug. 31, 1954
Aug. 11,1955 69
Aug. 1,195 70 e

o
82

83828

W
S8
-!:Il CoO0OoOoOoDOoOOoOoOo

0 e R R e s

g 838

Total, Commodity Credit Comporalion - oo e e e e e e e S S S e i b
30, 1947 7 1R A
do

May 10, 1948
June 19,1948
June 29, 1949

Oct. 14,1949
Sept. 6, 1950
Aug. 31, 1951
Nov. 1,1951
July 5,1952
June 15,1953
July 28,1953
June 29, 1954
May 23,1955
June 4, 1956
Apr. 16,1957
Aug. 21957
June 13, 1958
July 81959

June 29, 1960
July 26, 1961
Oct. 24, 1962
Dec. 30,1963

Sent. 2,1964
Nov. 2, 1965
Sept. 7, 1966

Total, Rural Electrification Administeation. ... .. o oo e 2 e S s R S e S TR 7,520.9

Rural Electrification Administration. ..o oo July

Farmers Home Administration:
Rural heusing direct loan account Ocl. 14, 1949 25.0
May 19, 1956
Aug. 7,1956
June 30, 1961
Sept. 28, 1962
Sept. 2, 1964
Aug. 10, 1965

Total, rural housing direct loam @account. ..o ..o oioiiiiieiiaanas

Direct loan account July 30, 1947

June 29, 1949
Sept, 6,1950
Sept. 27, 1950
Aug. 31,1951
Nov. 1,1951
July 5,1952
July 28,1953
July 31,1953
June 29, 1954
Aug. 26,1954

May 23,1955
Aug. 4, 1955

See footnotes at end of table.




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE August 11, 1972

AUTHORIZATIONS TO EXPEND FROM DEBT RECEIPTS—Continued
TABLE 7.—ACTS OF CONGRESS AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FROM PUBLIC DEBT RECEIPTS JAN. 22, 1932 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967—Continued
[in millions of dollars]

Citation Authorizations 1
Statute U.S. Code Th[n!._rgh Through qlheE
Agency and program Date of act Volume Page Title Section ‘committees  committees

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—Continued

Farmers Home Administration—Continued
Direct loan account—Continued
June 4, 1956
June 21,1957

Avg. 2,1957
June 13,1958
, 1959

July 25 1961
Aug. 8, 1961
Sept. 30, 1961

Total, direct loan account..

Agricultural credit |

ra 4a

5
=8p

ol ~wonreuano

Total, agricultural credit insurance fund. .- oo
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Area Redevelopment Administration:
Area redevelopment fund May 1,1961

June 30, 1965
Maritime Administration:
Federal ship mortgage I . July d15 1958

8

|
ha 88
oo oo

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Natural ﬁbers revolving fund.._...
g'qu sted
nama C-ln.ll Company....
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Office of the

Secreta
College housing cans Apr. 20,1950
- Aug. 11,1955

B3R

Aug. 7,195
July 12,1957
Sept, 23, 1959
Sept. 14, 1960
June 30 1961

~
NF

ooooocoocooo

sg8s88

Aug. 10. 1965

Total, college housing loans. s
Federal flood § = Aug. 7,195 - 2414(e).
Prefabricated housing loans - Reorg. Plan

= No. 23 of 12912 acte

!

1950
Sept. 1,1951
— 24,1954 295 == };3}{-%

e

Aug. 11,1955
Sept. 14, 1960
June 30 1961

-
220

Total, public facility loans
Urban mass transportation fund. . July ™9, 1964 303 1493(a)
Urban renewal fund July 15,1848 l¢52(e)(f)

gl Ba8
w [-1-1-] oo -

Federal National Mortgage Association Reorg. Plan 5 --- 1717 note.
{i’usuzz of

I
s

2548

-
mowow

Liability transferred from Reconstruction Finance Corporation

To!al prior L:d sepnrata accountability

SHNERRRR8

Total, management and liquidating functions
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Citation Authorizations !

Agency and program Date of act

Statute

Through Through other

Volume

appropriation  congressional
tHeas tees

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT—Continued

Secondary market operations:

Notes to the Secretary of the Treasu Aug. 2,1954

e % Mar. 27, 1957

e

ital stock......... u s

Preferred capital stoc Ma% 215
July 12,1957

Sept. 10, 1966

Total. dary market op
Special assistance functions

Y
Mar, 27, 1857
July” 12,1857

do

.. do
Aug. 10,1965
Sept. 10, 1366

77

-

SnBsElEEaBaEE| 8| EpusBs
(=P Aol J=l=l—f—f—l—f =] -Y -} o coowooo

i) note_ ___
o EEAE R G

SSwHB:

1720(g).

Total, special assistance functions_ ... ...._... T e o it G el 1 e o et e e S O e ST

Feﬁml Housing Administration:
General insurance fund Aug. 10, 1965

Housing Programs Sept. 1,1937
P icusing Ftogrens June 21’ 1938
0’ 1941
July 15,1949
Total, Public Housing Programs. .o - - ccooeoeocomecmmanmmmmnmnn
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Commercial Fisheries:
Federal ship mortgage insurance fund, fishing vessels. ..

Burel:t:l of H}mha:
ium fu :

g. 9,1962
July 26,1963
July 7,1964
June 28, 1965
May 31, 1966

Total, B of Mines.

oo IR T, DT
167]

Virgin Isiands Corporati Sept. 2,1958
e . May 20,1959
May 13, 1960

Aug. 9192

Total, Virgin Islands Corporation...

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ®

Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation May 13,1954
: , July 17,1957

Total, Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
TREASURY DEPARTMENT

Office of the Secretary:
Civil defense program fund - Jan. 12,1851

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION

Direct loans to veterans and reserves. J\pnd 20, 1950
CEm

Sept. 1,1951

Apr. 18,1952

July 1,1853

June 29,1954

Aug. 21,1954

June 21,1955

. 1958

, 1959

July 14,1960

July  6,1961

.-do

Total, Vi ' Administration
See footnotes at end of table.

E8Rgeeey

- 3 L0 1t et 3 D et o
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AUTHORIZATIONS TO EXPEND FROM DEBT RECEIPTS—Continued
TABLE 7.—ACTS OF CONGRESS AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FROM PUBLIC DEBT RECEIPTS JAN. 22, 1932 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1967—Continued
[in millions of dollars]

Citation Authorizations !
Statute 5. Through Through other
= - appropriation  congressional
Agency and program Date of act Volume Page Title committees commitiees

OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

Export-Import Bank of Washington:
Regular activities:
Notes to the Secretary of the Treasury July 31, 1945
Oct.  3,1951
Aug. 9,1954
May 22,1958
[erT 0 e TR S e e July"31 1945

Liability transterred from Reconstruction Finance Corporation._.____ Reorg. Plan
No, 2 of 1954

Total, Export-Import Bank of Washington

Farm Credit Administration: )
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation (in liquidation) 10 Jan. 31,1934
June 30, 1948
Aug. 2,1957

Total, Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation_ ... _.._.._... et e e .. Aug. 23,1935
Aug, 5,1947

Total, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation_ . .. ...
Federal Home Loan Bank Board:

Federal home loan banks.. S e - June 27,1950 T e e e
Federal Savings and Loan insurance {:orpnrahun June 27,1950 A O . | L= E T

Home Owners' Loan Corporation (liquidated). ... - .- Apr. 27,1934 643 1453(::}_____
June 27,1934
May 28,1935
June 30, 1953

Total, Home Owners’ Loan Corporation. ... oo oo i i e cean

Reconstruction Finance Corporation (liquidated) ¥_ .. . ... ....... Jan. 22,1932
July 21,1932
July 22, 1932
Mar. 9,15933

June 10, 1933
June 13,1933
June 16, 1933
Jan. 20,1934
June 16, 1934
June 19,1934
June 27,1934
June 31 1935

June 26 1340
Sept. 26, 1940
Mar. 28, 1941
June 10, 1941
Ju!)*!\1 1,1941

do
Oct. 23,1941
Mar, 27,1942
—==ncto_.
June 5, 1942
Julyﬂzz 1942

e
=1

Dec. 23. 1943
Juneﬁi‘s 1944

May 5 1945

“luly  5,1945
Mar. 22, 1946

Mar, 28, 1946
Ju nedzz 1946

8378588305288

~NOOOOooooUNODUNND OO !

2

Reorg. Plan_
No.20f1954

g L el R G NI Ry PR U B SR N R P R S S o R
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Agency and program

Citation

Statute

Authorizations !

Through Through other
appropriation  congressional

US. Code

Date of act Vcluéﬁe"_ % P;agﬁ ;I-iﬁn

Section committeas committees

OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES—Continued
Small Business Administration:

Liability transferred from Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

Smithsonian Institution:
John F. Kennedy Center Parking Facilities

Tennessee Valley Authority. . ... oo eeeceneaa

Total, Tennessee Valley Authority

HSslnformation Ageney . .. . . i i

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

District of Columbia Commissioners:
Stadium sinking fund, Armory Board, District of Columbia_..

- ... Reorg.Plan
No. 2 of 1954
23,1964

eesa-- Aug. 31,1935
July 26,1939
.- .0
July 30,1947
Aug. 6,1959

Jan.

July 18,1956

July 28,1958

PARTICIPATION IN INTERNA‘II?g:kSGRGANIZATIGNS AND FOREIGN

International Bank for Rec and D

p

International Monetary Fund ... .. . ... iiiiiaaioa-

Total, International Monetary Fund. .

International Finance Corporation. ... i inaa-

Loan to the United Kingdom_ __________

Total increases in authorizations__
Total decreases in authorizations. ..

July 31,1945
June 17, 1959

- July 31,1945
June 17, 1959

Aug. 11,1955
- July 15,1946

13,751.2
—41645

95, 086. 4
n —31,325.4

Increases as above:
Through appropriation committees $13,751.2
Through other congressional committees._ . __. 95, 086. 4
108, 837.6

164.5
325.4

Decreases as above:
Through appropriation committees

A,
Through other congressional committees 31,

I Includes amounts for establishment of original authority as well as increases and decreases (=)
in this authority. Where authorizations are indefinite in amount, the figures used generally repre-
sent the net amounts of actual borrowings.

? Represents administrative cancellation of borrowing authority.

3 Represents transfers to Treasury consisting of notes held by R tion Finance Cor ti
im unadvanced balances which the Corporation has been authorized and directed to lend to this

gency.

+ Reductions have been netted against the authorizations.

& Authorized to borrow such amounts from the Treasury as may be authorized in appropriation
acts. y

# Authorization to borrow is indefinite. This amount includes $22,200,000 which had previously

been withdrawn.

! Represents the portion of increase in working capital not financed by earnings and purchase
discounts on the mortgage portfolio. : ;

19 Represents portion of the increase in working capital not financed by earnings and purchase
discounts on the mortgage portfolio amounting to 38,400,000 less net reduction of $5,000,000inthe
mortgage portfolio during the fiscal year 1967 under its low and moderately priced housing program,
established by an act approved Apr, 1, 1958 (72 Stat. 74), and terminated by an act approved
June 30, 1961 (75 Stat. 176). .

U1 Authorization to borrow is indefinite. Represents amount transferred from unused authoriza-
tions to borrow from the public. Wi

8 Aythorization to borrow is indefinite. This fund has borrowed $400,000 from the Treasury
which has been repaid.

1 This Department was established by an act approved Oct. 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 931). The St.
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, which was formerly an independent agency, was

transferred to this Department. 3

U Represents authorization of $150,000,000 less proceeds from sales of loans amounting to
$8,800,000 returned to the fund during the fiscal year 1966. (See footnote 15.)

16 Represents proceeds from sales of foans during fiscal years 1962 through 1965. Amount
authorized to be advanced in anr fiscal year after June 30, 1962, shall be reduced by the amount
returned to the fund from loan sales during the previous fiscal year

1# This Corporation was abolished and its assets transferred to the Secretary of the Treasury
for liquidation pursuant to an act approved Oct. 3, 1961 (75 Sat. 773). All borrowings were made
while it was under the Farm Credit Administration. . L

11 Sections of the code cited for this Corporation refer to 1946 and prior editions. The 1947
act superseded all prior legislation. >

1% Authorization to borrow is ind This

t used to carry out the

T Authorization to borrow is indefinite. This amoun! represents borrowi
the Treasury less repayments of $5,100,000 made during the fiscal year 1

! Has been reduced by $50,100,000 which was transferred to the
pursuant to an act approved July 9, 1964 (78 Stat. 303).

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if my count
is accurate, this table shows that funds
have been expended without the appro-
priation going through the Appropria-
tions Committee under this technique
some 183 times in the period from 1932 to
1967. These include such programs as
financing of the Defense Production Act
of 1950, many programs under the Agen-
cy for International Development, the
Commodity Credit Corporation, Rural
Housing Direct Loan Account of the
Farmers Home Administration, Agricul-
tural Credit Insurance Fund, Federal
Ship Mortgage Insurance of the Mari-
time Administration, Area Redevelop-
ment Administration, Panama Canal
Company, college housing loans, Federal
flood insurance, and urban mass trans-
portation fund, just to mention a few
of the items listed.

I might also say that the Campaign
Fund Financing Act in the form passed

ng?ui' $12,700,000 from provisions of the act.

urban mass transportation fund

¥ Aythorized to borrow from the Treasury for payment of interest on or retirement of principal
on stadium bonds issued to the public in accordance with an act approved July 28, 1958 (72 Stat.

423).
m)trlch.uies $10,000,000 transferred trom unused authorizations to borrow from the public.

by the Senate in 1971 also contained a
permanent appropriation. In connection
with that provision, the junior Senator
from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) raised a point of
order on the Senate provision for cam-
paign fund financing on the grounds that
it contained an appropriation. However,
the Senate, on a rollcall vote, specifically
overruled this point of order with the
Senator who is now the chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, as
well as the other members of that com-
mittee on this side of the aisle, voting
against the point of order.

Still another way in which funds can
initially be expended without their being
considered by the Appropriations Com-
mittee is through authorization contracts
to spend. In this case, although an appro-
priation is later required to fund the ob-
ligation incurred, nevertheless the in-
curring of the obligation takes place
without an appropriation.

Examples of where this contract
authority is used are the Highway Trust
Fund as well as the Airport and Air-
ways Users Trust Fund and the Urban
Mass Transit grant program.

The procedure for making funds avail-
able to the State and local governments
under the State and Local Fiscal Assist-
ance Act of 1972 is a matter which is
currently being considered by the Fi-
nance Committee. As I indicated earlier,
no one challenges our jurisdiction over
the matter of providing social security
benefit payments without the provision
for the funds going through the Appro-
priations Committee. In this case, the
funds, equaling a percentage of certain
specified taxes, are on a permanent ap-
propriation basis turned over to a trust
fund. The provision for funding in the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act as
passed by the House closely parallels this
procedure. The Finance Committee is
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examining the language in the social
security provision, and I expect to offer
an amendment in committee which will
place the provision for the funding of
revenue sharing on an exact parallel
with the social security program, hoping
that that will be more satisfactory to the
Senate Appropriations Committee as a
method of procedure. When this is done
I see no possible grounds for questioning
the Finance Committee’s exclusive juris-
diction with respect to this bill.

One of the principal needs urged on
us by the States and local governments
is their need for the certainty which a
permanent appropriation provides; they
need to know that the funds promised
them will actually be available as of a
given time.

One of the major difficulties with our
categorical aid programs for local gov-
ernments is the uncertainty of when the
funds will actually be made available
for use to the local governments. They
find it difficult if not impossible to plan
in their budgets for funds when they
cannot be sure whether the funds will,
or will not, be available. Advanced plan-
ning on their part is necessary if there is
to be an opportunity for the funds to be
spent economically, an objective which
I am sure all of us share. Much of the
advantage of providing fiscal assistance
funds, rather than categorical aid is
lost to the States and local governments
if they cannot plan on the funds in
advance.

I understand that some have thought
that this could be provided for by the
appropriation technique known as ad-
vanced funding. On close examination of
this technique, however, it seems that
this would first of all require the Appro-
priations Committee this very year to
act on the funding for the 1972 and 1973
amounts. With the time schedule we are
operating under, it seems to me highly
unlikely that funds actually would be
made available by the Appropriations
Committees this year if they are required
to act in addition to our action on this
bill. In other words, this is just another
way of saying “no” to the revenue-shar-
ing proposal.

I might also say that those who be-
lieve advanced funding will solve this
problem point to its use in the field of
education. However, advanced funding in
education in practice has not worked
very well. After the first year advanced
funding for education, although theoret-
ically possible, in fact was not provided
by the Appropriations Committee. This
indicates the uncertainty which would
arise from any attempt to use advance
funding as an answer to the present fiscal'
needs of States and local governments.

I think it should be clear that a refer-
ral of the revenue-sharing bill to the
Senate Appropriations Committee is
wrong in principle because it establishes
& bad precedent. It is also wrong in prac-
tice because it really means that reve-
nue-sharing funds will not be made
available on any certain basis for State
and local governments in the current
year and in the years ahead.

Mr. President, it is possible that the
bill does deserve further consideration,
and implicit in a motion to recommit
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usually is the thought that the bill should
be considered further, in order to take
other factors into account.

It is true, Mr. President, that we on the
Finance Committee have rushed ahead in
the consideration of the revenue-shar-
ing bill with what amounts to virtually
breakneck speed, to bring the bill to the
Senate, because we felt that the Senate
was anxious to consider the bill, and
proceed to give an answer to the States
and local governments and to the ad-
ministration with regard to their re-
quests and their pleas.

If more time is to be taken on this
measure by committees, the Finance
Committee needs that time to provide
additional information to the Senate
which we would certainly like to make
available—detailed information, for ex-
ample, showing what every city with a
population over 2,500, every county, and
every State government in the United
States could expect from the revenue-
sharing bill.

We also may want to reconsider one
or two of our own decisions, which we
think might possibly be improved upon
if we had more time to give them further
consideration. It was only because we
felt that the Senate was anxious to pro-
ceed with this measure that we proceeded
as fast as we have to try to complete ac-
tion on the bill and make it available to
the Senate.

Mr. President, my position on this mat-
ter is not by any means frozen in con-
crete. I shall be happy to meet with the
Appropriations Committee. In fact; on a
mafter of this significance, I think it
might be appropriate that all members
of the Finance Committee sit down with
the members of the Appropriations
Committee and discuss the problem as
men of good will.

I have always tried to talk with the
very able and competent men who serve
on that committee in years gone by, and
I think the record will indicate that this
Senator has been very circumspect in
trying to protect their jurisdiction. I can
recall, some years ago, when we had a
conference between the Senate and the
House of Representatives on a major rev-
enue bill, the Revenue and Expenditures
Control Act of 1968, that when that bill
emerged from conference, on my own
motion and before agreeing to the con-
ference report, I requested to be heard
before the Appropriations Committee
and explained just exactly what was be-
ing suggested, and what the probable re-
sult of the conference would be. It was
only when the Appropriations Commit-
tee indicated to me that they were satis-
fied that they should make no objection
to it that I proceeded to sign the confer-
ence report and bring back to the Senate
an expenditure limitation, which may
have been within the jurisdiction of the
Appropriations Committee rather than
the Commitiee on Finance.

I do think, Mr. President, that it is
very important that each committee re-
spect the jurisdiction of the others, and
as a member of the Finance Committee I
shall scrupulously attempt to avoid tres-
passing upon the jurisdiction of others.
I would invite members of the Appropri-
ations Committee to visit with us and
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discuss the matter currently under con-
sideration any time they might feel dis-
posed to do so. We certainly want to
cooperate with them and will work with
them. We realize their concern about
this important revenue measure, and
the fact that its language does use the
word “appropriations.”

We at the same time would like to
urge them to consider our problem, and
the general purpose and theory of the
revenue-sharing bill. This theory and
purpose is that this should be a long-
term measure, it should not be subject
to annual appropriations, for the reason
that communities should be privileged to
make their plans for years in advance,
and further, that it should be a measure
that would not be subject to having addi-
tional strings or conditions attached to
it every time the Senate meets.

I know it can be argued that as a
matter of fiscal responsibility someone
should keep a close look upon all moneys
that are raised by Federal taxes, and I
would agree. However, I would point out
that the Treasury itself, which shares
that same concern, feels that the Appro-
priations Committee type procedure is
not in accord with the theory of this bill.
This bill is based on the theory that the
Federal Government should help the
communities and the States to raise
money, and that the responsibility for
spending that money should be at the
local level, and that in the event the
money is not spent wisely, the accounting
should be not so much with the Treasury
of the United States and the Congress of
the United States as with the people
of those communities.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON
MONDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, following the recognition of the two
leaders under the standing order, there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, for not to exceed 45
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

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

UNIVERSAL COPYRIGHT
CONVENTION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of the routine morning busi-
ness on Monday, the Senate go into ex-
ecutive session for the consideration of
Executive G (92d cong., second sess.),
Calendar No. 30 on the Executive
Calendar.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lowg). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent—and I do
this with the approval of the distin-
guished majority leader—that the vote,
which will be a yea-and-nay vote, occur
on Executive G, 92d Congress, second
session, at 11 a.m. on Monday.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that upon the
disposition of the freaty, Executive G,
on Monday and the return to legislative
session, the Senate resume its considera-
tion of the unfinished business, Senate
Joint Resolution 241.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
the program for Monday is as follows:

May I say, parenthetically, it had been
hoped that the revenue sharing bill
would be reported to the Senate for ac-
tion by today. It was on that basis that
the leadership had indicated to the Mem-
bers that there would be a session on
Saturday. But for reasons which are ex-
plainable, it was not possible for the Fi-
nance Committee to report that bill.

Moreover, the leadership sought
throughout the afternoon, until a very
late hour, to reach an agreement for
votes on the interim agreement on Mon-
day. That, too, did not prove to be pos-
sible. So, with regret, the leadership de-
cided not to have a Saturday session. I
think it is clear, under the circumstances,
that to have had one would not have
brought about enough progress to
amount to anything. For these reasons,
the leadership canceled the Saturday

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

session. There will be votes on Monday,
however.

The program for Monday is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 10 a.m.

After the two leaders have been recog-
nized under the standing order, there
will be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, for not to ex-
ceed 45 minutes, with statements therein
limited to 3 minutes.

At the conclusion of routine morning
business, the Senate will go into execu-
tive session for the purpose of consider-
ing Executive G, 92d Congress, second
session—the Universal Copyright Con-
vention, as revised by protocols. There
will be a yea-and-nay vote on that con-
vention at 11 a.m.

Upon the disposition of the convention
and upon the return to legislative session,
the Senate will restume its consideration
of the unfinished business, Senate Joint
Resolution 241, authorizing an interim
agreement between the United States
and the U.S.S.R. Rollcall votes are hoped
for, expected, and anticipated—and I
suppose I can say likely—at some time
Monday afternoon, on amendments
thereto. The amendment by Mr. MaANs-
FIELD, amendment No. 1434, will be pend-
ing when the Senate resumes its con-
sideration of the unfinished business on
Monday.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
MONDAY, AUGUST 14, 1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and at
6:55 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
Monday, August 14, 1972, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate August 11, 1972:
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DrPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Hermann F. Eilts, of Pennsylvania, a For-
eign Bervice Officer of the Class of Career
Minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of Amer-
ica to the People's Republic of Bangladesh.

Viron P. Vaky, of Texas, a Foreign Service
Officer of Class one, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Costa Rica,

Frederick Irving, of Rhode Island, a Forelgn
Service Officer of Class one, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Flenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Iceland.

George W. Landau, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service Officer of Class one, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Y.

Adm. Horacio Rivero, U.8. Navy, retired, of
California, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Spain.

U.S. Tax CoUuRT

Cynthia Holcomb Hall, of California, to be
a judge of the U.8. Tax Court for a term ex-
piring 15 years after she takes office, vice
Craig S. Atkins, retired.
U.8. Navy

Vice Adm. Walter L. Curtis, Jr., U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral,
when retired, pursuant to the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5233.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate August 11, 1972:
NatroNan CoMMISSION ON LIBERATION

INFORMATION SCIENCE

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the National Commission on Libraries
and Information Science for terms expiring
July 19, 1977: (Reappointments)

Harold C. Crotty, of Michigan.

Martin Goland, of Texas.

Louis A, Lerner, of Illinois.

PusLic HEALTH SERVICE

Nominations beginning Henry V. Belcher,
to be medical director, and ending Peter E.
Vaslow, to be senior assistant health serv-
ices officer, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the CoNGRES-
sIONAL RECORD on July 24, 1972,

AND
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CITIZENS WORK FOR YOUTH

HON. BILL CHAPPELL, JR.

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, August 10, 1972

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I take
great pride in sharing with the Members
of the House the work of a group of 30
dedicated individuals in my district who
serve on my Youth Advisory Committee.
Together we have engaged in a driving
effort to improve the lot of our young
people and the result is a package of four
bills which I have introduced here.

The Youth Advisory Commitiee has
spent some 20 months studying many as-
pects of the problems relating to youth.
They have delved into drug control, juve-
nile delinquency, work incentives, voca-
tional training, violence on television,
the influence of communism, and many

other areas. They have spent many long
hours in committee and subcommittee
work.

From their efforts I have introduced
their bills and I look forward to their
favorable consideration.

H.R. 16122, which I have termed the
“Internatitonal Opium Control Act,” au-
thorizes the President to negotiate a pro-
posed treaty with foreign countries pro-
viding for a systematic and uniform in-
ternational system of enforcement
standards and penalties for illegal opium
producers and traffickers. It permits the
President to discontinue all military,
economic, and other assistance to any
country continuing to permit the pro-
duction and processing of opium which
illegally enters the United States. One of
the most effective ways to eradicate
drugs from our society is to dry up their
sources. It is absolutely imperative that
we get nations to agree on regulations
and enforcement against drug traffic.

The act further establishes an Execu-
tive Committee on International Opium
Control to be composed of the Secretary
of State as chairman, the Secretary of
the Treasury, the Attorney General, one
member from each of the majority and
minority parties of the Senate and
House, and two persons representing the
general public. The committee shall re-
view measures taken by countries and in-
ternational organizations in eliminat-
ing the production and processing of
opium, improving the enforcement of na-
tional laws, and expediting the extradi-
tion of persons charged with criminal of-
fenses relating to opium.

The committee’s vocational education
bill would require that at least one-third
of Federal moneys be spent at the junior
high school level.

One of my deepest concerns is the
number of high school age students who
are not adequately trained for a job.
One-half either drops out of high school
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