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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92d CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

SENATE—Tuesday, August 15, 1972

The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND) .

PRAYER

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

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for the
quietness of the morning hour when the
day is new, the mind is clear, and the
soul receptive to Thy presence. Move
among us, O Divine Spirit, to lighten our
burdens, lift our spirits, warm our hearts,
and direct our actions. When hours grow
tedious or tension is high, still give us
Thy quickening power and Thy refining
and steadying grace. When perplexity or
bewilderment overtakes us and we are
unsure of the course to follow, guide us
through the difficulties to a victorious
conclusion in accord with Thy will. So
may we “serve the present age our call-
ing to fulfill.” And when the day is
ended may we have Thy benediction
and hearts at peace with Thee. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, August 14, 1972, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Housing and Urban Affairs of
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs; the Committee on the
District of Columbia; the Committee on
Commerce; the Committee on Armed
Services; the Committee on Government
Operations; the Committee on Finance;
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare; and the Committee on Public
Works may be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

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

LAND ACQUISITION APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE NATIONAL PARK
SYSTEM

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar No. 981.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report the bill.

CXVIII—1774—Part 22

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Calendar No. 981 (S. 2806) a bill to author-
ize appropriations for additional costs of
land acquisition for the national park system.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears no ob-
jection, and it is so ordered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill which had been reported from the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs with an amendment beginning on
page 1, line 11, after “P.L. 91-646; 84
Stat. 1894).", insert “There are also au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums
as may be necessary in addition to those
authorized in Public Law 92-272 (86 Stat.
120) to provide for such costs, benefits,
and expenses in connection with the ac-
quisition of lands authorized therein.

SEc. 2. Whenever an owner of proper-
ty elects to retain a right of use and oc-
cupancy pursuant to any statute author-
izing the acquisition of property for pur-
poses of a unit of the National Park Sys-
tem, such owner shall be deemed to have
waived any benefits under sections 203,
204, 205, and 206 of the Uniform Reloca~
tion Assistance and Real Property Ac-
quisition Policies Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1894), and for the purposes of those sec-
tions such owner shall not be considered
a displaced person as defined in section
101(6) of that Act.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in all
instances where authorizations of appropri-
ations for the acquisition of lands for the Na-
tional Park System enacted prior to Janu-
ary 9, 1971, do not include provisions there-
for, there are authorized to be appropriated
such additional sums as may be necessary to
provide for moving costs, relocation benefits,
and other expenses incurred pursuant to the
applicable provisions of the Uniform Relo-
cation Assistance and Real Property Acqui-
sition Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646; 84
Stat. 1804). There are also authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
in addition to those authorized in Public
Law 92-272 (86 Stat. 120) to provide for such
costs, benefits, and expenses in connection
with the acquisition of lands asuthorized
therein.

SECc. 2. Whenever an owner of property
elects to retain a right of use and occupancy
pursuant to any statute authorizing the ac-
quisition of property for purposes of a unit
of the National Park System, such owner
shall be deemed to have waived any benefits
under sections 203, 204, 205, and 206 of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policles Act of 1070 (84
Stat. 1894), and for the purposes of those
sections such owner shall not be considered
a displaced person as defined in section 101
(6) of that Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 2806) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
92-1032), explaining the purposes of the
measure.

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

BACKGROUND

Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, was enacted on January
2, 1971. The purpose of this legislation was
to provide for uniform and equitable treat-
ment of persons displaced from their homes,
businesses, on farms by Federal and federally
assisted programs and to establish uniform
and equitable land acquisition policies for
Federal and federally assisted programs. The
application of the provisions for Public Law
91-646 is mandatory.

Briefly, the benefits which agencies are
required to pay under Public Law 91-646 are
as follows: A landowner being displaced from
a dwelling that he occupies is entitled to (1)
actual moving and related expenses, or an in
lieu payment not to exceed $500; and (2) re-
placement housing cost (the amount required
to pay the difference between the dwelling
sold to the Government and the dwelling
purchased, including increased interest pay-
ments and closing costs), not to exceed
$15,000,

A tenant being displaced from a dwelling is
entitled to the following benefits: (1) actual
moving and related expenses, or an in-lieu
payment not to exceed $500; and (2) rental
not to exceed $4,000 over a 4-year period or,
in lieu thereof, the amount necessary to
enable such a person to make a down pay-
ment on the purchase of a decent, safe, and
sanitary dwelling, up to $2,000, An additional
payment up to $2,000 can be made on a
matching basis with money provided by the
tenant. Such total Federal contribution, how-
ever, in no event will exceed $4,000 or the
maximum amount of the rental differential
payment. This is done in order to encourage
home ownership. In other words, payment by
the Government of any amount up to a sec-
ond $2,000 of the $4,000 maximum payment
must be matched by an equal amount pro-
vided by the tenant.

Displaced owners or tenants occupying and
operating farms or commereial units are en-
titled to actual moving and related expenses,
or an in-lieu payment not to exceed $10,000.
They are also entitled to actual costs of
moving personal property and to replace-
ment housing not to exceed #4,000 for ten-
ants or $15,000 for owners.

An occupant of a seasonal cottage is en-
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titled to actual moving and related expenses,
or an in-lieu payment not to exceed $500.

- In addition to the above, the property own-
er is entitled to incidental expenses resulting
from the transfer to title to the United States,
including recording fees, transfer taxes, pre-
payment penalty costs, and prorata portion
of real property taxes which are the United
States. An owner of unimproved land which
is acquired by the Federal Government is
entitled to these same benefits,

NEED

In creating the foregoing statutory bene-
' fits over and above just compensation, Pub-
lic Law 91-646 has increased the cost of land
acquisition. For the National Park Service,
where authorizations are limited by individ-
ual area laws, this means that the acquisi-
tion program cannot be completed within
the statutory cellings set by the Congress.

At the time of the enactment of Public
Law 91-646, the National Park Service was
engaged in land acquisition in some 54
areas where Congress had previously estab-
lished a statutory ceiling on appropriations
for land acquisition. Therefore, in order for
the Service to comply with Public Law 91—
646 In these areas, it is necessary that legis-
lation be enacted to authorize the service to
exceed those ceilings by the amounts neces-
sary to pay additional costs and expenses in-
curred by reasons of the provisions of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.
The bill specifically makes increases appli-
cable only to those areas in which a con-
gressionally imposed land acquisition ceil-
ing does not include estimated amounts, or
other provisions, for moving costs and other
relocation benefits, and the related admin-
istrative expenses arising from payment of
such benefits.

COST

Enactment of 8. 2806, of itself, carries no
cost, since the costs of relocation and other
benefits are already required to be paid un-
der existing law. The Department of the In-
terior estimates that the additional land ac-
quisition costs attributable to Public Law
91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, in the areas of the National Park Sys-
tem where Congress has imposed land acqui-
sition ceilings, is $15,343,56905. However, elec-
tions and options are available to the land-
owner and actual costs will not be known
until the landowner is displaced, therefore,
it was necessary to rely on averages to arrive
at the estimated cost.

AMENDMENTS

The Interior Department recommended
that S. 2806 be amended to apply to the new
authorizations in the omnibus park legisla-
tion (Public Law 92-272) recently approved
by the Congress. Accordingly, the recom-
mended amendment would enable the Na-
tional Park Service to request funds needed
to pay relocation costs in connection with
the recent omnibus park legislation. The
amendment is as follows:

On line 11 after the period insert:

There are also authorized to be appropriat-
ed such sums as may be necessary in addition
to those authorized in Public Law 92-272 to
provide for such costs, benefits, and expenses
in connection with the acquisition of lands
authorized therein.

The committee is concerned, in this con-
nection, about the applicability of this gen-
eral statute, which was intended primarily to
ease the impact of major ongoing acquisi-
tion programs such as the Federal-Aid High-
way and Urban Renewal programs, to the
acquisition of land for units of the National
Park System, areas that are individually au-
thorized and considered on a case-by-case
basis by the Congress,

As a consequence of individual considera-
tion of park area legislation certain bene-
fits have beewu Inserted into park authoriza-
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tion statutes that do not appear in legisla-
tion authorizing the ongoing Federal pro-
grams referred to above, For example, most
recent recreational area legislation consid-
ered by this committee permits owners to re-
tain a right of use and occupancy for their
lifetimes or for a specific term of not to ex-
ceed 25 years. Yet, as the Department of the
Interior's Office of the Solicitor has ruled,
such owners are entitled to receive relocation
benefits at the end of their retained term.
Clearly, the costs of relocation benefits—and
thus the full cost of land acquisition—can-
not be ascertained with certainty at the time
Congress authorizes the park if this situa-
tion prevails. Moreover, the committee be-
lieves there is a question as to whether such
owners should be entitled to benefits if they
elect to retain a right of use and occupancy.

It is the committee's belief that areas of
the national park system where owners are
permitted to retain the use of their dwelling
and not—as would be the case under the
highway program, for example—required to
be displaced immediately ought to be treated
differently. These general relocation bene-
fits must be tailored, in the case of park land
acquisition, to fit other rights and privileges
written into park legislation by this com-
mittee. Accordingly, the committee recom-
mends an amendment in the form of a new
section to provide that an owner who elects
to retain a right of use and occupancy, wher-
ever authorized in a park law, thereby elects
not to avail himself of the additional reloca-
tion assistance benefits of the Uniform Re-
location Assistance and Real Property Ac-
quisition Policies Act of 1970.

The committee does not object to providing
such owners with actual moving expenses
at such time as they are displaced. Rather,
the amendment seeks only to avoid the situ-
ation where an owner elects to retain a right
of use and occupancy in his dwelling for a
term of years after which he is entitled to
assistance in obtaining replacement housing.
In the committee's view, such an owner
should be given the choice, on the date of
acquisition, whether he wishes to stay in his
house or move with the Government's help.
Without the amendment he could do both.

Requiring the owner to make such a choice
is, the committee believes, consistent with
the purposes of the Uniform Relocation As-
sistance and Real Property Acquisition Pol-
icies Act of 1870. Relocation assistance and
replacement housing benefits were intended
to promote continuity of home ownership, in
order that the Social and economic impact
of Federal acquisition would be lessened.
However, a person who is displaced 25 years
after he is paid for his property will likely
have dissipated the fund with which to ac-
quire comparable housing by the time of dis-
placement., The chances of his being able
to acquire comparable housing after 25 years,
even with Government assistance, would also
be very slim in many cases.

The amendment is as follows: On page 1
add the following new section:

Sec. 2. Whenever an owner of property
elects to retain a right of use and occupancy
pursuant to any statute authorizing the ac-
quisition of property for purposes of a unit
of the national park system, such owner
shall be deemed to have waived any benefits
under sections 203, 204, 205, and 206 of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970 (84
Stat. 1804), and for the purposes of those
sections such owner shall not be considered
a displaced person as defined in section 101
(6) of that Act.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
go into executive session to consider
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nominations on the Executive Calendar.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations
in the International Atomic Energy
Commission.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
that the President be notified immedi-
ately of the confirmation of the nomina-
tions,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume the consideration of Ilegislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

STATEMENT BY RAMSEY CLARK ON
PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I think it
is most unfortunate that upon his re-
turn from Hanoi Mr. Ramsey Clark made
the statement that after talking to a cab-
inet officer of Hanoi and a journalist he
believed that Hanoi would not return
the prisoners of war until the candidate
of the opposing party is elected Presi-
dent. This has the effect of saying that
he believes Hanoi is holding our prison-
ers of war hostage for the election of
Senator McGovern. That kind of re-
ports injects Hanoi into the American
political campaign.

Aside from the unwisdom of having
joined a commission examining U.S. war
crimes, which itself is a prejudgment,
and then having made a statement while
visiting with that commission—which
would strongly imply that he believes
the United States has committed war
crimes—and to include in that the com-
ment that he believes Hanoi will only re-
lease the prisoners subject to an out-
come of the election which they regard
as favorable to them is, in my mind, an
extremely unfortunate position for Mr.
Clark to take.

I make this statement regretfully be-
cause I know Mr. Clark, I have worked
with him on various occasions and I like
him very much, but when somebody goes
foolish it seems to me it has to be noted,
if going foolish involves the security of
a foreign policy of the United States. So
I regret Mr. Clark allowed himself to be
used by Hanoi. I regret this kind of inter-
vention of Hanoi into the American po-
litical campaign. I hope that Americans
generally will reject this kind of cam-
paigning from over the enemy’s borders.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Harry F. BYrp, JR.) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the
Chair inform the Senator from Virginia
when there is 3 minutes remaining?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes.

RHODESIA

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the House of Representatives last
Thursday, August 10, again—again—
struck a blow against those who would
subordinate the American Congress to
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions.

By an almost 2-to-1 vote the House
struck from the foreign assistance leg-
islation a proposal which, in effect,
would have repealed the Byrd amend-
ment to the military authorization bill
which was passed by the Senate, by the
House, and signed by the President last
year.

Mr. President, I think a little history
is in order. About 5 years ago, the Presi-
dent, by unilateral action, at the request
of the United Nations Security Council,
declared an embargo on trade with Rho-
desia.

Rhodesia is the world’s richest source
of chrome ore, a material vital to de-
fense, and the embargo made the United
States dependent on Russia for this
commodity.

Last fall legislation was presented in
the Senate to set aside this embargo in-
sofar as the importation of a strategic
material, namely chrome ore, is con-
cerned.

In the Senate the legislation to set
aside the embargo was presented by the
Senator from Virginia, the Senator from
North Carclina (Mr. Ervin) , the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GurneEy), the senior
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) , and
the junior Senator from Arizona (Mr.
(GGOLDWATER) .

A bill to the same effect was presented
in the House by the Honorable James
M. Corrins of Texas.

Between last fall and the present time,
on three separate occasions, the Senate
voted to set aside the embargo of the
United Nations—an embargo placed on
the United States unilaterally by Presi-
dent Johnson—insofar as importation
of a strategic material from Rhodesia
is concerned.

The House by a vote of 251 to 100 last
fall sustained the Senate's action. So the
vote last Thursday again sustained the
action of the Senate and the action
which the House took last fall.

In the meantime, a group of House
Members brought a suit in the Federal
Court of the District of Columbia, re-
aquesting that the court throw out the
legislation setting aside the United Na-
tions embargo. The Federal judge ruled
in favor of Congress.

So now we have a clear-cut situation

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in which the Senate on three separate
occasions, the House on two separate
occasions, and a U.S. District Court all
have stated loud and clear that the
Congress of the United States has the
power and the right to set aside any
embargo that might be placed on the
American people by the United Nations
or by the unilateral action of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

That is highly significant, Mr. Presi-
dent.

It goes beyond the question of Rho-
desia; it goes beyond the question of
chrome, it goes beyond the guestion of a
strategic material; and it goes beyond the
question of national defense.

If the courts or Congress had acted
otherwise, it would have meant that the
Congress of the United States would be
subordinate to the Security Council of
the United Nations, and that would be
an intolerable situation.

I am glad that those who opposed my
proposal, those who have been demand-
ing that Congress subordinate itself to
the United Nations, have continued to
press the issue. Every time they have
lost—and in losing they have built a
stronger case for those of us who feel
that the embargo unilaterally decreed by
President Johnson was wrong—they have
strengthened the position of those of us
who feel that the U.S. Congress must not
be subordinated to the United Nations,
and this Nation must not be dependent
on Communist Russia for a strategic de-
fense material.

Mr. President, today I want to men-
tion those who participated so effectively
in the debate in the House of Representa-
tives last Thursday. Ten Members of the
House took part in that debate, in sus-
taining the position previously taken by
the Senate and previously taken by the
House.

The fight was led by that fiery and
able Representative from Pennsylvania,
Joun H. Dent, a Democrat, and by
James M. Corrins, of Texas, a Republi-
can. Joined with them were Representa-
tives J. HerBerT BURKE, of Florida, Re-
publican; Wayne L. Hays, of Ohio,
Democrat; Frank M. CLARK, of Pennsyl-
vania, Democrat; WiLLiaMm L. DICKINSON,
Alabama, Republican; JoE D. WacGoN-
NER, Louisiana, Democrat; Jomn Bu-
CHANAN, Alabama, Republican; ROBERT
Sikes, Florida, Democrat, and Joun AsH-
BROOK, Ohio, Republican.

It was a bipartisan effort of five Dem-
ocrats and five Republicans.

When one analyzes the rollcall vote,
one finds that Representatives from 42
of the 50 States supported the position
that the U.S. Congress must not be sub-
ordinate to the United Nations and that
this country must not be dependent on
Communist Russia for a strategic ma-
terial; namely, chrome.

So the issue that the Senate has been
fighting, the position on which the Con-
gress of the United States has made its
voice felt several times now, is not a sec-
tional issue or a regional issue. It is a
national issue. Representatives from 42
of the 50 States last Thursday cast their
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vote in support of the Byrd amendment
dealing with the importation of chrome.

When one adds the Senate votes to
that, one finds that representatives from
46 of the 50 States at one time or an-
other—and we have had a series of
votes—have voted to set aside the United
Nations embargo; have voted to permit
the importation of chrome; and have
voted that the U.S. Congress shall not be
dependent on or subordinated to the
United Nations Security Council.

I think that the vote of last week
struck yet another blow for a very im-
portant principle, It struck yet another
blow against those who would say, as so
many Senators have said on this floor,
and as some Representatives have said
on the floor of the House of Representa-
tives, “Oh, we cannot do anything the
United Nations does not want us to do.
We cannot go against the United Nations.
They want us to have an embargo, and
the Security Council voted for the em-
bargo, so the American Government then
must knuckle down and do what they say
and we must have an embargo.” I am
very pleased that the Congress of the
United States stood up against that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator has 3 more minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank the
Chair.

I want to pay tribute to my distin-
guished colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives who fought such a difficult
battle last week to sustain once again the
position which has been sustained three
times in the Senate and once by a Fed-
eral court.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) is recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes.

BUDGET CEILING SHOULD BE
ESTABLISHED AT $240 BILLION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
intend to offer an amendment which
would set a budget ceiling for fiscal year
1973 at $240 billion. This is $10 billion
below the $250 billion ceiling proposed
by the Nixon administration but it is still
$8.5 billion higher than budget outlays
for fiscal year 1972—$231.6.

$250 BILLION CEILING MEANINGLESS

The $250 billion ceiling proposed by the
administration is too high. Since that is
what the administration expects to spend
in any case, it is really meaningless as far
as a ceiling for the administration is
concerned. It is particularly meaningless
because it is the President—the executive
branch—which has control over spending
or “outlays.” By a stroke of the pen, by a
verbal order to the Budget Director, or
by a letter to the Defense Department,
the President of the United States has the
power and the authority to limit or cut
or reduce “outlays.”
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We in Congress have no such power.
We control “new obligational authority.”
We appropriate funds. Some of the funds
are spent this year—in fact, the bulk of
them are spent in the year appropri-
ated, But billions are not spent this year.
The Pentagon alone has a $40 billion
backlog of money—a huge honey jar—
which they continue to draw down year
in and year out even as the Congress
cuts the new appropriations. We control
appropriations. We do not control spend-
ing.

- NEED CEILING ON OUTLAYS

It is, therefore, necessary to have a
“ceiling” on expenditures or “‘outlays.” I
commend the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. Rors) for his amendment. But the
problem with his amendment is that he
sets the ceiling at the amount the Pres-
ident intends to spend in any case. It
establishes no new “control” or “disci-
pline” over the executive branch.

$240 BILLION CEILING WOULD FORCE
DISCIPLINE

What my amendment would do is to
require that the President cut “outlays”
and “cut them by $10 billion.” This is
some whopping $8.5 billion over last year,
and a very modest ceiling indeed when
the Government is telling private busi-
ness and labor to cut back with price and
wage controls.

We can do this and we should do this.
ROTH AMENDMENT LETS PENTAGON OUT
FROM UNDER CEILING

A second problem with the -ceiling
amendment proposed by the administra-
tion is that it does not require a cut in

the Defense Department. The additional
outlays of $1.2 billion which the Presi-
dent requested for Vietnam is outside
this ceiling. The President intends to

increase defense spending by that
amount, but he intends to take it out of
the other agencies and departments of
the Government.

Further proof of that fact is seen in
the way the President and his supporters
in the Senate worked against the Mc-
Govern ceiling amendment on defense
funds. When the Senator from South
Dakota proposed that the new obliga-
tional authority for the Pentagon be
established this year at last year’s level,
or a savings of $4 billion, the Pentagon
and the administration worked against
it and every Republican in the Senate
save one, voted against it.

What we have now in the administra-
tion $250 billion is a ceiling amendment
which exempts the Pentagon from the
discipline of the budget ceiling. They
are outside the rules. They are not only
going to spend every dime that was asked
for in the 1973 budget but $1.2 billion in
addition.

But if we pass my amendment, they
too will have to come under the disci-
pline of the budget ceiling. They too will
have to make choices and establish pri-
orities.

CHOICES FOR THE PENTAGON

If they want to continue bombing

North Vietnam into the stone ages, let
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them at least take the funds out of their
existing budget. We should not give them
more money to do that.

If they continue, as they are continu-
ing, to have overruns on their major
weapons systems of $35 billion, let us
cut their money and force them to estab-
lish some fiscal discipline in their pro-
curement.

If they continue with procurement
contracts which are almost 90 percent
negotiated—and only 10 percent let by
competitive advertised bids—the lowest
percent in years—let us cut their budget
to enforce some discipline over their ex-
cesses.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I rise only for the
purpose of raising the question and ask-
ing the distinguished Senator to furnish
some information. Is my understanding
correct that there were $400 million left
in the budget of the Navy which was
disposed of in the last day or so, or the
last week or so, of the last fiscal year?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. As a matter of fact, the
Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Zum-
walt, sent out a memorandum urging the
Navy to get rid of that money, saying if
necessary to require overtime, or any-
thing they could do to use up that $400
million.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I raise the question
because I think the Senator himself
raised the question in the first place, and
I was seeking clarification.

The second question has to do with
another statement made by the Senator
to the effect that something like $38 bil-
lion has been lost in contracts let for the
development of exotic weapons. Could
the Senator furnish a list, so that we
could have that material in the REcorp?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I shall be very happy
to do that. I do not have it with me now,
but I have it at my office, and will be
happy to have it incorporated into the
Recorp as a part of my remarks this
morning. I ask unanimous consent that
I may do that at the end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator re-
call the approximate figure?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The approximate
figure, as I recall, was about $36 billion
in overruns over the cost of the original
contracts. This was something provided
for us by the General Accounting Office,
and we recalculated it to adjust for the
fact that there had been changes in
quantities, and so forth, in particular
weapons orders.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Was that prior to
the cancellation of the Cheyennf heli-
copter contract a few days ago?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It was.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the majority
leader very much.
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Mr. President, the Pentagon now has
some 400 major and nearly 3,000 minor
bases scattered in 30 countries around the
world. Let them cut back on many of
these which are hold-overs from World
‘War II.

They now spend some $6 billion a year
in all forms of foreign military aid to
over 46 countries in the world. Let us put
a ceiling on expenditures which would
force the military to make some tough
hard choices about military foreign aid.

We now have more high-ranking of-
ficers of some grades—than we had at the
peak of World War II. Excesses could be
cut there.

The Pentagon is building massive new
weapons systems while continuing to
build the older systems. With more fire-
power, far more costly planes and ships,
and huge overruns, they should be re-
quired to pick and choose and make
choices as every one else must do.

NONDEFENSE SFENDING COULD BE CUT

But it is not only in the Pentagon that
Government waste and Government
spending can be cut.

SUBSIDIES, SUBSIDIES, SUBSIDIES

The Joint Economic Committee, in a
landmark study issued last January, es-
tablished at least $63 billion a year which
is paid out in one form of subsidy or an-
other. Not all of these are bad, but much
of it is either wasteful, or goes to wealthy
recipients, or is unneeded. A $240 billion
ceiling would require a reexamination of
these subsidies.

PUBLIC WORES WASTE

We all know the extent of waste in
public works projects. We know that in-
vestment of private capital in the coun-
try brings in at least 12-percent return.
But the discount rate or cost of public
funds invested in public works projects
is calculated at less than 6 percent. That
means we take money from taxpayers to
pump into projects that re.urn less than
they would return if invested in private
business. That is inefficient. A $240 bil-
lion ceiling would force the Budget Bu-~
reau and the President to toughen up on
wasteful public works projects.

MANNED SPACE FLIGHT WASTEFUL

Manned space flights are excessive.
The most competent scientists tell us we
can do everything with machines and
do it for about half the cost of manned
flights. A $240 billion ceiling would force
a review of this problem.

PAYMENTS TO WEALTHY FARMERS

We have excessive spending for farm
program payments which go to very
wealthy farmers. A $20,000 ceiling on
payments to any one farm or farmers,
which the administration has fought
against, could save tens of millions of
dollars in the farm program and help
those who really need help the worst. A
$240 billion ceiling would force action
in this area.

EXCESSIVE HIGHWAY SPENDING

Spending for highways is out of hand.
Some $120 million alone is being spent
for the Shirley Highway mixing bowl
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here in Washington. That is outrageous.
But the highway lobby has its funds pro-
tected by the frust fund, so they can
spend and spend and spend while other
vital needs like mass transit are deprived.
A $240 billion ceiling on spending could
force a review of the highway trust
fund. And that is long overdue.

WASTE IN HEALTH AND EDUCATION PROGREAMS

While I am a strong supporter of
health programs and education pro-
grams, everyone knows that the Nation-
al Institutes of Health have been stuffed
with funds which they have used very
poorly. And we know that Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare spends education
money in some very bad ways. Impacted
aid is a primary target. A $240 billion
ceiling could force a ground up review
of these expenditures.

And in passing I should point out that
not even a majority of Republicans and
administration supporters voted for the
ceiling on the HEW appropriations when
that proposal was before us a few days
ago.

There are excesses in urban renewal,
model cities, and sections 235 and 236
housing programs.

The so-called uncontrollables should
also be reviewed. Medicare costs have
gone through the roof. But a review of
medicare practices can save tens of mil-
lions without harming the needy elderly.

REVIEW NEEDED FROM BOTTOM TP

I assert that the budget of the United
States can be cut by $10 billion without
harming the people of the United States.
In fact, by cutting back on military fat
and waste, by applying priorities to do-
mestic spending, by reviewing every pro-
gram from the bottom up and by cutting
back on huge subsidies—sugar subsidies,
housing subsidies, interest rate subsidies,
subsidies to big farmers, subsidies to big
shipbuilders, subsidies to the banks and
highway and earth moving industries
who benefit from foreign aid, subsidies
to defense contractors through Govern-
ment provision of their plants and work-
ing capital—we could save billions of dol-
lars which could better be spent in the
private sector and which now cost the
American taxpayers billions of dollars
in execessive taxation.

$£240 BILLION CEILING NECESSARY

For all of these reasons, I say that a
$250 billion ceiling—a ceiling with little
or no warning for that is exactly what
the President intends to spend in any
case—is not enough and that if we are
to establish a working, meaningful ceil-
ing it should be established at $240
billion. That is $8.5 billion more than we
spent last year.

It is only $6 billion less than the Presi-
dent originally asked for.

It would make the Pentagon eat its
excesses.

It would establish some discipline over
Government spending.

I urge its acceptance.

Mr. GURNEY, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. I have been listening
carefully to the Senator’s statement, and
I must say I agree with his general thesis
that we have been spending too much
money and we should start cutting back
rather severely and carefully.

I would like to question the Senator,
however, about defense spending. He
mentioned defense manpower. Is it not
true that manpower in the Defense De-
partment, both in uniform and out of
uniform on the civilian side, has been
cut back rather severely in the last year
or two?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is true that there
have been some cutbacks, but the cut-
backs have been less than could be jus-
tified on the basis of the cutback in Viet-
nam. Also, there has not been as great
a cutback on the civilian side in the mili-
tary establishment in relationship to
those in uniform. I believe a limited,
modest reduction could be achieved.
Certainly not the 1.7 million in 3 years
that has been suggested—that is too
much, but I think there could be some
reduction below what the President has
proposed.

Mr. GURNEY. Is it not also true that
although our defense budget is the larg-
est single budget in the history of Fed-
eral budgeting, actually the percentage
of defense spending compared to the
gross national product has decreased
continually over the last few years, while
the social spending has increased con-
siderably?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect, and of course this is because there
has been a wind down, and I think all
of us should be happy and grateful that
there has heen, of the war in Vietnam,
But, once again, the war in Vietnam has
been cut back by about $20 billion a year
in expenditures, and it seems to me that
reduction has not been reflected in a
corresponding cutback, even allowing for
pay increases and inflation and corre-
sponding reductions in military expendi-
tures.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ExamsIiT 1

CosTs oF 456 SELECTED MaJorR WEAPONS

SysTEMS INCREASED BY $36.5 BIiLLiow

Mr. ProxmMire. Mr. President, the costs of
45 selected major weapons systems have in-
creased by $36.6 billion over the original
planning estimates for those weapons.

This is the largest accumulative overrun
reported so far.

Last November I reported a $35.2 billion
cost overrun on the same 45 programs. The
November figures were based on data com-
piled by the Department of Defense as of
June 30, 1971. The figures I am making avail-
able today are based on data compiled by the
Department of Defense as of March 31, 1972,

In the 9 months separating the two sets of
figures, the costs of the same 45 programs
increased by $1.8 billion.

Despite the countless congressional in-
vestigations, reports, exposes, and blue rib-
bon panel studies, the message that billions
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of dollars are being lost through mismanage-
ment and waste in military procurement has
either gotten lost or been ignored.

The picture would have looked even worse
except for the fact that seven of the 45 weap-
ons programs were removed from the Pen-
tagon’s reporting system and figures for these
programs can no longer be updated. Most of
the programs in this category were dropped
from the reporting system because they were
either canceled or completed. Three are
among the most mismanaged in recent years.
They are the Main Battle Tank, which was
canceled after a dismal performance; the
Gamma Goat, which received a scathing re-
port from the House Armed Services Commit-
tee just a few days ago; and the FB-111, a
program whose technical performance is as
poor as its cost record.

Several other factors tend to understate
the size of the cost overrun problem. Among
these is the fact that the data supplied by
the Pentagon is often seriously outdated and
is sometimes inaccurate.

The Pentagon shows a cost overrun of
$222.1 milion on the F-14 aircraft program.
The Navy has distorted the F-14 picture by
supplying a current estimate of $5.3 billion
to complete the program when in fact the
Navy estimates that it will cost $6.5 billion
to complete the program. Instead of a §222.1
million cost overrun, the Pentagon ought to
be reporting a $1.5 billlon cost overrun.

In the case of the LHA ship program, the
Navy reports that it will cost $970 million to
complete when, in fact, the Navy now esti-
mates that it will cost $1.4 billion to com-
plete. The LHA cost overrun has been under-
stated by approximately $471 million.

The Air Force has managed to minimize
the F-15 aircraft cost overrun by changing
the cost base. The original planning estimate
for this program was $5.1 billion, as shown in
Development Concept Paper No, 19, dated
September 28, 1968. But the Air Force now
reports a planning estimate of $6 billion,
thereby shrinking the difference between the
planning estimate and what it will cost to
finish the program. Instead of a $1.8 billion
cost overrun in this program, there is really
an overrun of $2.7 billion.

The omissions in the Pentagon’s reporting
system in these three programs alone under-
state the cumulative cost overrun by $2.6
billion.

Other programs showing extremely large
increases include Safeguard ABM, $2.1 bil-
lion; the B-1 bomber, $2.2 billion; the C5-A
aireraft, $1.8 billion; the F-111 aircraft, 84.9
billion; and the SRAM missile, $1 billion.

Anopher shortcoming in the Pentagon’'s
reporting system is the practice of omitting
the costs of large subsystems and associated
costs of major weapons, The Safeguard ABM
report, for example, ignores the costs of war-
heads, family housing construction and op-
eration, missile test range support, hospi-
talization, training, and other Armywide
support activities. The most recent estimate
of these costs was in excess of §1 billion, and
that estimate was made in 1970. The Army
has refused to revise this figure.

A March 1972 GAO report on Safeguard
strongly suggests that the Army is conceal-
ing the full costs of the program. The Army
would not make available to GAO documen-
tation showing the basis and source of its
planning estimate for Safeguard. GAO con-
cluded that the Safeguard estimate did not
contain the provisions for certain known or
antlcipated costs and were significantly lower
than estimates prepared by the weapon sys-
tem contractor. In my experience, when the
military estimate of the cost of a program is
lower than the contractor’s estimate for that
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program, the contractor almost always turns
out to be right.

In the case of the DD-863 destroyer, all
signs point to another large cost increase on
top of the already large overrun that has
been acknowledged. The DD-963 is supposed
to be built in the same shipyard as the LHA
and the delays on the LHA have already had
a detrimental impact on the DD-963, al-
though the Navy has so far refused to
admit it.

Finally, the cumulative nature of the data
on costs often obscures the reasons for the
overruns. Admittedly, some overruns are ex-
cusable, When the cost of a weapon rises be-
cause more weapons are being purchased
than was originally planned, the rise may be
justified if the decision to buy more weap-
ons was a wise one and was not concealed
from Congress at the time the planning esti-
mate was made. Changes in a weapon as it
undergoes development and production may
also increase costs, and this increase may be
warranted. There are other factors, such as
general economic inflation, which affect the
costs of weapons.

In stating the overruns for the 45 selected
weapons in this report, I have taken into ac-
count as much of the dollar costs of the
gquantity changes as is possible. Where the
quantity to be purchased was increased, I
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have revised the planning estimate upward
by the appropriate amount in order to arrive
at the net overrun. Where the quantity was
reduced, I have revised the planning esti-
mates downward.

Too often the causes of cost-overruns are
gross mismanagement on the part of the Pen-
tagon and Iinefficiency on the part of the
defense contractors. Most of the cost overruns
I have studied fall into this category. Un-
necessary cost overruns have contributed to
general inflation.

Another problem is the intentional under-
estimate of the cost of a weapon program. A
relatively low price tag combined with the
rest of the Pentagon's sales pitch has suc-
ceeded in winning support for weapons which
may otherwise have not been approved by
Congress. A number of major weapons fall
into this category.

The Pentagon has obviously been unable
to cope with the cost overrun problem. The
situation seems to me to be growing worse
instead of improving. In addition, Congress
and the public are still not being told the
truth about cost overruns on major weapons.

I request unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recomrp a report of the costs
of 45 selected weapons systems provided to
me at my request by the General Accounting
Office.
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There being no objection, the report was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1972,

The Honorable WiLLiaM PROXMIRE,

Chairman, Subcommittiee on Priorities and
Economy in Gorvernment, Joint Economie
Commiilee, Congress of the United
States.

B-163058

DEAR Me. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed 15 the up-
dated summary of estimated cost data, on
the status of 45 selected major weapon sys-
tems. Since our last report to you 7 of the
46 systems have been dropped from the
Selected Acquisition Reporting System.

Attachments I and II presents the esti-
mated cost data for 38 major weapon sys-
tems as presented in the March 31, 1972,
Selected Acquisition Reports (SARs) as re-
leased by the Department of Defense. At-
tachment III presents the estimated cost
data on the 7 major weapon systems at the
time they were dropped from Selected Ac-
quisition Reporting. We have made no audit
or verification of the reported data.

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B. STAATS,

Complrolier General of the United States.

Enclosures—3.

COMPARISON OF THE ESTIMATED COST DATA AS OF MAR. 31, 1972, WITH THE ESTIMATED COST DATA OF JUNE 30, 1971, FOR 38 WEAPON SYSTEMS

[Dollars in millions]

Number of systems

Cost change

Planning o]

estimate

Current

estimate Quantity Other estimate

Navy (20). .

Air Force (10).
Total (38) as of Mar. 31, 1972
Total (38) as of June 30, 1971_.

Difference between June 30, 1971, and Mar. 31, 1972

3,13
5,2
9, 8

5 $16,067.3
5 42,195.0
3 47,179.4

$11,701.9 L 23,
37,490.6 (576. 2)
41,082.1 (3,762.5)

105, 441.7
101 336.3

90,274.6
89, 083.5

(3,100.1) 18, 271.2

(5,871.8)

1,191.1 I G

Note: The amounts indicated above for current estimate show a net increase of $4,105,400,000 as compared to the similar total as of June 30, 1971. This net increase consists of an incr ease of §3,
324,800,000 for the Army, a decrease of $301,300,000 for the Navy (368,600,000 related to Navy actions and $232,700,000 due to elimination of the Air Force portion of Sparrow E from SAR), and an

increase of $1,081,900,000 for the Air Force.

The systems accounting for the major
changes are as follows:

ARMY

Safeguard: Increase—$1,781.0 million.

This increase includes $856 million for
adding a fourth site to the program, $417
million due to stretchout of equipment
readiness date of the third site, $2256 million
support change primarily for adding a Safe-
guard Missile Integrated Reliability Test
(SMIRT) Plan, and $199 million for incor-
poration of OSD projected price indices.

SAM-D: Increase—#1,318.7 million.

This increase is due to $49 million for ad-
ditional testing equipment, $54 million for
anti-missile/nuclear option, $91 million for
management reserve, $600 million for recon-
figuration and quantity change, and $530
million for revised estimate and economic
escalation.

TOW : Decrease—862.7 million.

This decrease is attributable to $25 million
for a reduction in quantity to reflect current
inventory objectives and a $39 million de-
crease due to revising cost estimates based
on existing multi-year missile contracts and
changes in support requirements. These de-
creases were offset by about $1 million in-
crease for economic escalation.

Dragon: Increase—$214.8 million.

This increase is attributable to $101 mil-
lion quality change as a result of a revision

in combat and training consumption rates
and forces to be equipped, $67 million due
to change in learning curve computations,
labor rates, overhead rates and estimating
error, $12 million for stretchout of procure-
ment, $24 million to update futue economio
escalation, and $11 million for support costs.

Cheyenne: Increase—#$38.2 million.

This increase is primarily a result of the
request for fiscal year 1973 funds for the fab-
rication of an additional prototype utilizing
parts and tools available from the original
production program, and for the renovation
of two existing development prototypes.

NAVY

55N—688: Increase—$250.2 miilion.

This increase is primarily due to an in-
crease In the guantity of ships at a cost of
about $182 milllon and $69 million for up-
date of escalation.

Poseidon: Decrease—$303.6 million.

This decrease is primarily due to net re-
ductions associated with lower negotiated
missile and other equipment costs of about
$245 million, and a decrease in the estimated
cost for escalation of $14 million.

Mark 48: Decrease—$306.0 million.

The current SAR reflects the Mark 48 Mod
1 torpedo program for which a production
contract was awarded in July 1971. The de-
crease shown above is primarily attributed
to the elimination of $281 million in costs

related to the Mark 48 Mod 0/2 programs
which have been cancelled.

AIR FORCE

F-15: Increase—$493.0 million.

This increase reflects a $26 million increase
in development program based on contractor
cost data submitted for renegotiation of en-
gine contract after deletion of engines for
F-14B aircraft, $2 million for added program
scope requirements for missile test hardware
and a decease of $4 million for deletion of
test center service funding. In addition, the
air vehicle price increased $412 million based
on contractor data submitted for renegotia-
tion of engine contract after deletion of F-
14B aircraft which was offset by a decrease
of $8 million for refinement of previous esti-
mates. Initial spares estimates increased $94
million due to deletion of engines for the
F-14B aircraft which was offset by $44 mil-
lion as a result of computing spare engines
on a modular support concept.,

F-111: Increase $326.7 million.

This increase is attributable to $203 mil-
lion for an increase in quantity of aircraft
to be procured and $33 million for initial
spares cost increase.

Minuteman II: Increase—$161.8 million.

This increase is primarily due to force mod-
ernization costs.

Minuteman ITI: Increase—8128.8 million.

This Increase is primarily due to force
modernization costs.
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SCHEDULE OF PROGRAM COST DATA APPEARING ON THE MAR. 31, 1972, SARS

{In millions of doMars]

Develop-
Planning
eslimate

m
System estimate

Cost change
Other

Current

Quantity estimate

Develop-

méen
estimate

Cost change
Quantity Other

Planning
estimate

Current
estimate

Army (8):
Cheyenne!____ .- 125.9 129.9
Safeguard?__. ' 4,185.0 4,185.0

Dragon 382.2 404,
4,916. 8 5,240.5
586.7
410.4

162.1
123.6

727.3
205.6
160.5

15.4
, 686. 0
(131.9)

189.9
2,104.0
212.8

5.9
(307.4
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ed pmduchon contract,

include termination costs refated to the ca
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Air Force esti

between the totals of these 2 estimates. With the award of the production contract, the Navy
established a development estimate in the Dec. 31, 1971, SAR and is reflected in this schedule,
5 Cost estimates for the Air Force portion of this program were deleted from the SAR in December

in order to pre\'ent di
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nTI'AcﬂMENT I
WEAPON SYSTEMS REMOVED FROM THE SAR
[Dollar amounts in millions]

7 The development estimate was revised based on

for mlgurimn of the Sparrow F program.
e award of the production contract in July

Develop-

System eshm a!‘a

Cost change
Quantity Other

Current Date of
estimate final SAR System

Planning
estimate

Develop-
ment
estimate

Cost change

————————————  Current
Quantity Other

estimate

Date of
final SAR

MBT-701._
Gama goat
5Q5-232_
SSN-685%___ s
DLG Conv.r. e eeenees

100.9
& 163.9

2,219.7

Sept. 30,1971
181.1

Amtragt ...
June 30, 1971 =3
182.4 Do.

FB-11112

324.4
1,781.5

0.4 202.0 June 30,1971

328.5 (126.9)
1,781.5 (1,043.3) 546.6 1,284.8 Sept 30,1971

177.9 Do.
1,006, 6 Do.

5,258.2 5,395.8 (1,860.8) 1,719.5 5 254.5

1 Dropped from the SAR

2 Dropped from the SAR because | mductmn was completed or substantially

program costs are below the revised 0SD thresholds,

; Dropped from the SAR because visibility required by the SAR is no longer necessary and an
I f hly status report will be substituted in its place. o %

THE INTERIM OFFENSIVE WEAPONS
AGREEMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.). Under the previous
order, the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STeENNIS) is recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I shall speak at this
hour on the Interim Offensive Weapons
Agreement, and say that I do this under
the pressure of other demanding assign-
ments for today. I shall return to the
floor and undertake to debate any point
I make that might be challenged or com-
mented on.

I want to say, at the outset, that I
support the SALT agreements, both the
ABM treaty—now approved—and the
pending 5-year limitation on offensive
weapons, I certainly hope—and expeet—
that, having approved the freaty, the
Senate will quickly approve the interim
agreement.

Occasionally, we in this Chamber have
an opportunity to cast our votes on an
issue which vitally and basically affects
man’s state—the status of mankind—not
only in the United States and what we
call the “free world,” but the state of

man everywhere. I believe this is such an
issue, approval of these agreements.

I do not mean to say that these agree-
ments, if approved by the appropriate
actions here and in Moscow, will put us
unfailingly on the straight and narrow
path to lasting peace. I do not say that.
No single action, in this Chamber or
elsewhere can do that.

I believe strongly, however, that these
agreements can be a beginning—a
start—toward better relations between
the United States and the Soviet Union.
That would be a start, a significant start
toward a more tranquil world.

These agreements are just a start, a
first step, but President Nixon has made
it clear that he wants to begin negotia-
tions at once on a second-step strategic
arms agreement. That is why we have
moved rapidly to consider—and, I believe,
to approve both these agreements.

CAREFULLY REVIEWED

Despite this priority action here, these
agreements have been considered by two
Senate committees. Other speakers will,
I am sure, discuss the policy findings of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
I want to state for the record that the
Senate Armed Services Committee has

carefully considered military implica-
tions of the agreements.

Actually, the Armed Services Commit-
tee, through a Subcommittee headed by
the Senator from Washington (Mr. Jack-
son) kept itself informed on the progress
of the 3 years of SALT negotiations in
Helsinki and Vienna. Since those talks
were completed at the Moscow Summit,
the full committee has held hearings on
the resulting agreements.

As chairman of the committee, I took
part in those hearings and heard all the
witnesses except two, and I have re-
viewed their testimony.

Public and executive sessions were
held before and after the July congres-
sional recess. Witnesses heard included
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird: the
chairman, Admiral Moorer, and mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
Ambassador Smith and members of his
SALT delegation,

As I have said, these hearings focused
on the military implications of the agree-
ments, The committee did not ask that
the agreements be formally referred to
us; we held our hearings to bring out
information and assure ourselves with




28168

respect to military implications of these
agreements.

Under these circumstances, the Sen-
ate Armed Services did not and will not
issue a formal report on the agreements.
We asked the Printing Office for a rush
job, however, and our printed hearings
are now available.

SOUND AND SAFE

I will not attempt to summarize our
testimony in detail, Mr. President, but I
would like to tell the Senate of the ques-
tions with which I entered our commit-
tee review and the answers which
emerged from it.

I began our hearings with the convic-
tion that we now have a strategic force
which is clearly strong enough to deter
any challenge. But I wanted to be quite
sure about that point.

I also wanted to ingquire whether we
would have the authority, under this
interim agreement, to maintain and up-
date a fully credible deterrent so that it
would be available at the end of the
5-year period coverd by the agreement. I
wanted an answer to that question in
case it should develop that the 5-year
interim agreement could not be renewed
or extended.

Finally, there was a question in my
mind about verification. I wanted to be
quite sure that we will know what the
other side is doing under these agree-
ments. Would we know that the terms of
the agreement were being observed?

Our SALT hearings strengthened my
conviction that we now have a credible
deterrent—that we have a force so
strong, so diverse, that potential enemies
would not risk attacking us.

Thus, it leaves the matter up to us
solely, while making judgments on this
question. I will leave the floor shortly
to go to a meeting of the Committee on
Armed Services, which is passing on the
identical point, as to how far we should
go with reference to these weapons.

Our hearings also persuaded me that
our deterrent will still be strong and
wholly credible 5 years hence if we con-
tinue to modernize our weapons and im-
prove our fechnology—as we are per-
mitted to do under the agreements.

Our hearings convinced me that we
do have the means to know what the
other side is doing while the treaty is in
force.

In short, I concluded that the treaty
and the interim agreement are sound
and that we can safely approve them
as the basis for new negotiations aimed
at tighter limitations on offensive stra-
tegic arms.

Looking toward those SALT II ne-
gotiations, I am pleased to be a cospon-
sor of the amended approval language
proposed by the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Jackson). Over the years, no
Member of the Senate has given closer
attention than he to the strategic pos-
ture of the United States as against that
of the Soviet Union.

I share some of the concerns he ex-
nressed during his exhaustive guestion-
ing of witnesses at the committee’s
SALT hearings. I agree, for example,
that this agreement is only an interim
agreement. If no permanent agree-
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ment—no treaty—has been negotiated
by 1977, the United States will certainly
have to look down the road—and look
down that road before then—and as-
sure the survivability of its deterrent in
future years. That is, I believe, the con-
cept expressed in the first part of Sena-
tor JacksoN's amendment.

Further, the present 5-year agreement
gives certain numerical advantages to
the Soviet Union based, in part at least,
on technological advantages which we
now enjoy. Those technological advan-
tages cannot be assumed to continue for
all time. A permanent treaty, therefore,
must take this into account and balance
the level of strategic forces on both sides
by considering numbers of launchers,
numbers of warheads, destructive power
of weapons, and potential growth within
the terms of the treaty. This, as I under-
stand it, is the main aim of the second
portion of the Jackson amendment.

The third portion of the Jackson
amendment pledges us to a vigorous pro-
gram of weapons research and weapons
modernization. To my mind, this is just
commonsense.

As I have said, I wholeheartedly sup-
port this interim agreement. I also sup-
port the Jackson amendment because I
do not believe it places any reservation or
limitation on the basic offensive weapons
agreement. I do not, and would not, sup-
port any limitation or reservation, or
anything I judged to be a limitation or
reservation.

I believe, however, that the Jackson
amendment, as it stands, as he offered it
on August 7, constitutes a wise expres-
sion of views by Congress as it approves
the agreement.

JOINT CHIEFS AFPROVE

I am confident that my conclusions
about the agreements were solidly based
on the facts presented and the best mili-
tary judgments available.

We questioned Admiral Moorer, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs, and Admiral
Zumwalt, General Ryan, and General
Palmer very closely. I believe their view
is quite clear.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, who fol-
lowed the negotiations closely, favor ap-
proval of the treaty and the interim
agreement, provided we continue to go
forward with modernization of strategic
weapons and improvement of weapons
technology.

Here is the position of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff as presented to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on June 20 by Admiral
Moorer:

The Joint Chiefs of Staffl were officially rep-
resented on the SALT delegation and were
consulted prior to signature. If we press
forward vigorously with our programs de-
signed to protect against a degradation in
national security posture, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff believe that the deterrent capability
of our strategic forces will not be impaired,
that peace of the world may be enhanced,
and that the undertakings will be in the best
interests of the United States.

I am confident, based in part on de-
cisions of the past and in particular on
our recent procurement debate here and
the decisions then made, that the Sen-
ate will continue to back the SALT agree-
ments with adequate funds for improved

August 15, 1972

weapons and technology within the terms
of the agreements.
SALT SAVINGS

One final word about these agreements.
As chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, I want to take issue with
those critics who complain that savings
anticipated under SALT, have proven il-
lusory and that the money saved has been
engulfed in funds for new weapons
spending. That is not true if we look
ahead a few years—as we must look
ahead.

Before the SALT agreements, Con-
gress was committed, in some degree, to
four ABM sites. The Defense Department
had set its sights on 12 of them. Under
the treaty we will buy no more than two.

Before the SALT agreements, the Rus-
sians were rapidly expanding their land
and sea-based strategic missile forces,
and there was no apparent end to it. Well
before the 5-year term of the proposed
offensive agreement, we would have to
take aggressive—and expensive—steps to
counter the expanding threat.

I believe that we would have to move,
in the strategic weapons area—and move
soon—if the agreements were not ap-
proved and the Russians were to con-
tinue their open-ended expansion of their
missile programs.

Looking down the road, there are sav-
ings, very great savings, implicit for the
future in these SALT agreements. Of
course, it will require some hard decisions
by Congress and the executive branch as
to whether or not we really make these
savings.

A START

We will save money in the long run
under these SALT agreements, but, as I
have said, the agreements promise much
more than a measure of relief for the
American taxpayer. They promise a start
towards arms control—I do not say dis-
armament—in the nuclear age. It is a
start which I believe we should make,
first, in our own best interests, but also
in the interests of others.

Mr. President, I do not want to get
excited about it, but I have been very
close to these problems for the last sev-
eral years; and I say on my responsi-
bility—every ounce of it—that there is
no complete defense to a nuclear attack;
that if these arms are ever turned loose
by one party or another and we have a
nuclear war, great parts of the world
will be destroyed and a great percentage
of the population of the world will be
destroyed.

Senators should face the fact that,
while we debate this bilateral first step,
the nuclear arms race is accelerating
among other powers. The ban on nuclear
testing does not apply to underground
tests, and some nuclear powers do not
abide by the 1963 treaty. Several nations
already have nuclear weapons and lim-
ited delivery systems. These are just—
well known facts. They are not often
mentioned because they are so un-
pleasant but it is a part of the world in
which we live. In fact, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission lists 23 nations capa-
ble of developing nuclear weapons and
sophisticated delivery systems within 5
to 20 years.
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Picture that—if anyone can—a world
5 to 20 years firom now in which 23 na-
tions will be capable of having nuclear
weapons with modern delivery systems,
that is, the ability to deliver a nuclear
weapon on target. It is unthinkable that
we should not try, now, to go as far as
possible in preparing against that day.

It is high time that the major powers
took steps toward curbing their nuclear
arms so that other nations with a men-
acing potential can be drawn into an
arms control network.

I urge approval of the interim agree-
ment which is limited but is a start.

Let me emphasize, in concluding, that
we do now have, beyond doubt, in being,
sophisticated weapons that are entirely
capable of providing the necessary deter-
rent that we need to defer any nation
from risking the consequences of an at-
tack upon us.

Further, for emphasis, under the terms
of the agreement to which I have ad-
dressed myself, we will have sufficient
deterrent force and we can provide, for
the intervening period, and the period
beyond the 5-year period, should there
be no extension of this agreement, or
should it be violated in the meantime.

We have an opportunity, and the time,
to provide the benefits of research and
development and technology that would
update the weapons we have, or even
bring forth new weapons that would add
to our deterrent capability.

Further, I am satisfied—and this is
something new, it was not true a few
years ago—that we now have the capa-
bility to detect and to be able to tell on
a week-to-week and a month-to-month
basis what is going on on the other side,
what they are doing, and what their
activities are. I do not mean looking into
their minds as to what they are plan-
ning, but finding out what they are
doing toward improving their own posi-
tion and thus avoiding, through this mar-
velous technology, getting caught by sur-
prise.

No system is perfect, but I have been
here a good many years and I am satis-
fied that we are not taking too much
of a chance. We are not taking an un-
reasonable chance in making this modest
start, because I realize that something
has got to be done. I believe this will
prove to be the germ—the beginning—
of what will finally develop, I hope, into
a worldwide limitation of some kind
with reference to nuclear weapons. I am
not off on a rosy path of thinking about
disarmament or unilateral action, but
thinking totally within the terms of this
agreement as I have outlined it.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M=,
RoseRT C. Byrp) . Under the previous or-
der, the senior Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. CoopPER) is now recognized for not
to exceed 10 minutes.

INDIA’S 25TH ANNIVERSARY AS AN
INDEPENDENT, DEMOCRATIC NA-
TION

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk for myself and on behalf of
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Senators CHURCH, TUNNEY, JAVITS, SAXBE,
KennNEDY, STEVENS, PERCY, CASE, BavH,
Horrings, CrANSTON, BrOOKE, MATHIAS,
Tart, HatFierp, and RoTH, a resolution
expressing the congratulations of the
Senate to the Republic of India on its
25th anniversary as an independent,
democratic nation.

Mr. President, as I have just said,
I have submitted today on behalf
of myself and the BSenators I have
named, a Senate resolution extending to
the Republic of India and to Prime Min-
ister Indira Gandhi, to its Parliament
and people, the congratulations and
good wishes of the Senate of the United
States on the 25th anniversary of India’s
establishment as an independent, sover-
eign and democratic nation. I know that
we are joined by millions of the people
of the United States in this expression of
good will.

It was 25 years ago that the partition
of the subcontinent of India was com-
pleted. To one who has spent any time in
India, I think it would be clear that
there never was any question in its long
history that India would be independent.
The strength and continuity of its an-
cient culture and its history made inde-
pendence inescapable. The part that
Ghandiji, the late Prime Minister
Jawaharlal Nehru and other great

leaders played in hastening independ-
ence were in a larger sense an expression
of Indian thought and purpose and de-
termination. I think it worthwhile also
to remember that Great Britain and her
statesmen played an enlightened role at
the time of her independence. But, above

all, it was the unwavering spirit of the
Indian people and their leaders growing
out of its long history and culture that
assured independence.

It has been 25 years since that historic
day of independence and in the years
that have passed, India’s progress and
work have been marked by the spirit and
activity which only independence and
complete freedom can give.

It was my opportunity to serve in 1955
and 1956 as Ambassador of the United
States to the Republic of India and I have
revisited India on three occasions since
that time. Each time I have seen the con-
tinuous growth and success of its econ-
omy in the field of agriculture and in-
dustry. But of equal importance, this eco-
nomic growth has been accompanied by
a concern for the social and humane
needs of its people in health and educa-
tion and social justice.

India's life has stayed firmly bound to
democratic values in its parliamentary
institutions, the rule of the law, its free
courts and the holding of free elections,
larger in point of participation by its
people than any other country in the
history of the world.

India has had its trials but it has held
true to its course of independence and
democratic and human values.

The United States, throughout the
years, has been of assistance to the peo-
ple of India. I hope that the spirit and
the values of the peoples of the two
countries will be increasingly close and
bound together to friendship.

We extend t~ the Republic of India,
to Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, a great
leader of her people, to our sister par-
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liament, and to India’s people our con-
gratulations on its success and our best
wishes for the future.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excerpt of
Gandhi's writings which tells much about
the spirit of the Republic of India.

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

Recall the face of the poorest and the most
helpless man whom you may have seen and
ask yourself, if the step you contemplate
is going to be of any use to him. Will he be
able to gain anything by it? Wil it restore
him to a control over his own life and des-
tiny? In other words, will it lead to swaraj
or self-rule for the hungry and also sph'it‘l.l-
ally starved millions of our countrymen?
Then you will find your doubts and yourself
melting away.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the distinguished
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is
now recognized for not to exceed 10
minutes.

TO THE NEW INDIA—HAPPY 25TH BIRTHDAY

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, ftoday,
the Republic of India is celebrating its
25th independence anniversary. I am de-
lighted to submit a sense of the Senate
resolution, along with Senators Coorer
and TunNEY and others, expressing this
body’s congratulations to the Parlia-
ment of India on such a significant
occasion.

Through this resolution, we in the
U.S. Senate want to express to our legis-
lative counterparts halfway around the
world our good will and best wishes, and
pay our compliments to the people of
India for their impressive economic and
social achievements over the past quar-
ter of a century, and for their steadfast
support of parliamentary government,

The world’s most populous democracy
and the foremost power in South Asia,
India is a free and secular society based
on a written constitution that seeks
social, economiec, and political justice
for all its citizens. Its judicial system is
devoted to the rule of law. From the time
that Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru
spoke on behalf of India's freedom 25
years ago, the United States has sup-
ported and encouraged India'’s efforts to
develop its economy and strengthen its
democracy.

I first saw India during World War II;
I returned for the second time at the end
of November 1971. During my brief visit
last year, I caught a glimpse of India's
energetic program of economic develop-
ment to raise up 550 million people from
the depths of poverty and to make the
transition from a traditional society to
one of just distribution of the benefits of
wealth, science, and technology. I saw
the infrastructure, which Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi has said “will enable us
to become a modern economy.” I saw the
modernization of India's agriculture,
known universally as the green revolu-
tion, whereby the country has reached
self-sufficiency in rice production.

In the industrial sector, after major
diversification, India today ranks as the
world’s eighth industrial nation, able to
supply to its people consumer and capital
goods as well as to export sophisticated
products.
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The Government has worked hard to
raise the living standards of the Indian
people by providing extensive health
services, raising life expectancy from a
grim 29 years at independence to 55
years today, by increasing the literacy
rate from 14 percent in 1947 to over 30
percent in 1972, and by promoting effec-
tive family planning programs nation-
wide.

Since India’s political system, like that
of the United States, is a test and a
proof of the demoecratic path to achieve
social justice and economic well-being,
what happens in India, especially over
the next 25 years, will help to determine
the future of other nations in Asia that
look to this democratic power for guid-
ance and leadership. The significance of
India’s economic well-being then, real-
ized in the open air of democracy, ex-
tends not only to the country’s 500,000
villages and cities, but far beyond India's
borders.

The diverse cultures of India and the
United States are naturally bound by the
bridge of democracy by which both so-
cieties guarantee free debate, free wor-
ship, and free elections, India having
had six national elections since inde-
pendence. Both countries share values
that are set forth in the American Dec-
laration of Independence, and both na-
tions have demonstrated a deep sense of
responsibility toward mankind by of-
fering refuge to the oppressed. The 10
million East Bengalis who fled to In-
dia during Bangladesh’s war of inde-
pendence last year have returned home,
but India still hosts the Dali Lama and
c¢lose to 100,000 of his Tibetan followers.

India and the United States have cho-
sen to follow the path of progress for
the many rather than the few. Thomas
Jefferson said:

Men are naturally divided into two par-
tles, (1) those who fear and distrust the
people, and wish to draw all powers from
them Into the hands of the higher classes;
and (2) those who identify themselves with
the people, [and] have confidence In them.

On its silver independence anniversary,
India can look back with satisfaction on
25 years of building, of exemplifying that
the state does exist to serve the people,
not that the people exist to serve the
state. As in the case of Jefferson’s Amer-
ica, India can look forward to expanded
horizons for growth with a society firmly
based on democratic institutions.

As a friend of India, I offer my heart-
felt eongratulations on its 25th birthday.
May this be the opening of an era of in-
creasing prosperity and opportunity, do-
mestic tranquility, and peace for the
Indian people.

The words of the poet, Shelley, apply:
“The world’s great age begins anew.”

I ask unanimous consent that an inter-
view with Prime Minister Gandhi in Sun-
day’s Parade magazine and a dispatch
from Delhi in today’s Washington Post
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Parade magazine, Aug. 13, 1972]
A Tark WirH INpmA GaANDHI
(By Michael Gorkin})
New Derar.—"“We are quite willing to forget
what has happened, and to make a new start
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with the United States. We want your friend-
ship. But the Nixon Administration has
shown no real desire to Improve its relations
with India. The American people—that’s an-
other story. They have consistently been sym-
pathetic. I, personally, get such a vast num-
ber of letters from Americans—in every state,
and every age—all expressing their friendship
for India. We are grateful for this support.
And we sincerely hope that the U.S. Admin-
istration, too, will try to undertand our point
of view and our problems. It is never too late
or too early to be friends.”

Thus did Prime Minister Indira Gandhi,
leader of India's 560 million people, express
to Parade her hopes for future U.S.-Indian
relations. Coming as they do, on the eve of
India's 25th anniversary of Independence
from Britain (on Tuesday), her words are a
reminder that there still may be some com-
mon ground between the world’'s most power-
ful democracy, the United States, and the
world’s largest democracy, India. They are
also a reminder that never in the past 25
years have relations between our two coun-
tries been worse.

THORNY PATH OF INDIA-UNITED STATES
RELATIONS

To some observers, the surprising thing is
that Indian-American relations didn't fall
apart a long time ago. For, ever since 1954,
the U.S. has been allled to India’s arch-
enemy, Moslem Pakistan, We have spent bil-
lions of dollars in military aid, propping up
various dictatorships In Pakistan, which
borders on the Soviet Union and agreed to be
our ally. And while we have also invested
some $10 billion in “non-aligned" India (al-
most all of it economic aid) we have con-
sistently been more critical of India, and we
have usually looked the other way when
Pakistan pointed its American-supplied guns
in India's direction.

NEW NATION OF BANGLADESH

This was perhaps never more evident than
last December, when India and Pakistan got
embroiled in their fourth war in 25 years—
a war that saw East Pakistan emerge, with
India’s assistance, as the independent coun-
try of Bangladesh. During the 14-day conflict,
and for several months preceding it, the U.S.
gave moral support to Pakistan, even though
we claimed publicly to be neutral. (The “An-
derson Papers,” it will be recalled, made this
embarrassingly clear.) As a result, Indian-
American relations plummeted to a new
low—in fact, to the point where the newly
retired American Ambassador here, Eenneth
Keating, had to be accompanied by a 24-hour
armed guard.

As might be expected, the main beneficiary
of all this bad feeling between the U.S. and
India is the Soviet Union, which, for the
past few years has steadily increased its
strength on the subcontinent. At this point
they are now India's main arms supplier,
having pumped in some $£1.8 billion since
1965. (“"We pay for all of our arms from the
Soviet Union, and this in no way aflects our
status of ‘non-alignment,’" countiers Mrs.
Gandhi.) Moreover, in August, 1971, India
and the Soviet Union signed a 20-year Treaty
of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation—
which, though not a mutual-defense pact,
nonetheless has sent the shivers up some
American spines. As EKenneth EKeating ex-
pressed it, with diplomatic calm: *“Mrs.
Gandhi will perhaps tell you that the Treaty
in no way affects India’s status of ‘non-align-
ment’ [she did] but for the American mind,
at least, it is difficult to imagine the Treaty
having no effect, or making no changes, isn't
it?”

MRS. GANDHI GAINS POWER

Such worrles notwithstanding, it is prob-
ably too soon to say whether the Soviet
Union has won a permanent place for itself
in India, or whether the U.S. has lost the
world’s second most populous country as a
friend. But what is certain is that much will
depend on India's popular and powerful Mrs.
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Gandhi. At 54, she has been India's Prime
Minister for six years; yet, it wasn't until
her overwhelming success in last year's elec-
tions, followed by the victory over Pakistan
in December, that she became India’s undis-
puted leader. Today, in fact, many observers
feel that no leader in India's recent history—
not even her father, Jawaharlal Nehru, who
was Prime Minister from 1947 until he died
in 1964—has had as much power as the
strong-willed, Dbrilllant, attractlve Mrs.
Gandhi.

In a way, Indira Priyadarshinl (“‘dearly be-
loved") Gandhi has been grooming for this
position ever since she was a child living in
her grandfather’'s mansion in northern India.
Both her grandfather and father were leaders
in India’'s struggle for independence, and
Indira was often present when British officers
came to cart them off for interrogation and
prison—or, as her father called it, his "other
home." During his long stays in prison, Nehru
sent letters to Indira—his only child—often
confiding to her his deepest hopes for India's
future. It wasn't long before Indira, too,
joined in the “freedom struggle,” nor was it
long before she emerged as one of its young
leaders, and was tossed, along with her
father, into that “other home.”

This close working relationship with her
father continued even after India won its
independence in 1947 and Nehru became its
first Prime Minister. Nehru's wife having
died, he asked Indira—who by then had mar-
ried a childhood friend and was a mother—
to move, along with her family, into the
Prime Minister’'s residence and to serve as
his official hostess. Indira thought about it,
argued about it—with her husband Feroze
(he died In 1960)—and then agreed. Thus,
for the next 17 years she was constant wit-
ness to the comings and goings of world
leaders (she has met, for example, all the
American Presidents since Truman); and
she was constant "ear" to her father, who
continued to discuss with her his problems
and plans. Not surprisingly, by the time he
died, Indira knew as much about polities
and leadership as anyone in India. And just
two years later, she got a chance to prove it
when she was elected Prime Minister.

UNITED STATES WAS SOURCE OF INSPIRATION

Today, at the pinnacle of her power, Mrs.
Gandhi is attempting to finish the job that
her father barely started—namely, that of
bringing a peaceful, democratic revolution to
poverty-wracked India. To do this, she ob-
viously needs all the help she can get, and
what has been disappointing is that the U.S.
has not come down firmly on India's side.
As Mrs. Gandhi expressed 1t, somewhat
philosophically: “For many of us who were
in the freedom struggle in India, the U.S.
was a source of inspiration. The speeches and
sayings of Thomas Jefferson and Abraham
Lincoln—we looked to these with great ad-
miration. But look what has happened: the
U.S. has taken to supporting regimes that
are alienated from their own people—in
Pakistan, in Vietnam, throughout the world.
In fact, if we look at this recent history, we
must ask whether America, with all its talk
of democracy, is really supporting demoe-
racy anywhere.

“Yet, even though I say this, it is also true
that there has been friendship in the past.
As I've sald, the American people have al-
ways shown a sympathy and understanding
for us. But what Is also necessary is for
America's present leaders to understand the
problems of our area. For instance, you slm-
ply cannot overlook the spirit of nationalism
in Asia. Almost all our countries have only
recently won their independence: so, when
we hear America's leaders talk about how
they have gone into Vietnam to defend and
develop the Vietnamese, it just sounds like
an old version of ‘the white man's burden’
to us. Therefore, what we in India say is that
it would be better for American troops to get
out of Asla altogether. On the other hand, if
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America genuinely wants to help us, and be
friends with us—we welcome it.”

The kind of “help” Mrs. Gandhi is referring
to, quite obviously is American dollars. And
no doubt, one of the first steps the U.S. must
take to patch up relations with India is to
resume—if not increase—our foreign aid to
them (since December we have cut off aid to
Mrs. Gandhi's government). But, as one
American official pointed out, “she is hardly
going to come begging for it. And besides, as
much as Mrs. Gandhi would like our assist-
ance, she knows that in the end it is up to
India to solve its problems mostly by itself.”

And staggering problems they are. For
India today is a terribly poor country (per
caplta annual income is less than $100), and
there is barely enough food to go around.
Moreover, the population is increasing by
some 13 million per year—which means that,
at the present rate of growth, by the year
2000 there will be a billion mouths to feed.
And, how does one change this trend—how
does one modernize agriculture and cut down
the birthrate—when most of the people are
tradition-bound and uneducated (70 percent
are illiterate) ?

LEGACY OF COLONIAL RULE

“Obviously it will take some time to com=-
pletely conquer these problems,” explains
Mrs. Gandhi. “Centuries of British colonial
rule left us in a state of terrible stagnation,
and we have had only a few years to get over
it. But the point is, we are getting over it.
‘We have a sense of self-confidence that we
never had before, and already we have begun
to make important inroads into these
problems.”

No doubt, the most crucial inroad made in
recent years is what Indians call the “green
revolution.” By introducing into some re-
gions the newly developed varieties of wheat
and rice (which increase yields some 200-
300 percent), and by applying large amounts
of fertilizer, India has in just five years be-
come self-sufficient in these vital foods—
which means, incldentally, the Indian’s lead-
ers no longer have to go pleading, as they
did in 1966, to the wealthy countries to
rescue their people from starvatior.

"“And now what we Fave to do is spread
our ‘revolution’ to all regions, and all farms
in the country,” says J. Katarya, an agri-
cultural technician in north India, *“You see,
once we convince farmers that fertilizer
won't—as some of them say—rob the soil of
its strength, and once we get them to see
that even though the new wheat and rice
taste different they are still good, then these
farmers are happy to go along with us, And
once we have all farmers using new meth-
ods, there will be enough wheat and rice for
everyone to eat as much as he likes.”

Maybe so. But undoubtedly much will de-
pend on just how successful India is in lim-
iting the number of mouths it will have ‘o
feed, Thus, in the last few years the govern~
ment has tried almost every method possible
to encourage birth control: a “standing army
of 90,000 workers"” has been organized to tour
the countryside and spread the message of
family-planning; sterilization centers have
been set up to perform vasectomies, for which
the sterilized man is paid some $15, or about
two months' wages; and contraceptives are
now being sold—at government-subsidized
rates—in almost every nook and cranny of
the country.

PROGRESS MADE, BUT CHANGES TAKE TIME

“We still haven't made as much progress as
we would like in some of the poorer areas,”
concedes Uma Dixit, Minister of Health
and Family Planning. “Many parents still
have the old ideas about needing a lot of
children to support them in old age, or need-
ing many sons to protect them against their
neighbors. And, of course, in many of these
areas there isn't much else to do for enter-
tainment at night. But, even so, we have
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made some progress, and I am optimistic that
we can keep India’s population down to man-
ageable proportions. It's just that we can’t
expect to see these changes take place over-
night; it's going to take some time.”

But, how long does India have? And what
if India cannot keep her population from
growing by leaps and bounds? And what if
the green revolution then cannot produce
enough food to go around?

These are the troublesome guestions that
hang over India on this, the 25th anniversary
of her Independence. And these are the prob-
lems that Mrs. Gandhi—who has promised
her people “Out With Poverty!"—is now try-
ing to solve. But, while everyone here knows
that India alone is ultimately responsible
for their solution, there is still a disappointed
feeling that 10,000 miles away, the world’s
wealthiest country doesn't much care.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 15, 1972]

Inpia, Freg 25 Years, ENJOYS STABILITY
AmMID POVERTY
(By Lewis M, Simons)

New Derar—In the 25 years since
Jawaharlal Nehru kept his country's “tryst
with destiny,” the government of independ-
ent India has made remarkable progress
toward modern statehood.

But the people of India have not kept
pace.

As a government, India has advanced far
toward the recognition its leaders dearly
crave from the world beyond the Subcon-
tinent. Political stability is so much a fact
of life that opposition is almost nonexistent
and critics are beginning to raise cries of
“dictator” against Nehru's daughter, Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi.

As a people, the great Indian masses are
as impoverished today as they were on this
day in 1847, the day Britain set them free.

To the outsider, witnessing this phenome-
non of advancing government and lagging
populace can be like watching a lumbering
bullock cart. But on this cart, sometimes one
wheel rolls forward and one stands still, and
the cart turns in a circle.

ECONOMIC EVALUATION

Consider this evaluation of the Indian
economy 25 years after independence by
Finance Minister Y. B, Chavan:

“All-round economic progress since inde-
pendence has radically altered the character
of our economy and brought about a sig-
nificant increase in real incomes generally.

“But, the absolute number of those liv-
ing in abject poverty has scarcely dimin-
ished; economic disparities appear to have
widened; unemployment has become a seem-
ingly intractable problem.”

Or again, in an analysis of land reform by
State Minister of Agriculture Sher Singh, the
wheels seem to spin iIn two directions:

“One of the spectacular results of the
spread of modern technology has been a
widening of the disparities in wealth and
income in rural areas.

“On top of this, the unplanned spread of
mechanization threatens not only to ac-
centuate the inequalities but also to reduce
employment opportunities. In the result, new
social tensions are developing in the country-
side.”

DEFICIT ELIMINATED

On occasion, the wheel of the government
and the wheel of the people seem to roll
smoothly alongside each other, and the re-
sults can be startling. The “Green Revolu-
tion"” of Indian agriculture is one of these
rare achievements.

Spurred by the disastrous droughts and
famine of 1965-67, government leaders,
sclentists, technicians and peasanis pulled
together, Within five years, they ellminated
the great food deflcit which had plagued
this country from antiquity and built a re-
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serve now claimed to be adeguate to ward
off starvation for more than a year.

While this is an achievement that would
doubtless stun the founders of independent
India, Gandhi and Nehru, once more it is
beginning to look as through the accom-
plishment will be that of the government
more than of the people.

FOOD EXPORTED

After its resounding defeat of Pakistan
last December, the government delivered a
reported 750,000 tons of rice to its newly
liberated neighbor, Bangladesh. The word
went out: For the first time in history, India
can export food grains.

A deal with a Japanese company was re-
ported in which India was bartering 100,000
tons of corn. The government offered “mira-
cle rice” seeds to North Vietnam.

The government also claims its store-
houses hold 9.5 million tons of food grains.
Some politicians in opposition to Prime
Minister Gandhi have disputed the figure,
but this can probably be dismissed as
sniping and most diplomatic observers ac-
cept the official statistics.

Yet, when the current monsoon was late
in developing and summer crops were burn-
ing in the parched ground, it was only &
matter of weeks before peasants began dying.
Government officials, anxious that green revo-
lution not appear to be a fragile shell, in-
sisted they were dying of malnutrition, not
starvation.

Now, although the monsoon has come,
great damage has been done to crops, and
no more is to be heard about grain ex-
ports. The Japanese deal is back “under
negotiation.” The U.S. mining of North Viet-
nam's ports eliminated the seed offer.

There is no doubt that India is capable
of feeding itself and even of exporting grain,
The point has been made. What has not been
proven is that the diverse elements of the
government and the people can be made to
haul together in good times as well as bad
to overcome dependence on the capricious
monsoon and to make agriculture a man-
ageable science.

INDUSTRY'S ROLE

Industrial growth since Independence does
not approach agricultural gains. In 1950,
three years after the Union Jack was lowered
in New Delhi, industry contributed about
5 per cent to India's national income. By
1968, this contribution had doubled.

Since then, however, with the government
moving increasingly into the industrial pic-
ture, growth has fallen off sharply. In the
last four years, the government has granted
only 1256 out of 1,000 applications by large-
private industrial organizations seeking ex-
pansion.

This shackling of the private sector has
caused the government to dip deeper and
deeper into bank credits to help develop
public sector growth. In the last fiscal year,
the government borrowed a record $1.1 bil-
lion.

The handful of indigenous industrial
giants has grown frustrated. In an annual
report to one of his companies last month,
the country’s leading business figure, J. R. D.
Tata, complained bitterly:

", . . Modern and mature countries which,
whether calling themselves socialist or not,
have provided their people with the highest
standards of living and the most complete
welfare services in the world, have resolutely
turned their back on outdated Marxist theo-
ries and shibboleths still blindly accepted
by so many in our country who think the
prosperity and welfare of the people can only
come from the destruction of all private
ownership and enterprise.”

Most observers in New Delhi are not as
convinced as Tata, who is frequently de-
scribed as an "enlightened capitalist,” that
Mrs. Gandhi intends to destroy private enter-
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prise. What she does seem intent on doing,
however, is developing something she calls
the "joint sector,” an ill-defined melding of
government and private management.

POLITICAL MOTIVATION

The effort to eat into private control of
industry appears to be politically motivated.
Long-time observers note that dramatic
moves, such as nationalizing a huge private
factory, can pay dividends in impressing a
large number of pcor people, even though
the benefits to them may be nil.

To those of India’s supper class—a class
which forms an eggshell-like veneer over the
depths of grinding poverty—DMrs. Gandhi has
become an object of scorn for her steps in
nationalization and her efforts to place re-
strictions on both rural and urban land-
holdings,

To this class, from which Mrs. Gandhi and
her aristocratic father themselves came, she
is “that woman,” just as Franklin Roosevelt
was “that man in the White House" to critics
of his New Deal.

The argument over nationalization is a
constant one here. But, while critics can
cite convincing figures as evidence that
nationalized industries such as banking, in-
surance, and some steel plants, are doing very
poorly, proponents can point only to future
hopes.

As to what this furiously spinning gov-
ernment wheel is churning out for the peo-
ple of India, Times of India columnist Prem
Shankar Jha wrote recently: “What differ-
ence does it make to the 200 million people
who live below the bread line whether in-
dustry is controlled by 100 or 1,000 families
or, for that matter, by the state?”

GREATEST FAILURES

At this “below the breadline” level of so-
clety lle India’s greatest fallures In its first
guarter century: Failure to provide housing
for more than 10.5 million families; failure

to provide education for the children of these
families; and failure to provide basic medi-
cal attention.

Clinging to the lowest rung on India's so-
cial ladder are some 80 million Untouch-
ables, or as Gandhi called them with heart-

rending aflection,
God.

(The Untouchables were members of cer-
tain Indian castes which, though consid-
ered Hindus, were excluded from the ordinary
social and religious privileges of Hinduism.
India outlawed “untouchability” in 1949 and
made persecution of untouchables punish-
able by law.

(How this caste came to be ostracized is
obscure. According to one definition, Un-
touchables are best described as Hindus who
were not allowed to enter ordinary Hindu
temples and who supposedly caused pollution
to ordinary Hindus either by touch or by
proximity.)

Untouchability, in effect relegated an en-
tire community to the dregs of society. And,
as American Blacks have learned, prejudice
cannot be legislated out of existence. Un-
touchability is still very much a fact of In-
dian life, not only in the villages but in the
big cities as well.

Even in New Delhi, where a handful of
Harijans have become Cabinet ministers and
public figures, the men and women who
sweep the streets and empty latrines are al-
ways Untouchables.

In the villages, their lot is far more de-
grading—and dangerous. In the first six
months of this year alone, 20 cases have been
reported of Untouchables being made human
sacrifices to satisfy obscure religious rites.
Those cases not reported, according to one
authority, “‘must be legion.”

Officlally, prejudice against Untouchables
is exercised in diverse ways. For instance,
when electric power is installed in rural
villages, the adjacent slum areas cecupied by
the Untouchables of the village are inevi-

Harijans—Children of
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tably lgnored. There is now a program to
provide electrification for one Harijan settle-
ment a day in each state in the country.

But, according to one official source, gov-
ernment measures have no significant effect
on improving the overall status of Untouch-
ables since 1947.

The Untouchables and the lower, or “sched-
uled,” castes and triba] groups make up the
breeding ground for India's exploding popu-
lation. According to the official 1971 census,
the population now stands at 548 million, an
increase of 24.8 per cent in the last decade—
the highest growth rate for any decade to
date.

RATE OF BIRTHS

According to informed observers, the total
population is nearer 500 million and the rate
of births may be even higher than the one
officially reported.

The goal of the national family planning
program is to reduce the growth rate from
39 per thousand to 32 by the end of the cur-
rent five-year plan in mid-1974. “The achieve-
ments so far do not Indicate that, except
in a few states, this goal will be reached,”
Health and Family Planning Minister Uma
Shankar Dixit said recently.

All these are social problems and very seri-
ous. Some of Prime Minister Gandhi’s harsh-
est critics say India’s social ills continue
unabated because she has concentrated her
efforts on making a place for herself—and
India—in the world instead of making India
a better place to live.

Whether this criticism is valid or not, there
is no question that the daughter of Nehru
has far surp d her pred rs in gaining
international position and respect for both
herself and her country.

By shrewdly accepting the courtship of
the Soviet Union at a time when war with
Pakistan over Bengali nationalism was grow-
ing imminent, she cleared the way for her
generals to fight the battle without having to
worry about super-power intervention.

RINGING VICTORY

The ringing victory over Pakistan has also
swept aside that lingering aura of nonalign-
ment, so carefully nurtured by Nehru. And
though Mrs. Gandhi and her ministers would
be loath to admit that nonalignment is a
thing of the past, leading Indian political
scientists are not only open about it, but
proud.

“Nonalignment answered our needs for se-
curity and our urges for prestige,” said a top
government defense analyst in an interview.
“By being friendly in varying degrees with
Washington, Moscow and Peking, Mr. Nehru
hoped to make the Subcontinent free from
excessively hostile interference by any major
power. Indo-Pak strains were there for any-
one to exploit.”

For a number of years, India consoled itself
by saying it was an area of agreement be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United
States. But as ambitious a figure as Mrs.
Gandhi could not be content with this self-
deception forever.

Then, in December, 1970, Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman won an impressive victory in the
east Pakistani elections, and Mrs. Gandhi saw
that the unity of Pakistan was in serious
trouble.

Here at last was a hope for India to recon-
struct the Subcontinent to its liking.

Victory gave India the position it has
carved since Britain partitioned the Subcon-
tinent preceding independence.

WANTS RECOGNITION

What Mrs. Gandhi wants now from the
United States and China, and already enjoys
from the Soviet Union, is the recognition
that India relgns supreme in South Asia.

There can be no doubt that much of the
indigenous criticism levelled at Mrs. Gandhil
is political carping. She has achieved in her
tenure progress and stability beyond the
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dreams of the former British rulers and the
Indians who initially inherited leadership.

In some . .ways, progress has been so signifi-
cant as to cause some criticism to become
quite fine-grained, in itself a tribute to
India’s first 25 years.

But there can also be no doubt that the
next 25 years must be a period of advance
for the Indian people themselves. While they
may no longer be the starving masses that
once haunted the conscience of the world,
their suffering is still overwhelming.

Until this suffering is alleviated, India's
progress will continue to be irregular, like the
two-wheeled bullock cart, sometimes lurch-
ing forward and sometimes lumbering in a
circle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the distinguished Senator
from California (Mr, TunNeEY) will be
recognized for not to exceed 10 minutes.

INDIA: 25 YEARS OF INDEPENDENCE

Mr, TUNNEY. I am pleased to join to-
day with my distinguished colleagues
from EKentucky, Idaho, and others in
submitting this resolution to extend
warmest congratulations to the Parlia-
ment and all other citizens of India on
the 25th anniversary of India's inde-
pendence.

This date, August 15, marks not only a
beginning of a new era in the long history
of India, but also the Renaissance of
earlier times when Indians governed
themselves. Some 5,000 years ago, when
the rest of the world still wandered
through the mists of precivilization, a re-
markable civilization developed on the
shores of the Indus River. Spreading
from the river valley, the Indus Valley
civilization developed a rich and varied
culture which modified and transformed
its many conquerors for centuries to
come.

Various peoples and cultures followed
the Indus Valley civilization, These in-
cluded the Indo-Aryans, Greeks,
Mauryas, Hindus, and finally the Euro-
peans. Vasco Da Gama's success in reach-
ing India sailing around Africa in 1498
inaugurated a 200-year struggle by the
Eurcopeans for control of the fabulous
jewel of the “Indies.” Finally, through
the efforts of the East India Co. the
British achieved complete control of the
river valleys and coastal plains, the
sources of most of the colonial wealth
Britain sought. After the great Sepoy
revolt of 1857-58, the company ceded the
government to the British crown.

Interior and less-accessible areas were
left under the control of the local heredi-
tary rulers, but with British supervisi. n.

In 1947, following years of profest,
consultation, and careful planning, India
finally achieved her rightiul independ-
ence under the leadership cof the im-
mortal Mohandas K. Gandhi, the Ma-
hatma, Gandhi’s greatest contribz.ion to
his country may have been his work and
influence toward peaceful independence.
Many, however, prefer to regard as his
greatest gift to India the legacy of spirit-
ual truth and love that he so impressed
in his people; it has become inseparabla
from their national character,

Certainly he and his works must be
considered with Siddhartha Gautema,
the Buddha, as one of the greatest of
India's contributions to the spiritnal
well-being of mankind. He is symbolic
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of the India of peace and mroderation, of
contemplation and mercy, of under-
standing and cooperation for peace.

Yet attaining independence did not
ease India's long-term economic and
social problems. A country of approxi-
mately 550 million people, India sup-
ports an average population density of
more than 400 pe= square mile. Appro:i-
mately 20 million Indians are unem-
ployed, and per capita income measures
$8 per month. The literacy rate hovers
at 30 percent.

Linguistic.and religious fragmentation
remain even more troublesome. Fifteen
different languages and 800 dialects are
spoken in India, usually on a regional
basis. Approximately 15 percent of
India’s population is non-Hindu, and
strong tensions between some Hindus
and some Moslems still exist.

India is steadily confronting those as-
pects which hindered economic growth
in the first decade after independence:
The lack of development capital, low
level of consumer income, inadegquate
transport facilities, limited power sup-
plies, and the lack of skilled technicians
and experienced management. India has
faced these difficult challenges with spirit
and imagination, With time, all of these
problems are being surmounted as the
entire economy matures and continues to
grow at a rate that is envied by developed
and underdeveloped nations alike.

Although agriculture continues to be
the predominant component of the In-
dian economy, comprising about half of
the national income, the contribution of
the other sectors to the economy has in-
creased steadily since independence. The
annual industrial expansion has averaged
10 percent, aggregating 150 percent dur-
ing the period 1951 to 1965. Large modern
steel mills, fertilizer plants, heavy ma-
chinery plants, oil refineries, and loco-
motive works have been constructed at
an amazingly rapid rate. New plants turn
out a wide variety of consumer and pro-
ducer goods, many never before manu-
factured in India,

Despite her economic accomplish-
ments, India’s greatest achievement in
the last 25 years has probably been her
system of government. Although tech-
nically establishing a parliamentary
form of government, India’s constitution
of 1950 adopted several features of our
own system of government. By sharing
power with the numerous states, the In-
dian National Government has embraced
federalism in hopes of channeling re-
gional pride for the national good. Con-
sequently, the Indian Parliament con-
sists of two chambers, one representing
the individual states and the other rep-
resenting the general population.

As the largest democratic nation in the
world, India has faced political obstacles
which would amaze most Americans. The
country remained united largely through
the efforts of one of the world’s most
effective political organizations—the
Congress Party. Yet after the deaths of
its great leaders, Mohandas Gandhi,
Jawaharlal Nehru, and Lal Bahadur
Shastri, the power of the Congress Party
waned in 1966 and 1967.

Under Mrs. Indira Gandhi's leader-
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ship, however, the new Congress Party
has gained new-found support. Recently,
the economy showed new resiliency as
the production of food grains rose
sharply at a 6 percent annual rate for
3 consecutive years. Then Mrs. Gandhi,
with great political acumen, called for
elections 1 year ahead of schedule and
campaigned energetically on her pledge
to “remove poverty.” The result was a
landslide victory at the polls as the new
Congress Party elected 351 of the 517
members in the Lok Sabha, the lower
House of Parliament.

The attempts of this democracy to
alleviate some of the world’s most acute
poverty explains the tremendous interest
of developing nations and the super-
powers in India’s future. In its approach
to the problems of development, India
has adopted an approach so different
from that of mainland China that a sig-
nificant rivalry has developed. Will India
and the democratie path to development
that it pursues produce the results nec-
essary to maintain a viable economic
and political community? The stakes
could not be higher.

India has very great problems indeed,
but it has been blessed with the spirit
and determination to make remarkable
Progress.

As a person who has traveled in India
extensively on two occasions, I think
that the achievements of the Indian form
of government, enabling it to maintain
a democracy with as many diverse lin-
guistic and ethnic cultures as exist in
India, is proof that democracy can work
in the underdeveloped world if there is
the kind of political leadership India has
enjoyed for the past 25 years. I have
every reason to believe that India has
become symbolic to underdeveloped na-
tions of the world, as a country which
does not have to depend upon totali-
tarian methods of rule to elicit the co-
operation of its citizens and to achieve
economic progress.

Therefore, I am most pleased to join
so many of my colleagues in the Senate
in wishing India success in the next sev-
eral centuries of her existence.

Mr. President, I ask for immediate
consideration of the resolution which
has been submitted by the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. CooPER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would inquire whether or not the Sen-
ator has cleared the matter with the
leadership on both sides.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I believe
that it has been cleared with the leader-
ship on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The lead-
ership on both sides?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the Senator
from Idaho for a statement as to whether
it has been cleared.

Mr. CHURCH. I spoke with the ma-
jority leader just a few moments ago.
With respect to the minority leader, I
ask that the Senator from Kentucky
speak on that point.

Mr. COOPER. Has it been cleared on
both sides of the aisle?

Mr, CHURCH. I have only spoken with
the majority leader. I would have to de-
fer to the Senator from Kentucky to
speak for the minority leader.
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Mr. COOPER. I see no reason that it
should not be considered, but the ques-
tion has been raised, and I want to be
fair about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Eentucky (Mr. COOPER)
feel that the matter would be agreeable
to the distinguished minority leader?

Mr. COOPER. We have time available
until 10:30 a.m. If the Senator will al-
low me, I will check it with the minority
leader.

Mr. GURNEY. If the Senator will
yield, this Senator is the acting minority
whip at the moment, I will check with
the minority leader and report back to
the Senator.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
the senior Senator from Kentucky to add
my name as a cosponsor of the resolu-
tion.

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to. I ask unan-
imous consent that the name of the jun-
ior Senator from New York be added as
a cosponsor of the resolution.

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, we still
have 3 or 4 minutes remaining. I can get
the assurance of the minority leader in
that time.

In the meantime, I would like to say I
am grateful to the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CaurcH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr, TunNEY), the Senator from
New York (Mr. BuckrLEy), and all oth-
ers who have joined in this resolution.
The Senator from California called this
to my attention several days ago and he
was very anxious that such a resolution
and statements bhe made on this matter.
I hope very much there will be no objec-
tion to the immediate consideration of
the resolution.

We have had our difficulties in the
past between the two countries but there
are so many ideas which may be ex-
pressed in different ways and which are
common bhetween the two countries that
I think it is of great importance that the
Senator make an expression of feeling
on behalf of people throughout the
United States, and to give this expres-
sion to the Government of the people of
India.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, 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. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tun-
NEY). Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand clearance has been obtained from
both sides for the immediate considera-
tion of a resolution.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I have
checked with the Republican leader. He
has no objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the resolution.
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Mr., CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask the
Chair to lay before the Senate, for im-
mediate consideration, the resolution
recognizing India’s 25th anniversary as
an independent, democratic nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the resolution by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
resolution by title, as follows:

Senate resolution 354 recognizing India’s
25th Anniversary as an independent, demo-
cratic nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered and unanimously
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble, reads
as follows:

S. Res. 354

Whereas 25 years ago, on August 15, 1947,
India's achieved its independence, becom-
ing the world's most populous democracy;
and

Whereas the United Stales from 1947 has
supported and encouraged India's impressive
efforts to develop its economy and strengthen
its democracy; and

Whereas India's free and secular society
is based on a Constitution that seeks social,
economic, and political justice for all its
citizens; and

Whereas India’s judiclal system is devot-
ed to the rule of law and justice; and

Whereas over the last 25 years, India has
embarked on an energetic program of eco-
nomic development to raise up 550 million
people from the depths of poverty and to
make the transition from a traditional so-
clety to one providing a just distribution
of the benefits of wealth, science, and tech-
nology; and

‘Whereas, with the modernization of agri-
culture known as the “Green Revolution”,
India is approaching self-sufficiency in wheat
and rice production, and after major diver-
sification of its industrial base, it presently
ranks as the world's eighth industrial na-
tion, able to supply to its people consumer
and capital goods as well as export products;
and

Whereas, by ralsing the living standards
of its people, India is providing extensive
health services, consequently raising life ex-
pectancy from a grim 29 years at the time
of its Independence to 55 years today; has
increased the literacy rate from 14 percent
in 1947 to over 30 percent in 1972; and is
waging effective family planning programs
nation-wide;

Whereas what happens In India, especially
over the next 25 years will help to determine
the future of other nations in Asla that look
to this democratic power for guidance and
leadership; that India's political system, like
that of the United States’ Is a test and a
proof of the democratic path to achieve
social justice and economic well being; and
that the significance of Indla's economic
well-belng and social justice, wrought in the
open alr of democracy, extends not only to
the country’s 500,000 villages and cities, but
far beyond India’'s borders; and

Whereas the diverse cultures of India and
the United States are naturally bound by
the bridge of democracy by which both so-
cleties guarantee free debate, free elections,
and free worship; and both countries share
the values set forth in the American Declara-
tion of Independence, and demonstrate a
deep sense of responsibility toward mankind,
by offering a refuge for the oppressed: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate, That the Congress
of the United States hereby extend its cordial
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congratulations and wholehearted best
wishes to the Parliament and the people of
Indla, upon the occasion of the twenty-fifth
anniversary of Indla's establishment as an
independent, democratic nation.

Sec. 2. The SBecretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this resolution, through
the Department of State, to the President of
India.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD subsequently
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent, with respect to the resolution
that was adopted earlier today by the
Senate (S. Res. 354), recognizing India's
25th anniversary as an independent,
democratic nation, that in the resolving
clause, the word “Congress” be deleted
and the word “Senate’” be substituted in
lieu thereof.

I know that this will meet with the
approval of the sponsors of the resolu-
tion because the Senate can only resolve
an action on the part of the Senate and
not on the part of the Congress.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements limited therein
to 3 minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a gquorum.

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

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
APPROVAL OF LOAN TO BrAZOS ELECTRIC POWER

CoOOPERATIVE, INC,, Waco, TEx.

A letter from the Administrator, Rural
Electrification Administration, Department
of Agriculture, reporting, pursuant to law,
on the approval of a loan to Brazos Electric
Power Cooperative, Inc. of Waco, Tex., in the
amount of $21,819,000 (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

ReEPORT ON EXPERIMENTAL, DEVELOPMENTAL,

TEST, AND RESEARCH PROCUREMENT ACTION

A letter from the Secretary of the Air Force,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
experimental, developmental, test and re-
search procurement action, for the 6-month
period ended June 30, 1972 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on
Armed Service.

REPORT OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled 'Federal Efforts to
Combat Drug Abuse”, dated August 14, 1972
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.
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PrROPOSED AMENDMENT OF WILD AND SCENIC
Rivers Acr

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interlor, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

REPORT OF ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

A letter from the Architect of the Capitol,
transmitting pursuant to law, a report of
all expenditures from moneys appropriated
to the Architect of the Capitol, during the
period January 1, 1872 through June 30, 1972
(with an accompanying report); ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Commerce:

“AssEMBLY JorNT RESOLUTION No. 22
“Relative to noise pallution

“Whereas, The California Legislature has
long recognized the problems of noise pollu-
tion; and

“Whereas, The California Legislature has
actively sought to control noise pollution for
over 20 years; and

“Whereas, California has pioneered as a
laboratory for the development of pollution
control technology; and

“Whereas, The California Legislature
fought successfully, with the support of Cal-
ifornia's congressional delegation, to retain
the right to set air pollution control stand-
ards more stringent than those adopted by
the federal government; and

“Whereas, The magnitude of California's
population, size, resources, industrialization
and urbanization intensify the problems of
nolse suppression; and

“Whereas, The people of this nation al-
ready have serlous reservations about the
ability of government to deal effectively with
environmental problems; and

“Whereas, Federal preemption of noise
standards would destroy California’s innova=
tive efforts to control vehicle and aircraft
noise long before the effects of such controls
can be evaluated; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California re-
spectfully memorialize the people of the
United States, and the President and the
Congress of the United States, to reaffirm
the fundamental right and obligation of the
states to defend the health, welfare, and
safety of their citizens; and be it further

“Resolved, That this Legislature respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the
United States to reject any plan or noise
regulation which would prohibit states from
adopting standards more stringent than
those adopted by the federal government;
and be it further

“Resolved, That this Legislature respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the
Congress of the United States to support
California’s efforts to adopt more stringent
noise standards, in order that the technology
of noise suppression may be advanced as rap-
idly as economically feasible; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit coplies of this resolution to
the President and the Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator, and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Leglslature of
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the State of California;
on Commerce:
“SENATE JOINT REsoLuTION No. 16

""Relative to television blackouts of sports
events

“Whereas, Millions of sports fans who are
unable to attend sports events in their locai-
ity due to health, advanced age, lack of ade-
quate transportation, or inabllity to pur-
chase tickets, either because of a sellout, or
the cost, should be able to watch these
events on television; and

“Whereas, Sports events are, however, not
shown on television while they are occurring
in the locality in which they take place, thus
depriving these milllons of sports fans of
the opportunity to watch these sports events
on T.V.; and

““Whereas, Many sports fans have installed
fringe area T.V. antennas to receive sports
events from stations located outside the
blackout area, thus contravening the effects
of the blackout; and

““Whereas, The rationale for the blackout,
which is to secure the largest possible at-
tendance at the sports events, is no longer
valid after all the tickets have been sold
and attendance at the game is no longer
possible; and

“Whereas, The rationale has never been,
and should not be, to prevent the poor, sick,
aged, and disadvantaged from watching the
game, yet this is the effect; now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California me-
morializes the President and the Congress
of the United States, and the Federal Com-
munications Commission, to take such action
as may be necessary to prevent hlackouts of
nationally televised sports events whenever
the event is sold out ail least two weeks in
advance; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate transmit a copy of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to each Senator and Repre-
sentative from California in the Congress of
the United States, and to the Federal Com-
munications Communication.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs:

“SENATE JorNT REsoLUTiION No. 12

“Relative to the preservation and protection
of an archaeological site

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of California respectfully
requests the Department of the Interior,
through the Bureau of Land Management, to
enter into negotiations with the State Lands
Commission for an exchange of the north
one-half, or all, of Section 22 of Township
10 North, Range 2 East, San Bernardino
Meridian, upon the United States having
clear jee title to such lands, for state lands
in the vicinity, or for the purchase of such
federal lands by the state, or for such other
alternative as the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment may find is suitable, in order to insure
the preservation and protection of an archae-
ological site located on the lands, and to
permit the state to take the necessary steps
to construct buildings and other facilities
essential to such preservation and protection;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature respect-
fully requests the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to take whatever steps are necessary to
preserve and protect such archaeological site
pending the outcome of negotiations; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
transmit copies of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Secretary of the Interior, to
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the Director of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

Two joint resolutions of the Legislature
of the State of California; to the Commitiee
on Labor and Public Welfare:

“SENATE JOINT RESoLUTION No. 18
“Relative to mine safety

“Resolved by the Senate and the Assem-
bly of the State of California, jointly, That
the Legislature of the State of Callfornia
respectfully memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States to support
and enact legislation which would provide
up to 50 percent funding for mine safety
programs in states which have chosen to
retain jurisdiction over mine safety; and
be it further,

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate transmit coples of this resolution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to each Senator and Rep-
resentative from Callfornia in the Congress
of the United States.”

“SENATE JOINT REsoLuTiON No. 23

“Relative to emergency food for farm
workers

“Whereas, Many thousands of farmworkers
and other allied agricultural workers will be
underemployed or unemployed in the Central
Valley area during the 1972-73 fiscal year
as a result of the frost damage to crops; and

“WaEREAS, In order to sustain these farm-
workers and other allied agricuitural workers
and their dependents, it is necessary to pro-
vide a minimum of 1.8 milllon dollars in
emergency food in such area; and

“WHEREAS, The Governor of this state has
declared an emergency and has requested the
President of the United States to declare part
of California, including the Fresno County
area, a disaster area; and

“Whereas, Actions by various agencies
have already gone Iinto effect regarding
emergency loans to the farmowners; however,
no action has been taken to alleviate the
plight of the farmworker and other allied
agricultural workers who will be unable to
purchase the basic necessity of food as a
result of the loss or decrease In earning
capabllity due to the frost disaster; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California
respectfully memorializes the President and
Congress of the United States and the Direc-
tor of the Office of Economic Oppertunity to
approve the application of the Fresno County
Economic Opportunities Commission, and
applications of any and all counties which
apply, for funds to purchase and distribute
emergency food to farmworkers and other
allied agricultural workers during the 1972-
1973 fiscal year; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
transmit copies of this resclution to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Direcior of the Office of
Economic Opportunity, to Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sena-
tor and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs:

“SENATE JoinT REsorurioN No. 25
“Relative to adequate educational benefits
for Vietnam veterans

“Whereas, More than two million Ameri-
can veterans of the Vietnam war face ad-
justment to civilian life; and

“Whereas, That adjustment has been made
more cifficult by persistent inflatlon and
chronic unemployment in our economy; and

28175

“Whereas, Generally, education benefits
have declined for veterans, since for mili-
tary service in World War II, returning serv-
icemen received full tuition fees and the
cost of books and were given a minimum of
$75 monthly for living expenses, while sin-
gle servicemen returning from Vietnam re-
ceive only $175 a month for all expenses
including tuition, or up to $230 if they have
two dependents; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senaie and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the Fresident and Con-
gress of the United States to give full con-
sideration to higher educational benefits for
Vietnam veterans; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate transmit coples of this resolution to the
Presldent and Vice Fresident of the United
States, to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and to each Senator and Repre-
sentative from California in the Congress of
the United States."”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“AssEMBLY JOoINT REsoLUTION No. 34

“Relative to strip and open-pit mining in
the Los Padres National Forest

“Whereas, A proposed phosphate pit mine
operation under federal lease in the Los Pa-
dres National Forest in Ventura County about
25 miles north of the City of Ventura would
cause serlous and irreparable harm to the
environment; and

“Whereas, The operation would be located
adjacent to State Highway Route 33, a pro-
posed scenic highway, would be expected to
last at least 50 years, would use a million
gallons of water per day, and would emit
more sulfur dioxide into the air than all ex-
isting sources in Ventura County combined;
and

“Whereas, To allow such a strip or open-
pit mining operation to be conducted on
federal lands in this area would be inconsist-
ent with the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senatle of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President and the
Congress of the United States to take all
steps necessary to prevent strip and open-pit
mining in the Los Padres National Forest;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the
Assembly transmit copies of this resolution
to the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and to each Senator and Repre-
sentative from California in the Congress of
the United States."

A joint resolution’ of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

“AssEmeLy JoinTt ResoLuTioN No. 15
“Relative to immigrant children

“Whereas, The Immigration Act of 1965
drastically altered the flow of new im-
migrants to the United States of America;
and

“Whereas, The United States of America
has always attempted to provide the same
opportunity to immigrants as we have to
our native-born citizens; and

“Whereas, Large numbers of the children
of new immigrants need special educational
services to allow them to participate in
regular school programs; and

“Whereas, The majority of such studeats
need special training in the English lan-
guage in order to receive the full benefits of
public education; and

“Whereas, Local school districts i Cali-
fornia and throughout the nation wish to
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provide such children with such necessary
services; and

“Whereas, Current financial constraints
make it impossible for districts always to
provide such services; and

“Whereas, the federal government of the
United States has a special responsibility to
ensure that such children receive equal
educational opportunities; now, therefore, be
it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, fointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California
respectfully memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States to pro-
vide local school distriets in California and
throughout the nation with the financial re-
sources necessary to meet the special educa-
tional needs of children of immigrants; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the
Assembly transmit coples of this resoluticn
to the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

A resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs:

“House REsoLUTION No. 115
“Relative to veterans' pensions

“Whereas, The Hartke-Thurmond amend-
ment to HR 16495, now pending before the
Congress of the United States would increase
the retirement pay of all pensioned veterans
of all branches of services so as to equalize
the pensions of older retirees with the pen-
sions of more recent retirees of equivalent
rank or grade and length of service; and

“Whereas, Present inequitles in the retire-
ment laws for veterans are unfair in that
older retirees do not presently receive such
equivalent benefits; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly of the Staie of
California, That the President and Congress
of the United States are respectfully me-
morialized to support and enact the Hartke~
Thurmond amendment to HR 15495 to equal-
ize the pensions of veterans; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit coples of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with amendments:

8. Res, 329. A resolution to refer the bill
(S. 15694) for the relief of John J. ¥Yarnell
to the Chief Commissioner of the United
States Court of Claims for a report thereon
(Rept. No. 92-1046).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as
in executive session, from the Commit-
tee on Armed Services I report favorably
the nominations of three general officers
in the Army, one rear admiral in the
Navy, 12 general officers in the Marine
Corps and two general officers in the Air
Force.

I ask that these 18 nominations be
placed on the Executive Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The nominations, ordered to be placed
on the Executive Calendar, are as fol-
lows:

Lt. Gen. Donald Vivian Bennett, Army of
the United States (major general, U.S. Army),
to be assigned to a position of Importance
and responsibility designated by the Presi-
dent, to be General;

Rear Adm. Damon W. Cooper, U.S. Navy,
for commands and other duties determined
by the President, for appointment to the
grade of vice admiral while so serving;

Gen, Jack G, Merrell (major general, Regu-
lar Air Force) U.S. Air Force, to be placed
on the retired list in the grade of general;

Lt. Gen. George B. Simler (major general,
Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force, to be
assigned to a position of importance and
responsibility, requiring the rank of general;

Lt. Gen. Alexander Day Surles, Jr., Army
of the United States (major general, U.S.
Army), to be placed on the reitred list in the
grade of lieutenant general;

Samuel Jaskilka, and sundry other officers,
for temporary promotion in the Marine
Corps;

Clarence H, Schmid, and sundry other of-
ficers, for temporary promotion in the Ma-
rine Corps; and

Brig. Gen. George Joseph Hayes, Army of
the United States (colonel, Medical Corps,
U.S8. Army), for temporary appointment in
the Army of the United States, to the grade
of major general.

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. BENTSEN:

5. 3018. A bill for the rellef of Guillermo
Teodoro Ardid-Borraz. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKEMAN:

5. 3019, A bill for the relief of Chung-Tung
Yue;

5. 3920. A bill for the relief of Albien L.
Taylor; and

8. 3921. A bill for the relief of George W.
Wright. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PERCY (for himself, Mr. BrocE,
Mr. CooPEr, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. TaAFT,
and Mr. BENTSEN) :

S. 3922. A bill relating to employment of
inmates in Federal and D.C. penal and cor-
rectional institutions. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ERVIN:

S.J. Res. 258. A joint resolution designating
October 8-14, 1972, as “Newspaper Week” and
October 14, 1872, as “Newspaper Carrier Day.”
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PERCY:

5.J. Res. 259. A joint resolution to authorize
the President to designate the period from
March 4, 1973, through March 10, 1973, as
“National Nutrition Week.” Referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. PERCY (for himself, Mr,
Brock, Mr. COOPER, Mr. PASTORE,
Mr. TarT, and Mr. BENTSEN) @

5. 3922. A bill relating to employment
of inmates in Federal and District of
Columbia penal and correctional institu-
tions. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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WORK YOUR WAY OUT OF FRISON

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a prineipal
reason ex-offenders return to crime, and
to prison, is the inability to get a job.
They cannot find jobs because they lack
work skills. They lack work skills because
they have never received adequate voca-
tional training. The unemployed person
often turns to crime to obtain the money
he needs. But, once sentenced to prison,
the inmate rarely develops a marketable
skill he can use to get a legitimate job
when he is again on the outside. His time
in prison is too often occupied with use-
less tasks in an environment of indolence
and lethargy. There are two reasons for
this: It has long been thought that it
would cost the Government too much
money to become really involved in effec-
tive vocational training for each inmate;
and, in addition, a plethora of laws stand
in the way of innovative projects that
could increase the inmate's job potential.

The costs of keeping people in prison
without preparing them to make their
way on the outside are high. The inmate
becomes a greater burden to society. The
Government spends an average of $11.55
per day to keep an inmate locked up in
a cell that may have cost up to $30,000 to
construct. Once released, 7 of 10 prison-
ers will return to prison within a few
years, having learned nothing in prison
except to continue as a criminal.

There are other, less obvious costs.
Some 55,000 families receive AFDC pay-
ments because the family wage earner is
in prison and unable to support them.
This increases government welfare costs
and encourages the breakup of the fam-
ily unit. Too often, the ties of a prisoner
with his family are strained, if not
severed. And the result of this high cost?
The typical prisoner comes out from be-
hind prison walls with no money, no job
skill, and probably no family.

The cost—to society and the individ-
ual—is devastating.

Mr. President, I have been active in
the field of criminal justice reform be-
cause many crimes are a direct result of
the failure of the eriminal justice system.
‘When 80 percent of all erimes are com-
mitted by people who have previously
been in prison, the entire system should
be revamped. New programs and orga-
nizational changes are necessary. I am
not an expert in the field of criminal jus-
tice, but a great many experts have con-
tributed ideas for change. Since 1967,
four presidential commissions, dozens of
legislative reports and more than 500
books and articles have recommended re-
form in our correctional system. It is
about time that some of these reforms
are implemented.

The President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice pointed out that work skills are badly
needed by many offenders. The Commis-
sion said:

These skills are best developed under real-
istic conditions of production.

It recommended that:

States should work together with the Fed-
eral Government to institute modern correc-
tional industries programs aimed at rehabili-
tation of offenders through instilling good
work habits and methods. State and Federal
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1aws restricting the sale of prison-made prod-
ucts should be modified or repealed. (The
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, 1967,
page 176.)

President Nixon reiterated this
thought when, on November 13, 1969, he
stated:

Private industry can help rehabilitate
criminals in many ways, such as retraining
and hiring those who have served time.

Mr. President, the legislation that I am
introducing today provides for a program
that would flesh out many of the ideas
put forth on this matter.

Specifically, the legislation would au-
thorize the Federal Government, along
with the District of Columbia, to imple-
ment pilot projects involving the private
sector which would provide vocational
training opportunities within the prison
to prisoners while they are serving their
terms. This “‘work your way out of prison
plan” calls for private industry to lease
prison property on a long-term basis, and
to provide work facilities within the
prisons. In these facilities, the employer
would hire prison inmates at union-scale
wages to produce regularly marketable
items, just as if they were employed at a
plant or factory on the outside. Participa-
tion in this program by a prisoner would
be completely voluntary. The emmployer
would also be expected to provide such
supportive services for the inmates of the
prison, as training, education, counseling,
and so forth.

By earning a union-scale wage, the
prisoner could pay the Government for
his room, board, and maintenance. He
could also help support his family, pay
taxes and make social security payments.
In addition, he would be required to con-
tribute up to 10 percent of his wages to a
fund to compensate victims of crime.

These demonstration projects would
run for at least 2 years, at which time
the Attorney General would report to the
Congress on the progress of the programs.
Assuming the programs will have proven
their viability, they could be extended
and expanded to include all Federal cor-
rectional institutions.

This legislation is designed to enable
someone to emerge from prison with a
marketable skill, work habits, a stake in
the community, and a family that relies
on him and not on welfare. Instead of a
financial and criminal liability, the ex-
offender hopefully would be a positive
contributor to society, a person who can
pay his own way.

I have worked closely with the Federal
Bureau of Prisons in the development of
this bill, and the Bureau has given its
full support.

Mr, President, I ask unanim@®us con-
sent that a letter from Normar. Carlson,
Director of the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
BUREAU oF PRISONS,
Washington, D.C., August 1, 1972,

Ton. CHARLES H. PERCY,
U/ 8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Attention: William B. Lytton, Staff Assistant.

Dear SEnATOR PERCY: At your request, I
have had my staff review your draft for a
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bill relating to the employment of inmates
in Federal and District of Columbie. penal and
correctional institutions.

Upon review we can say that we are able to
support this proposal, as it is consistent with
our program of developing in each offender
skills consistent with modern industry de-
mands. If the industry can locate on or near
an institution, if it can employ offenders at
reasonable market wages and if it can absorb
some of these new employees into its opera-
tion after their release, we believe that chance
of the participating offender returning to
crime is greatly decreased.

Sincerely,
NormaN A. CARLSON,
Director.

Mr. PERCY., Mr. President, this bill
would also apply to the District of Co-
lumbia, and officials there also have given
it their support. I ask unanimous consent
that a letter from Kenneth Hardy, Direc-
tor of the District of Columbia Depart-
ment of Corrections, be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

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

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,
Washington, D.C., August 8, 1972.
Hon. CrArRLES H, PERCY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeNaTOoR PErcY: This is in response
to your request for comment on your pro-
posed legislation relating to the employment
of inmates in Federal and District of Colum-
bia penal institutions, the D.C. Department of
Corrections intends to implement Project
WEAR. (Work Experience in Automotive
Repair) as our demonstration project.

Project W.E.AR. aims to establish a train-
ing program for inmates In the field of auto-
motive body repair and spray painting. Your
bill will enable us to expand this program by
developing an auto body shop that will be
owned by one or several of the area automo-
bile agencies who in turn may hire the resi-
dents of Lorton at prevailing wages. The
Automobile Manufacturers Association is ex-
pected to cooperate in this endeavor by es-
tablishing guidelines for the training pro-
gram and may provide further employment
opportunities for releasees,

Employment and adegquate Income are
among the most important needs of offenders
and the involvement of private industries to-
wards meeting these needs is urgent. The
Department of Corrections anxiously looks
forward to the passage of your bill.

Sincerely,
EKeENNETH L. HarpY, Director.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, this con-
cept should not be limited to the Federal
and District of Columbia systems. States
could have a great deal of success with
such a program. For example, in Illinois,
a new unified Code of Corrections was
recently signed by Governor Ogilvie.
This new law provides that prison-made
products can be sold to nonprofit organi-
zations, such as church groups and uni-
versities. The opening up of potential
markets provides an avenue for similar
programs to be instituted. I have dis-
cussed this project with the director of
the Illinois Department of Corrections,
Peter Bensinger, and he will be working
actively to promote such a demonstration
project in the State of Illinois. I ask
unanimous consent that a letter from
Peter Bensinger be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered prinfed in the Recorp, as
follows:
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,
Springfield, IIl., July 20, 1972,
Hon., CuarLes H. PERCY,
U.S. Senator, Committee on Government
Operations, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR PERcY: Thank you for shar-
ing your most recent draft of legislation
relating to the employment of inmates in
Federal and District of Columbia penal and
correctional institutions.

The Bill appears to be an admirable piece
of legislation, practicable for the Director
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons and the
Commissioner of Washington, D.C,, and a
mode! for progressive state correctional sys-
tems.

I have two specific comments to make,
both of which may be served as well by being
passed on to the involved correctional ad-
ministrators as by being written into the
program’s enabling legislation.

It may be advantageous to contract Tor
labor services directly between the inmates
and the employers, rather than have the in-
mates subcontracted to private industry. The
reasoning here is that in Ilinois at least,
prison laborers are not considered employees
of the State, and so are not eligible for
Workmen's Compensation benefits and
rights. In the case of injuries, their remedy
is limited to a tort recovery.

However, in my opinion, private industry-
employed, union wage inmate workers should
be eligible for Workmen’s Compensation. To
avold this possible inequity, inmates should
not be made available through the correc-
tional agency involved contractually.

Also, in case of theft, vandalism or acci-
dental destruction of private property, the
incoming industry must be made aware that
the correctional institution is in no way
responsible, unless conclusively shown to
have been done by a member of the cor-
rectional institution’s stafl action or inac-
tion. Although the Institutional administra-
tors are still golng to be responsible for secu-
rity, iIndustry must be alerted that the cor-
rectional system Is not automatically respon-
sible for the inmates' total conduct.

With these caveats, neither of which is
necessarily legislative in nature, the legisla-
tion has my complete endorsement. As al-
ways, my staff and I are at your service to
review proposed legislation related to the
field of corrections.

I am sure you have discussed this with
Norm Carlson of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, and I think he and I would both
be interested in this pilot project.

Sincerely yours,
PeTeR B. BENsINGER, Director.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, apart from
the support of those in Government, this
legislation needs and deserves the sup-
port of both business and labor. I have
been in contact with leaders from both
areas and each person I have consulted
supports the idea behind this bill.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
this will be a controversial piece of leg-
islation. The net savings, in dollars, to
the Government will be dramatic but,
more importantly the savings to society
in terms of reduced crime and recidivism
will be substantial. This legislation merits
close scrutiny and quicky action by the
Congress. We cannot afford to wait any
longer to undertake the vital task of re-
forming our correctional process, thereby
serving society by helping to reduce the
rates of crime and recidivism.

I think employment is an important
key to the problem of reducing crime and
I feel that implementation of a pro-
gram such as this one would be a step
in the right direction.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the text of the bill be printed
at the conclusion of my remarks,

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

S. 3922

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Federal Prison Industries is authorized to es-
tablish and carry out, within the exterior
boundary of any Federal penal or correction-
al institution, demonstration type projects
involving the employment of inmates of such
institutions. Such projects may also provide
for the provision of supportive services to
inmates of the demonstration institutions,
such as training, education, counselling, and
the like. In establishing such projects, the
Federal Prison Industries is authorized to en-
ter into agreements (by contract or other-
wise) with any private person pursuant to
which such person shall be authorized to es-
tablish (by construction, lease, or other-
wise) facilities within the exterior bound-
aries of such penal or correctional institu-
tions for the purpose of carrying out indus-
trial or other operations herein authorized,
notwithstanding the provisions of section
436 of title 18, United States Code. Provid-
ed however, That the employment within
such institutions of inmates shall be on a
voluntary basis.

(b) Any such agreement shall contain pro-
visions assuring that the wages paid to such
inmates shall not be less than those paid
as union wages for work of similar nature in
the locality in which the work is to be per-
formed.,

(e) Any inmate of any such Institution so
employed shall be entitled to receive, after
deductions authorized in subsection (d) of
this section or under any other law, wages
earned by him in performing such work, ex-
cept that, such wages shall be made available
to such inmate at such time or times as the
Attorney General may by regulation prescribe,
but in no event later than at the time of
his release by parole or otherwise, from con-
finement in a Federal penal or correctional
institution.

(d) Any inmate so employed shall be re-
quired, pursuant to regulations promulgated
by the Attorney General, to pay from the
wages received for work in accordance with
this section, and the Attorney General is
authorized to deduct therefrom—

(1) such costs incident to the inmate’s
confinement as the Attorney General deems
appropriate and reasonable;

(2) such amounts to the dependents of
such inmate as the Attorney General deems
appropriate and reasonable; and

{3) such amount to any Federal fund
established by law to compensate victims of
crime, as the Attorney General deems ap-
propriate and reasonable, but in no event in
an amount in excess of 10 per centum of such
wages earned during any calendar month.

(e} Any amounts deducted by the Attorney
General pursuant to paragraph (1) of sub-
section (d), shall be deposited In the Treas-
ury of the United States as miscellaneous re-
celpts. Any amounts so deducted pursuant to
paragraph (2) or (3) of such subsection, shall
be payable in such manner as the Attorney
General may by regulation prescribe. The pro-
visions of section 4126 of title 18, United
States Code, shall not be applicable with re-
spect to any such amounts so deducted pur-
suant to this Act.

(f) In administering the provisions of this
section, the Federal Prison Industries, with
the approval of the Director of the Bureau of
Prisons, is authorized, as a part of, or in
connection with, any agreement pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, to inake avail-
able, by lease or otherwise, land (together
with improvements thereon) located within
the exterior boundary of any Federal penal or
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correctional institution for use by the private
party to such agreement for providing em-
ployment in accordance with this section.
Buch lands (including improvements) shall
be made available pursuant to such terms and
conditions as the Director of the Bureau of
Prisons may prescribe.

(g) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to prohibit the sale to the public of
any products produced by inmates of Federal
penal or correctional institutions in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section, and
the provisions of section 4122 of title 18,
United States Code, relating to competition
with private enterprise, the provisions of the
first paragraph of section 4123 of such title,
and the provisions of the first paragraph of
section 4123 of such title, and the provisions
of section 1 of the Act of January 19, 1929
(45 Stat. 1084), shall not be applicable with
respect to industrial operations under this
section. The provisions of section 1761 of
title 18, United States Code, shall not be
applicable with respect to any such products
shipped in interstate or foreign commerce.

(h) As used in this section, the term “per-
son” means any individual, corporation,
partnership, association or other entity.

(i) On or before the expiration of the
twenty-four calendar month perlod follow-
ing the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Attorney General shall submit a
report to the Congress concerning the ad-
ministration of the provisions of this sec-
tion, together with his views and recommen-
dations with respect thereto,

Sec, 2. (a) The Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia is authorized to establish
and carry out, within the exterior boundary
of any one penal or correctional institution
under the direction of the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia, a demonstration
type project involving the employment of
inmates of that institution. Such projects
may also provide for the provision of sup-
portive services to inmates of the demon-
stration institutions, such as training, edu-
cation, counseling, and the like. In estab-
lishing such project, the Commissioner is
authorized to enter into an agreement (by
contract or otherwise) with any private per-
son pursuant to which such person shall be
authorized to establish (by construction,
lease, or otherwise) facilities within the ex-
terior boundaries of such penal or correc-
tional institution for the purpose of carry-
ing out industrial or other operations herein
authorized, notwithstanding the provisions
of section 436 of title 18, United States Code.
Provided, however, That the employment
within such institutions of inmates shall be
on a voluntary basis within such institu-
tion,

(b) Any such agreement shall contain pro-
vislons assuring that the wages paid to such
inmates shall not be less than those paid as
union wages for work of similar nature in
the locality in which the work is to be per-
formed.

(c) Any inmate of any such institution so
employed shall be entitled to receive, after
deductions authorized in subsection (d) of
this section or under any other law, wages
earned by him in performing such work,
except that, such wages shall be made avail-
able to such inmate at such time or times
as the Commissioner of the District of Co-
lumbia may by regulation prescribe, but in
no event later than at the time of his re-
lease by parole or otherwise, from confine-
ment in a District of Columbia penal or
correctional institution,

(d) Any inmate so employed shall be re-
quired, pursuant to regulations promulgated
by the Commissioner, to pay from the wages
received for work in accordance with this
section, and the Commissioner is authorized
to deduct therefrom—

(1) such costs incident to the inmate's
confinement as the Commissioner deems ap-
propriate and reasonable;
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(2) such amounts to the dependents of
such inmate as the Commissioner deems ap-
proriate and reasonable; and

(3) such amount to any Federal fund es-
tablished by law to compensate victims of
crime, as the Commissioner deems appro-
priate and reasonable, but in no event in an
amount in excess of 10 per centum of such
wages earned during any calendar month.

(e) Any amounts deducted by the Com-
missioner pursuant to paragraph (1) of sub-
section (d), shall be deposited In the cor-
rectional industries fund in the Treasury of
the United States, established pursuant to
the first section of the Act of October 3, 1964
(D.C. Code, sec. 24-461). Any amount so de-
ducted pursuant to paragraph (2) or (3) of
such subsection, shall be payable in such
manner as the Commissioner may by regula-
tion prescribe.

(f) In administering the provisions of
this section, the Commissioner is authorized,
as a part of, or in connection with, any
agreement pursuant to subsection (a) of this
section, to make available, by lease or other-
wise, land (together with improvements
thereon) located within the exterior bound-
ary of any District of Columbia penal or cor-
rectional institution for use by the private
party to such agreement for providing em-
ployment in accordance with this section.
Such lands (including improvements) shall
be made available pursuant to such terms
and conditions as the Commissioner may
prescribe.

(g) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to prohibit the sale to the public of
any products produced by inmates of any
such penal or correctional institution in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this section,
and the provisions of section 4122 of title 18,
United States Code, relating to competition
with private enterprise, the provisions of the
first paragraph of section 4123 of such title,
and the provisions of section 1 of the Act
of January 19, 1929 (45 Stat. 1084), shall
not be applicable with respect to industrial
operations under this section. The provisions
of section 1761 of title 18, United States
Code, shall not be applicable with respect to
any such products shipped in interstate or
foreign commerce.

(h) As used in this section, the term “per-
son” means any individual, corporation, part-
nership, assoclation or other entity.

(1) On or before the expiration of the
twenty-four calendar month period following
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commissioner shall submit a report to the
Congress concerning the administration of
the provisions of this section, together with
his views and recommendations with respect
thereto.

Sec. 8. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

By Mr. ERVIN:

5.J. Res. 258. A joint resolution desig-
nating October 8-14, 1972, as “Newspa-
per Week” and October 14, 1972, as
“Newspaper Carrier Day.” Referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

HONORING THE NATION'S NEWSPAPERS

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, Thomas
Jefferson once remarked:

The basis of our government being the
opinion of the people, the very first object
should be to keep that right; and were it left
to me to decide whether we should have a
government without newspapers, or newspa-
pers without a government, I should not
hesitate &8 moment to prefer the latter.

Most Americans would agree with
Thomas Jefferson’s view that a free press
is essential to any free society. Newspa-
pers and other forms of communication
have enabled the American people to de-
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termine for themselves whether govern-
ment is serving the best interests of the
country. They have added greatly to the
social, intellectual, and spiritual hori-
zons of us all. Despite some attempts by
government over the years to quiet or in-
timidate the press, our Nation continues
to be enriched by an active, independent,
and robust free press.

In recognition of the vital role which
a free press has in our society, I am in-
troducing a joint resolution entitled
“Designating October 8 to 14, 1972, as
‘Newspaper Week’ and October 14, 1972,
as ‘Newspaper Carrier Day.' " Congress-
man CLARENCE J. BRowN, of Ohio, has in-
troduced the same resolution in the
House of Representatives.

It is my understanding that the first
National Newspaper Week was held in
October 1940. Since that time, profes-
sional news associations have joined in
an effort once a year to emphasize the
importance of newspapers to America.
In the past, the President of the United
States has designated the week during
which recognition is given to newspapers.
In my opinion it is appropriate for the
Congress to join the President in honor-
ing this Nation's newspapers.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this proposed joint resolution be
printed in full at this point in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint re-
solution was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

S.J. REs. 2568

Whereas it is an important part of free-
dom and democracy for people to be well
informed about current events and matters
that affect their lives, and

Whereas newspapers historically and
traditionally have been the basic mews me-
dium for informing citizens of the United
States In greatest detall, and

Whereas the Nation’s more than nine thou-
sand weekly and daily newspapers provide
vital information of economiec, educational,
social, and political value to the citizens of
the Nation, and

Whereas more than five million public and
parochial school students annually receive
instruction through newspaper-in-the-class-
room programs using newspapers as text
material for many different subjects, and

Whereas the newspapers of the Nation
have donated much space for community
and national service campaigns without
charge, and

Whereas newspapers have always contrib-
uted to the cause of protecting consumers
and improving consumer education and in-
formation, including rejection of much un-
acceptable and unreliable advertising, and

Whereas over six hundred thousand young
men and women serve more than seventy
million newspaper subscribers of the United
States as independent, responsible junior
business executives in delivering newspapers
to homes and familles, and

Whereas improved people-to-people com-
munications and wunderstanding through
newspapers are keys to a better future for
all citizens, and

Whereas newspapers are continuing to
prove themselves to be the full information
medium needed for a free and open society:
Therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That October 8-14,
1972, be observed as Newspaper Week '72
and October 14, 1972, as Newspaper Carrier
Day by the Congress of the United States of
America on this — day of 1972.
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By Mr. PERCY:

S.J. Res. 259. A joint resolution to au-
thorize the President to designate the
period from March 4, 1973, through
March 10, 1973, as “National Nutrition
Week.” Referred to the Commitiee on
the Judiciary.

SENATOR PERCY REQUESTS PROCLAMATION OF
NATIONAL NUTRITION WEEK

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, recent
vears have witnessed a tremendous in-
crease of public interest in the subject of
the nutritional adequacy of the foods we
eat. Americans have come to realize that
it is not only the quantity of food we
eat that determines our health and well-
being, but also the quality of what we
eat. We are learning that it is possible
for our bodies to be starving for essential
proteins, vitamins, and minerals even
though we eat three meals each day.

Studies have shown that many of the
most popular food products on the mar-
ket are entirely lacking in nutritional
value. Fortunately, the public is gradually
coming to realize that the most widely
advertised products and the foods that
are marketed in the brightest, boldest
packages are not necessarily the foods
that are most supportive of good health.

Despite the gains that have been made,
however, much effort still needs to be
devoted to providing the American pub-
lic with an adequate education in the
field of personal and family nutrition.
Many Americans still do not realize how
vitally necessary good nutrition is to
basic good health. And only a minority
among us fully understand that a bal-
anced diet not only helps to prevent ill-
ness but is conducive to vitality of mind
and spirit as well.

Furthermore, among those Americans
who understand the benefits that good
nutrition can bring, far too few are cog-
nizant of the necessary ingredients of a
balanced and nutritious diet. Not only is
it important to select foods with a suffi-
cient amount and variety of nutrients
each day, but proper food preparation is
also essential to good nutrition. While a
person may conscientiously try to provide
himself with a balanced and varied diet,
he may unwittingly be ignoring some
essential nutrients as well as unknow-
ingly depleting the nutritional value of
his meal by the common practice of over-
cooking.

It is my hope that with the encourage-
ment of Congress and the administra-
tion, concerned groups and organizations
will pursue activities especially intended
to make known to all Americans the im-
portance and the necessary components
of good nutrition. Further, it is my hope
that with this encouragement, individual
Americans will take the opportunity to
educate themselves and their families re-
garding good nutrition.

Therefore, Mr. President, I am pleased
to introduce today a joint resolution call-
ing for the designation of National Nu-
trition Week. I urge the support of my
colleagues for this resolution in this fur-
ther effort to end malnutrition in Amer-
ica. The proclamation of National Nutri-
tion Week will also serve to honor the
expanding field of professional nutrition-
ists and dieticians. I hope that my fellow
Senators will join me in taking this fur-
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ther step toward eradicating nutritional
ignorance and naivete in this country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my joint resolution
be printed in the Recorp.

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

S.J. Res. 259

Whereas good nutrition is of vital impor-
tance to the health and well-being of this
Nation's citizens; and

Whereas many Americans are not yet aware
of the importance of good nutrition; and

Whereas most Americans are not entirely
familiar with the necessary composition of a
nutritious diet: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President is authorized and requested to is-
sue a proclamation designating the period
from March 4, 1973, through March 10, 1973,
as “National Nutrition Week,” and calling
upon the people of the United States and
interested groups and organizations to ob-
serve that week with appropriate ceremonies
and activities.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

5. 325

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to hear that the Senate Armed
Services Committee has ordered report-
ed to the full Senate the survivors bene-
fits legislation.

As the author of S. 325, the survivors
benefits measure, which has 45 cospon-
sors, and as one who appeared before the
Senate Armed Services Committee re-
cently urging expeditious action on this
“must” legislation, I naturally am
pleased with this development. I certain-
ly hope that the leadership will sched-
ule this bill for Senate floor action as
soon as possible so that this measure
dmig‘l;ut be signed into law by the Presi-

ent.

I am pleased to announce that both
Senators SrtaFForp and BAKER have
agreed to cosponsor S. 325, I ask unani-
mous consent that their names be added
as cosponsors of this measure.

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

8. 3156

At the request of Mr. McCrLELLAN, the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3156, a bill to
amend the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act to establish Federal
policy concerning selection of firms and
individuals to perform architect and en-
gineering and related services for the
Federal Government.

8. 3741

At the request of Mr. Marnias, the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 3741, a
bill to amend title 18 of the United States
Code to promote public confidence in the
legislative branch of the Government by
requiring full financial disclosure by
Members of Congress and certain em-
ployees of the Congress.

5. 3785

At the request of Mr. MaTHIAS, the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT




28180

C. Byrp), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Fong), the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RaxnporpPH), the Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. Starrorp), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STevens) were added
as cosponsors of S.3785, a bill to pro-
mote the sale and development of Ameri-
can arts and handcrafts.
8. aaT2

At the request of Mr. Javirs, the Sena-
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INouyE) was added
as a cosponsor of 8. 3872, the Japanese-
American Friendship Act.

B. 3880

At the request of Mr. SCHWEIKER, the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN-
poLpH) was added as a cosponsor of
8. 3880, the National Diabetes Education
and Detection Act.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 243

At the request of Mr. MaTHIAS, the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javirs) and
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Wit-
1.1aMs) were added as cosponsors of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 243, providing
U.S. support for the United Nations Of-
fice of Disaster Relief.

LAND USE POLICY AND PLANNING
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1440

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment that I intend to
call up during the Senate’s consideration
of 8. 632, the proposed “Land Use Policy
and Planning Assistance Act of 1972.”
I submit the amendment on behalf of
myself, as well as Senators COOPER,
Muskig, and TUNNEY.

I ask unanimous consent that the brief
text of the amendment be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, the pur-
pose and content of this amendment is
very simple and direct. It is intended to
assure States that they can and should
establish a portion of their lands for the
purpose of preserving and conserving
natural resources for the future.

Title IIT of S. 632 authorizes the Fed-
eral Government to make annual grants
to assist the States in developing and
administering a State land-use program.

Section 301 lays out the basis for de-
termining if a State is in a position to
initiate such a program.

Section 302 establishes conditions for
evaluating the process under which a
State develops its land-use plan.

If a State is to receive continued Fed-
eral support for land-use planning after
3 full fiscal years following enactment,
the conditions of section 302 must be met.

The Federal Government’s determina-
tion on the adequacy of the State’s plan-
ning process is made on a number of
points, the third of which, beginning on
page 73, line 22, reads:
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(3) projections of the nature and gquantity
of land needed and suitable for recreation
and esthetic appreciation; agriculture, min=
eral development, and forestry; industry and
commerce, including the development, gen-
eration, and transmission of energy; trans-
portation; urban development, including the
revitalization of existing communities, the
development of new towns, and the economie
diversification of existing communities which
possess a narrow economic base; rural de-
velopment, taking into consideration future
demands for and limitations upon products
of the land; and health, educational, and
other State and local governmental services;

The amendment I am offering on be-
half of myself and several colleagues
would insert another phrase in that list.
After the word “appreciation,” which
ends on page 72, line 24, the amendment
would insert the phrase “conservation
and preservation of natural resources.”

This subsection requires that the
statewide land-use process must include
projections on the nature and quantity
of land needed and suitable for a variety
of purposes. We believe it is necessary to
add language that will assure the con-
sideration of “conservation and preserva-
tion of natural resources” in making
these projections.

As reported, paragraph (3) of Section
302(a) relating to preparation of state-
wide projections of the nature and qual-
ity of land is limited to present or future
developmental uses of land such as rec-
reation, transportation, or urbanization.
An inventory which does not include con-
sideration of conservation and preserva-
tion—Iland set aside for no use at all—is
inadequate.

It is our view that the conservation
and preservation of natural resources
must be weighed in any such evaluation
of land use policy.

I believe this option is vital to preserve
a proper balance in order to protect our
environment for future generations. As
paragraph 3 of section 302(a) is now
proposed, it appears to me that a restric-
tive, or nonuse, classification could nof
be considered as an alternative. This
amendment would make clear that
States may establish such restrictive or
“nonuse’ classifications.

The intent of the bill should be a bal-
ancing one. The language we offer will
assure such a balancing test and criteria.

ExaieIT 1
AMENDMENT No. 1440

On page 72, line 24, insert the following:
before the word “agriculture,” insert *“con-
servation and preservation of natural re-
sources; .

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on behalf of the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EasToanp), I an-
nounce the following nomination has
been referred to and is now pending be-
fore the Committee on the Judiciary:

Frank D. MeCown of Texas, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern district of
Texas, for the term of 4 years, vice Eldon
B. Mahon, resigned.

On behalf of the Committee on the

August 15, 1972

Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the committee, in writing, on or
before Tuesday, August 22, 1972, any rep-
resentations or objections they may wish
to present concerning the above nomina-
tion, with a further statement whether
it is their intention to appear at any
hearing which may be scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON INDIAN
BILL

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), I wish to announce for
the information of the Senate and all
other interested parties that the Sub-
committee on Indian Affairs has sched-
uled an open public hearing for Sep-
tember 12, 1972, on S. 33717, a bill to ex-
tend the time for commencing actions on
behalf of an Indian tribe, band, or group.

The hearing will be held in room 3110,
Iliew Senate Office Building, and begin at

0 a.m.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMEIA COMMITTEE

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I wish
to announce hearings on Thursday,
August 17, 1972, at 9:30 a.m. in room
6226, New Senate Office Building, by the
District of Columbia Committee on the
following:

Nomination of H. Carl Moultrie, of the
Distriet of Columbia, to be an associate
judge, Superior Court of the District of
Columbia;

Nomination of Stanley S. Harris, of
Maryland, to be associate judge of the
Disé.rict of Columbia Court of Appeals;
an

S. 3861, to convey to the city of Alex-
andria, Va., certain lands of the United
States, and for other purposes.

Persons interested in testifying on
these matters should contact Mr. Gene
E. Godley, General Counsel, in room
6222, New Senate Office Building.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NEW JER-
SEY AND NEW YORK COMPACT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
on behalf of the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. EastrLanp), I an-
nounce that a special subcommittee of
the Committee on the Judiciary has
scheduled public hearings for Tuesday,
September 19, 1972, at 9:30 a.m., in room
2228 New Senate Office Building, on the
resolution, Senate Joint Resolution 54,
granting the consent of Congress to the
States of New Jersey and New York for
certain amendments to the waterfront
commission compact and for entering
into the airport commission compact,
and for other purposes.

Notice is hereby given to all persons in-
terested in this resolution of this public
hearing,

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND),
chairman; the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr, McCLELLAN) and the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr, HRUSKA),
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SALUTE TO A GREAT AMERICAN

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I wish
to pay personal tribute to a man in my
hometown of Laconia, N.H., who epito-
mizes loyalty, devotion, dedication, and
service to his country.

1 speak of Dr. Richard H. Whitehead,
the man who helped to build the Panama
Canal; a man who has given nearly
three-score years of his life to serving
the best interests of the United States of
America.

Dr. Whitehead, who is 85, has been
ill in recent weeks, but is now recuperat-
ing at home. I take this occasion to pay
him homage and to thank him, in behalf
of his fellow countrymen, for all that he
has done for us.

On July 26, Mr. President, an inter-
view with Dr. Whitehead was published
in the Manchester, N.H., Union Leader.
That interview attested, once again, to
the professional competence of a man
who was once described by the builder
of the Panama Canal, Gen. George W.
Goethals, as “the greatest living engi-
neer.” Of equal importance, the inter-
view also attests to Dr. Whitehead’s un-
ceasing concern for the canal and its
most effective use.

Specifically, the interview reports Dr.
Whitehead’s assessment of a just-pub-
lished book, “The Panama Canal, ‘Heart’
of Ameriea’s Security.” Dr. Whitehead
takes issue with author Jon P. Speller’s
advocacy of the modernization of the
waterway.

Mr. President, I am not an engineer, so
I would not presume to comment on the
substance of Dr. Whitehead’s views. My
purpose today is simply to make just
recognition of his many contributions
and his devotion to his country, and to
express my personal respect for him and
my appreciation of his friendship.

I ask unanimous consent that the Man-
chester Union Leader’s interview with
Dr. Whitehead be printed in the RECORD.

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

LacoNia Maw WxHo HewPEp Bumwp FAMED
CANAL TaxES IssvE WITH AUTHOR'S VIEWS—
NEw Book ON PANAMA CANAL REVIEWED

(By Earl O. Anderson)

LacoNIA—"“The American public has been
misled to believe that the (Panama) Canal
is obsolete, and only a sea-level canal would
suffice . . . the best course to take with our
unsettled economy is to leave the canal alone,
keep intact our rights, and give considera-
tion to increased tolls.”

That is the reply of a man distinguished
in many flelds, who helped to bulld the
canal some six decades ago, to a just-pub-
lished book by Jon P. Speller which advocates
the modernization of the waterway.

Dr. Richard H. Whitehead of this city, now
85, was once described by Gen. George W.
Goethals, the man responsible for building
this vital artery to world commerce, as “the
greatest living engineer.”

Whitehead, in an exclusive interview with
this newspaper, claims that the real pur-
pose of the book is “to eliminate the locks
on the Pacific side, replacing them further
south with a combined set of locks, then to
build additional new and larger locks, and
an 85-foot dam on the outskirts of Panama,
to form a new, terminal lake, at unnecessary
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expense, to replace the present small Mira-
flores Lake.”

The elevation is 54 feet, it was explained,
between the Miraflores and Pedro Miguel
locks, fed largely through the (Gaillard)
cut.

This book, it was contended, serves to pro-
mote the so-called “Terminal Lake FPlan,”
backed by U.S. Sen. Strom Thurmond (R)
and U.S. Rep. Daniel J. Flood (D), in a bill
now before Congress, for canal moderniza-
tion.”

These men are, however, commended as
“able, capable, congressional leaders” by the
book’s critic.

Its author is also described as “rightly op-
posing” the proposed treaties that would give
the Canal Zone to Panama and operate It
under dual authority.

SEES NO MERIT

“As the engineer who organized the Pedro
Miguel and Miraflores lakes and operating
forces and tested out and put into service
the lock-operating equipment, and was
initially in charge of the Pacifica Locks.” Dr.
Whitehead asserted flatly, "I regard the
Terminal Locks plan without merit.”

“Incorrect and misleading” were terms
used by him regarding the book's statement
that the bottleneck of the canal is the Pedro
Miguel locks.

“Pedro Miguel, located at southern en-
trance to the Gaillard Cut,” explained White-
head, “with its emergency dams, safeguards
the Pacific side of the canal from the wa-
ters of the Great Gatun lake, has the capac-
ity of the other locks, and a good safety
operating record.”

“CHOKEPOINT"

The “real chokepoint”, he maintains, was
Gaillard Cut, which he points out has been
widened from 300 feet to 600 over a period of
years, permitting former “clear cut” ships to
pass each other.

“The former ‘able’ Governor Leber, who
completed this work,” noted Whitehead, “has
plans for further reasonable expenditure that
will greatly increase canal capacity without
new locks.

“Larger locks will never be large enough
to handle ‘super’ ships being built,” the
canal engineer firmly believes,” and the cost
would be exhorbitant, and borne by regular
traffic, under present legislation requiring
the canal to be self-sufficient.”

Such additional costs would greatly in-
crease tolls on present shipping, it is main-
tained, “probably to an amount that would
decrease present traffic.”

An increase of 25 per cent would, however,
in Dr. Whitehead's opinion, probably have
small effect on the traffic.

“We have had no increase in tolls since
opening of the canal in 1914 recalled the
man who helped to construct it, ‘with the
recent devaluation of the dollar, an increase
should be made, to also provide larger pay-
ments to Panama, because of this deval-
uation.”

GREATLY IMPROVED

It is now evident that during its many
years of heavy transits, the canal has not
only been greatly improved, but it is today
an “ideal, cheap and efficient” waterway,”
‘Whitehead asserted,

“It is a& main artery vital to our national
defense and economy,” he emphasized.

‘“No consideration has been given . . .
to a like waterway across Lake Nicaragua,”
pointed out this man of many accomplish-
ments.

“It would cost no more than the just-
completed Arkansas River Development,” he
contends, “and would likewise create wealth
exceeding its costs, besides bringing New
Orleans (La.) 560 miles closer to San Fran-
cisco.”

The best course to take, with the nation’'s
unsettled economy, the canal engineer said
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he is convinced, *is to leave it alone, and
keep our rights intact.”

Dr. Whitehead said that he regards the
Speller book, entitled, “The Panama Canal,
‘Heart of America’s Security,” as of "“no
contribution™ to present works, and says that
it fails to give valuable references.

“It does not even mention George W.
Goethals, the builder of the canal, recognized
as such by Congress,” Whitehead noted.

(It does however, dedicate the book “to
the builders, operators and defenders of the
Panama Canal.")

CITES PURPOSE

Author Speller says in his foreword that
purpose of the 164-page volume is to “sim-
plify the issues’” revolving around the Panama
Canal.

“No great Issue has been subject to such
confusion as has this one,"” asserts Speller.

Much-needed modernization of the canal,
he claims, has been delayed, due to attempts
to cloud the issues. Speller voices the hope
that his book “will cut through the fog of
confusion” and help passage of those bills
related to the canal’s improvement, which
he says have been “thoroughly studied and
prepared.”

“If it can serve to remove the current
‘impediments’ to their passage,” concludes
Speller, “it can represent, in my belief, a
contribution to the future security of our-
selves, our children and future generations
of Americans.”

Dr. Whitehead cited a visit by him only
last year to the Panama Canal, and what
he observed.

“I spent several weeks on the canal,” he
stated, "and discussed future plans with
top echelon officials and engineers in charge.

“I was much impressed with the handling
of 300,000 ton ships through the Pedro Miguel
locks by the new towing locomotives,” he
added.

“After over 50 years of service,”” White-
head observed, “we have a fine, modern
canal,” with a capable organization and
greatly-increased capacity.

“We should hang on to it, and give up
no measure of control,” he made clear. “We
have served well all of the nations using it,
and traflic has developed beyond anticipa-
tion by the capable builders.”

The prosperity and capability of Panama,
by the same means, has been helped by the
canal, he said, together with “our benevolent
attitude” toward their well-being, and the
fact that they are on the cross roads of the
continent in a “dollar economy.”

“We and Panama need each other,” em-
phasized this canal builder, who has achieved
prominence in so many flelds. “‘So every effort
should be made to ‘keep alive’ the policies
that have brought such prosperity to Panama,
and made the canal a vital artery to world
trade.”

RETIREMENT OF GORDON F. HAR-
RISON, STAFF DIRECTOR, COM-
MITTEE ON RULES AND ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, early in my
service in the Senate, I became a mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration. Gordon F, Harrison was
then its staff director, and I remember
well his courtesy and helpfulness in mak-
ing me feel at home with the committee
and its work. Always affable and a mine
of information about the committee,
Gordon served five committee chairmen
with dedication and loyalty, As the pres-
ent chairman of the Rules Committee
already noted, if Gordon has any weak-
ness at all, it is his inability to turn any
fellow away from his door.
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He will be greatly missed, not only by
the committee and its staff, but also by
the host of friends he has throughout the
Senate.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION AND
AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
day for Senate debate and action on the
Genocide Treaty is finally in view. Un-
fortunately, an old but persistent argu-
ment against the treaty is again surfac-
ing in the press, It is being charged that
if we ratify the Genocide Treaty, we will
be opening up an avenue for the convic-
tion of American prisoners of war on
charges of genocide.

This contention is a fear not founded
on the facts. Mr. Eberhard P. Deutsch,
a prominent member of the American
Bar Association, appearing before a sub-
committee of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, has provided us with strong
words to the contrary. He has stated:

I do not believe that the Unilted States of
America will ever be charged truthfully,
properly or justifiably with the commission
of genocide as such.

Ratification of the Genocide Conven-
tion will not subject our fighting men to
any new hazards. An enemy power can
charge an American prisoner of war with
any crime that it dreams up. Acceptance
of the Genocide Convention does not
change that situation.

Mr. Nicholas Katzenbach, who as a
former Attorney General is well qualified
to give an opinion on this matter, has
clearly stated that agreement to the
treaty will present no new dangers for
our American troops.

Mr, President, it is quite clear that our
ratification of the genocide will not en-
danger the American prisoners of war.
Therefore, I strongly urge that we ratify
the Genocide Convention.

DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME
AND WEALTH

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, for more
than 30 years both Republicans and
Democrats have agreed on how the coun-
try should be run., To correct gross in-
equities caused by our economic system,
the Federal Government should provide
subsidies to citizens aggrieved. And for
the past 30 years political debate has
centered in the size of the subsidy with
the Democrats tending to be more gen-
erous and the Republicans more con-
servative.

The problem, however, is that the sub-
sidy system does not work. I am the first
to admit that so long as our economy re-
mains unreformed, the system is neces-
sary. We cannot ignore poverty or unem-
ployment. We have to do something
about these problems and until we have
better tools, we must make use of those
we have. Even so, can anyone contend
that existing policies have been very
successful?

Increasingly, a few far-sighted men
are attempting to get at the deeper is-
sues. They are pointing out that if our
econnmy had a more equitable distribu-
tion of wealth and income, as well as
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more real competition, then there would
be far less need for the Federal Govern-
ment intervention which so alarms many
in our society. They note that if we are
dissatisfied with the results of govern-
ment intervention, the answer is not to
end that intervention when we do not
have anything to put in its place but to
study and implement proposals to alter
and improve the distribution of wealth
and income in the country and to estab-
lish real competition.

With these points in mind, I invite the
attention of Senators to two remarkable
documents. The first is an article pub-
lished in the July 2, 1972, Minneapolis
Tribune about the attempts of the
wealthy and famous Pillsbury family to
carry out real and meaningful change in
America. The second is the commence-
ment address by the Honorable Luis A.
Ferre, Governor of Puerto Rico at the
Graduate School of Business at the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh on August 4, 1972,

The article on the Pillsbury family is
remarkable because young Charles Pills-
bury is a fervent McGovern supporter,
while his father George Pillsbury sup-
ports President Nixon. Yet despite these
political disagreements, they both agree
that the fundamental problem facing
America is the maldistribution of wealth
and income.

The turning point in the father’s point
of view came when he retired from the
business world and decided to manage
his family investments while devoting
most of his time to charitable works. To
his astonishment, he accumulated more
wealth at a faster rate than while he was
employed. It made him understand why
a Harris poll showed 68 percent of Amer-
icans now subscribe to the notion that
the “rich get richer and the poor, poor-
er.,” In the words of wealthy George
Pillsbury, “the fact of the matter is it's
true.” George Pillsbury now believes we
must find ways to diffuse wealth-holding
patterns in our society, so that a major-
ity of Americans and not just a few gain
access to “income producing property.”

This is also the revolutionary concept
behind Governor Ferre’s Proprietary
Fund in Puerto Rico. The idea is to make
every worker the private owner of the
wealth of the country. Like George Pills-
bury, Governor Ferre would consider
himself a political conservative, but I be-
lieve both have understood something
about human nature. Over the long run,
no system is viable which steadily con-
centrates more and more wealth in the
hands of a few. It is possible that the
wealthy can be persuaded to distribute
some of their wealth to working people
through progressive taxes. But even this
system is unstable over the long run be-
cause it asks the majority of the people
to become the charitable wards of a
handful of rich people. The only real
answer is a more democratic distribution
of real property in the country. By this
we do not mean naive leveling but insti-
tutional pressures which guarantee that
the present trends towards increased
concentration can be halted and a new
trend toward wider distribution of own-
ership established.

I urge all Senators to read the Tribune
article and Governor Ferre's commence-
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ment address with care. Both documents
raise questions which should now be be-
fore Congress. Instead we must commend
a progressive businessman and an imag-
inative Governor for their willingness to
experiment with new ideas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two documents be printed
in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Two Pirorssurys GET TOGETHER oN A PoLIr-

ICAL THEORY: FATHER, SoN BELIEVE WORK-

ERS Must BECOME CAPITALISTS ALSO

(By Bernie Shellum)

A funny thing happened to George Pills-
bury after he let go of his big executive’s pay-
check and dropped out of the big business
world to tinker with his family's invest-
ments and do good works for the 99 percent
who have to make do with less.

What happened? He accumulated more
wealth at a faster rate than he haa before.

That just proved to him that his 24-year-
old son Charles had been right all along,
while he was only half-right; it is ownership,
not just production, that must be expanded
i7 the gap between the rich and the poor is to
be narrowed.

Until the 50-year-old Pillsbury altered his
thinking, there had been, in his son's words,
“heated debates.”

Like the typical businessman, George Pills-
bury had argued that the proper task of In-
dustry is to “make a larger ple,” that is, to
produce more goods which would find their
way into more and more hands.

“A lot of good that does,” Charles Pillsbury
was wont to reply, “for people who don't
own a piece of the pie.' He viewed the mere
expansion of production as a formula where-
by: “the rich get even richer and the poor
get the crumbs.”

But now the father—a Republiean for
Richard Nixon—and the son—u Democrat for
George McGovern—see eye to eye.

Together they espouse “universal capital-
ism,” which involves a fundamental re-
structuring of the economy. It's so far-
reaching it makes McGovern's so-called radi-
cal program to redistribute wealth look like
a welfare dole.

In his presidential campalgn, McGovern
advocates an annual federal payment—
something like $1,000—to every man, woman
and child, regardless of income or assets, to
increase the purchasing power of the poor
and the tax liability of the well-to-do.

To Charles Pillsbury, whose support for
McGovern rests on his eriticism of the de-
fense budget, the candidate’s economic pro-
gram “is for the birds.”

“McGovern's only talking about redistribu-
tion of income," he said last week in a joint
interview with his father,

“MeGovern is no threat to a Bruce Dayton
(board chairman of Dayton Hudson Corp.)
or a J. Paul Getty (billionaire oil man), He's
a threat to the professional—the doctor, the
lawyer—who has a high income. He cuts into
that, but he's not touching the very rich.”

Both George and Charles Pillsbury, heirs
of one of Minnesota's oldest families, count
themselves among the very rich, defined as
the 1 percent who derive more than half
their income from investments.

Being political realists, they have no in-
tention to pool their holdings, or to propose
that the government confiscate those of other
wealthy owners as part of some altruistic
scheme.

“If you divide up what everyone has now,"
sald the younger Pillsbury, “there wouldn't
be enough to go around.”

He asserts, and his father wvehemently
agrees, that it is essential to “slow this ir-
ratlonal accumulation of wealth by the
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wealthy, and to allow those who have
nothing—who have no property at all—to
gain access to capital, to income-producing
property.”

In Charles's dictum, “If capitalism is good
for a few, then it's good for everyone.”

It is the objective of his father, a Conserv-
ative state senator from Orono, to make
“universal capitalism" the policy of Minne-
sota's government.

Then corporations no lenger would raise
almost all of their new Investment capital
by the orthodox issuance of new stock or
borrowing from large institutions, the system
that now serves to enrich further those few
who have the most wealth.

Rather, in George Pillsbury's words, some-
thing like this would take place:

“When a company, such as the Pillsbury
Co., needs additional capital, instead of go-
ing to the market place, instead of going to
the present owners, you set up an employee
stock ownership plan and you give the em-
ployees a chance to own the additional equity.

“They and the company would set up an
employee stock ownership trust. The com-
pany would issue the new shares of stock
that it needed. SBay it needed $10 million;
it would issue $10 million of Pillsbury stock,
at market value, to the trust.

“In turn, the company and the trust would
go to a lending Institution and borrow the
$10 million. It would be given to the trust
and the company would guarantee the repay-
ment of the loan. The trust, in turn, would
give the $10 million to the Pillsbury Co. in
payment for the stock that was issued.

“Now the company has $10 million, the
trust has $10 million worth of Pillsbury stock
and it has a note. It owes the lending insti-
tution $10 million. Over the ensuing yéars,
the company would pay into the trust divi-
dends on the stock and up to 15 percent of
its payroll.”

Janitors, clerks and top executives would
share the ownership of the stock in relation
to the size of their paychecks. Once the $10
million debt was paid off, the dividends would
pass through to the employee-owners, who
would have become capitalists the same way
most rich people do—on borrowed money.

During a visit to Minnesota about two
weeks ago, the origial architect of *“uni-
versal capitalism,” Louls Kelso, informed
George Pillshury and the other members of
the Legislature’s Reconversion Study Com-
mission that there is no end to its applica-
bility. With variations, it can be used, Kelso
sald, in corporate farming, even on behalf of
government bureaucracies.

Corporations are turning more and more to
stock ownership, he said, ““to motivate their
labor force, to raise low-cost capital, to pre-
vent labor union pressure demanding more
and more pay for less and less work, to elim-
inate the alienation that reflects itself in our
society in dope-taking, hijacking, bombings,
sabotage, wasting materials, lousy crafts-
manship and a thousand other ways.”"

Some of these maladies were on George
FPillsbury’'s mind, too, last week. The Harris
Burvey had just reported that 68 percent of
Americans now subscribe to the notion that
“the rich get richer and the poor get poorer,”
compared with 48 percent who did so in 1966.

“The fact of the matter," Pillsbury said,
“is it's true.”

It has been two years and eight months
now since George Pillsbury left the Pillsbury
Co., founded by his grandfather in 1869, “to
do my own thing and to work in the public
sector.” Before retiring, he had observed that
“the blue-collar worker who owned Pillsbury
stock thought differently from the union
member who didn't," however small his hold-
ings, But Pillsbury failed to persuade the
other directors to broaden employee owner-
ship of the company.

Eighteen months ago Charles Pillsbury, a
Yale student who attained notoriety as a
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critic of corporations that supply arms for
Vietnam, received in the mail a copy of Kel-
s0’s “Two Factor Theory: the Economics of
Reality.”

Initially, he said, “I thought It was from
a nut.” But eventually he showed it to his
father. "It reconciled to some extent the
heated debates that we would have over the
division of wealth in the world,” Charles
said.

Now George Plllsbury describes the Kelso
doctrine as “very sound,” and he is trying to
persuade the Reconversion Study Commission
to recommend it.

Through “universal capitalism' he sees the
prospect of “a more stable country."

“How can a man be politically independ-
ent,” Pillsbury asks, “If he has no security?
And what gives a man or woman security
but ownership of property?"”

In that outlook, too, he has an ally in his
son Charles, a consclentious objector and the
founder and leading force of the Council for
Corporate Review, a Minneapolis organiza-
tion striving to make corporations more alert
to social concerns.

“I see my own political independence, my
own outspokenness as based on my total eco-
nomic security,” Charles said. “There's not
much that anybody can do."

COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE
Luis A. FERRE, AT THE GRADUATION ExER-
CISES OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS
oF THE UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH, AU-
cusT 4, 1972

Chancellor Posvar, Dean Zoffer, distin-
gulshed members of the faculty, members of
the graduating class of the Graduate School
of Business, ladies and gentlemen:

It is for me a very special honor to be able
to address you today. I say that, because the
invitation to speak to you was issued to me
on the recommendation of the student execu-
tive board. I have given a few commence-
ment addresses before, but never had I been
asked to do 50 by the students themselves.
It is a tribute of which I shall always be par-
ticularly proud and I thank the members of
the student body very sincerely for asking me
to be here today.

For the past twenty years we have wit-
nessed a revolution in our means of com-
munications. The tremendous improvements
in television broadcasting coupled with the
use of satellites, make it possible for three
or four hundred millon people throughout
the world to watch a particular event simul-
taneously. Such was the case of the first
lunar landing and the world championship
soccer game played in 1970. But the improve-
ments in our means of communieations have
also brought about a wave of rising expecta-
tions and, unfortunately, our socio-economic
systems have not been able to keep abreast
of this increase in the expectations of our
people. The result has been the mounting
unrest which we see in all of the world today.

Finding the way to eflectively meet these
rising expectations will be the greatest chal-
lenge that you will face when you enter the
business world. It is a challenge which you
will have to meet quickly because the im-
provements in communlications are bringing
about an instant consciousness not just of
lunar landings, but also of hunger and of
great disparities in wealth, not only within
every country, but also between the different
countries all over the world.

The communist solution to this problem
has been to put all wealth in the hands of
the state. But in so doing, socialist coun-
tries have found that they have destroyed
the Incentives that move men to produce
greater wealth and at the same time they
have destroyed individual liberty. Under such
societies, regimented wunder a tyrannieal
order, the outcome has been a distribution
of scarcity.

To meet this challenge of rising expecta-
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tions we need a virtual revolution in our
socio-economic structures, a revolutionary
change which, while keeping the advantages
of our system of free enterprise and private
property and without destroying individual
freedom, will enable all our citizens to
achieve equality in their opportunity to ful-
fill their aspirations. Speaking to the national
Press Club in 1969, I described my political
philosophy as being “revolutionary in ideas,
liberal in objectives, and conservative in
methods'”. The institution about which I
will speak today fits this phrase pretty well;
the objective of making every worker the
private owner of the wealth of the country
is sufficlently new and untried so as to call
it liberal, if not revolutionary. But the
method of achieving this objective, namely,
through existing financial institutions, and
while maintaining our system of private en-
terprise, is traditional enough to be called
conservative.

In spite of all its defects, capitalism is
still the most effective economic system yet
devised by man for creating wealth. This is
amply demonstrated by the recent announce-
ments that an American oll company has
entered into a large contract with the Rus-
sian government for the exploration and
development of an oil field in Siberia and
the subsequent announcement that one of
our aircraft companies will be selling air-
planes and spare parts to the Chinese Gov-
ernment—nevertheless, the wealth that our
capitalistic system has created is still con-
centrated in the hands of a relatively small
portion of our citizens. In a world of increas-
ingly rising expectations this can only be a
source of friction unless we do something
about it.

This proprietary fund for the progress of
Puerto Rico, is our way of doing something
to correct the uneven distribution of wealth
in our system. It is based on the idea of
changing our present utilitarian capitalism to
what I call altruistic capitalism. The mere
production of wealth should not be the ulti-
mate goal of capitalism, though it is very
important to maintain its incentives to do so.
The production of wealth should be a means
to a higher goal. In our constitution we have
stated the three natural rights of man: life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Through
our capitalistic system and our sclentific
and technological progress, we have guaran-
teed the right to life to the vast majority
of our citizens; through our democratic in-
stitutions we have guaranteed our liberties—
but the pursuit of happiness has been sadly
forgotten, And today, we find ourselves sur-
rounded with material goods, but with our
lives spiritually frustrated and with our
world on the verge of an ecological collapse,

It is the young people who have sensed the
great danger; it is they who are forcing us
to re-examine our goals and it is their refusal
to continue accepting our established pat-
terns as unchangeable that has started a re-
appraisal of the goals of our society.

There is nothing wrong with capitalism
per se. But Its present goal of merely increas-
ing production, without any consideration of
its soclal impact, is wrong.

Unfortunately, the rejection of strictly
utilitarian capitalism, has produced a back-
lash against our technological progress which
again is wrong, Technology and science are
neither good nor bad. They are not value
bearing activities. It is the use that man
puts them to, which makes them good or bad.
We must evaluate their uses from the point
of view of their social significance and their
ecological impact. We cannot forget that the
population of the world today is 3.7 billion
people, which is three times the population
of the year 1850, and that it will be 6.5
billion people by the year 2000. Certainly
such an increase in world population needs
the help of our present technology to assure
its survival, for without present technology,
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industry could not provide enough food,
clothing, housing and other essentials to
satisfy its needs.

Thus, the world you are entering upon
graduation is a world which needs basic
changes in its structures, viewpoints and
goals. It has excellent tools to work with:
creative capitalism, democracy, science and
technology. It also has rich values: compas-
slon, love and respect for human life and
dignity. The latter must become the goals of
the former if humanity is to survive. This is
the challenge to the young people of today.
They must probe new ways to obtain this
purpose, amongst which is the turning of
valueless utilitarian capitalism into value-
rich altruistic capitalism. Capitalism should
become a means and not an end. Its goal,
within our free soclety, should be the ef-
ficient production of wealth to satisfy the
material needs of man, distributed with a
deep sense of social justice, in order to give
life spiritual richness., The old dictum, the
greatest good for the greatest number, should
become the greatest good for everybody.

The proprietary fund is a step in this di-
rection, It proposes to correct the shortcom-
ings of the present economic order and to
substitute instead a more equitable economic
order in which all of the people participate
in the production and enjoyment of goods
and services not through employment alone
but also through their individual ownership
of productive capital. In this respect, the
propietary fund is perhaps more of a social
measure than an economic one, though it
has a great potential for stimulating our
economy.

Let's take a look now at how the fund
works. First of all, it will have a board of
directors consisting of twelve members, ini-
tially, they will be appointed by the Governor
of Puerto Rico, but a mechanism is provided
so that after three years the shareholders of
the proprietary fund will be electing six
of the twelve directors. All directors will
serve a two-year term.

The actual management of the fund will
be in the hands of a president, to be selected
by the board of directors. It is our intention
to go into the ranks of the financial com-
munity and obtain the best possible profes-
sional talent for the position of president
and for his staff. It will be their job to op-
erate the fund in a strictly professional,
business-like way, so as to obtain the best
possible benefits for the stockholders.

The proprietary fund will have two classes
of stock: Common stock, without par value,
and convertible preferred stock of a par value
of one dollar per share. The preferred shares
shall be entitled to a cumulative preferred
dividend of seven cents per share per year.
The shares will be avallable only to residents
of Puerto Rico which meet certain require-
ments spelled out in the law.

The preferred shares are, in effect, a means
of financing a person’s participation in the
proprietary fund, They will be available only
to workers who earned not less than 8800 nor
more than $7,800 the preceding year and
whose income from other sources did not ex-
ceed #1,000 for the previous year (unem-
ployed persons may not purchase these
shares). The common shares will be available
to any worker resident of Puerto Rico whose
income the previous year did not exceed
$18,000. The reason for so limiting the num-=-
ber of persons who may participate in the
fund is that the fund is designed to help
only those workers who cannot acquire cap-
ital by ordinary means, It is felt that any
one with an income of over $18,000 should
acquire capital through the available market
mechanisms, without any special help from
the government.

Once an eligible worker has indicated, in
a special form that the fund will provide, his
desire to purchase preferred shares, and his
eligibility has been ascertained, he will be
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issued fifty dollars in preferred shares which
will in turn be matched with fifty dollars of
common shares that the government of Puer-
to Rico, through the fund, will purchase for
this person, The purchase of the preferred
shares will be financed, at the election of the
purchaser, through loans from banks, which
loans will be arranged by the fund. The
common shares will be issued free to the
purchaser of the preferred shares but will
serve as collateral for the loan that the pur-
chaser made in order to buy the preferred
shares. The dividends from both the preferred
and the common shares will be applied to
repay the prineipal and interest on each loan.
If a loan is not repaid within five years, the
government undertakes to pay its outstand-
ing balance and all dividends on the corre=-
sponding shares will be applied to repay the
amounts advanced by the government.

This plan, which we have called the com-
monwealth co-investment plan, is the heart
of the proprietary fund. It is the motor
that drives what I call our vehicle for achiev-
ing a better distribution of wealth in Puerto
Rico. Quite frankly, although the proposal
has been the subject of some criticism, we
are very confident that it will be a great
success.

Through the co-investment plan, the
worker will be able to purchase one hundred
dollars of stock without using even one
penny of his pay or his savings. We expect
that the shares will increase in value so that
after a period of eight or ten years he should
have acquired, without using any of his own
funds, a relatively significant participation
in the wealth of his economy, and a partici-
pation which, if he continues to elect
through the years, could become a substan-
tial one for him.

Obviously, the success of the fund will de-
pend on the success of the institutions in
which it invests. We have quite a number
of both small and large corporations in
Puerto Rico which have been very success-
ful, and which have produced extremely
favorable returns. We have actually ap-
proached some of the more successful ones
and they have indicated their willingness
to make large blocks of their stock available
to the fund. Furthermore, the fund itself
will be exempt of all taxes, and gains real-
ized in selling to the fund equity in busi-
ness enterprises will be exempt from income
tax., Through these means we expect the
fund to earn enough money to pay out
dividends to both its preferred and common
stockholders.

Dividends paid on the shares of the fund
shall not be subject to income tax for the
stockholder. Similarly, the acquisition by the
fund of common shares for a qualified worker
under the co-investment plan shall not be
treated as income received by the worker.
Once a worker's shares pay out the loan he
made to purchase those shares, they will
begin to provide the worker a tax-free annual
return which can grow into a substantial
source of additional income for that worker.

The proprietary fund should be such an
attractive proposition to the persons eligible
to participate in it that we expect that all
eligible workers will want to participate. Un-
fortunately, Puerto Rico does not have
enough resources at this time to allocate
to the fund enough money to allow every
qualified worker to participate., Therefore,
the bill creating the fund provides an order
of priority of participation. The order of
priority will be in inverse relation to the
workers’ income; that is, the first ones chosen
to participate will be workers who earned
$800 the previous year, and so forth, until
the Government appropriation for such year
is used up. For the first year we propose an
appropriation of $10,000,000 which we esti-
mate will cover about twenty to twenty-five
percent of the eligible workers. Hopefully,
the Government will be able to increase its
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appropriation as time goes on. In addition,
as the fund grows, its own funds should be-
come avallable for the co-investment plan.

As far as the mechanics of operating the
fund are concerned we realized early that
banks would be very reluctant to undertake
the financing of thousands of small, fifty
dollar loans. In order to cut down the paper-
work and make it as simple as possible, the
bill creates a statutory short form which,
in a single document, will constitute an ap-
plication for a loan, an agreement to sub-
sceribe to shares of the fund, a power of at-
torney to the fund to apply to a bank for
a five-year locan and to execute and deliver
to the bank, on behalf of the applicant, the
necessary promissory note and other legal
documents. It will also constitute the broad-
est authorization to the fund to take what-
ever measures are deemed necessary or con-
venient to properly implement the financing
plan, We envision that the fund will process
several thousands of these forms and then
take them, in a single large block, to a bank
and, in effect apply for one single large loan,
rather than thousands of small loans. In our
preliminary discussions, representatives of
Puerto Rico's banks have indicated their be-
lief that this procedure will make it feasible
for them to finance the purchase of shares
under the co-investment plan.

Time does not allow me to go into more
of the details of our vehicle for achieving a
better distribution of wealth. However, as
I said before, there has been some criticism
of the plan and I will like to discuss some
of it. I must emphasize here that the pro-
prietary fund is a dynamic concept, a new
approach, which can and will certainly be
the object of improvements. We do not pre-
tend that it will instantly bring about a new
economic order but we certainly believe that
it can lead us to a more equitable distribu-
tion of wealth within our framework of pri-
vate property.

First of all, the fund is not meant to tempt
workers into venture equity investment. Its
officers will invest only in proven enterprises
and the bill provides limits to the fund's
participation in any one company so that if
one company should fail, only a small portion
of the fund’s investment will be jeopardized.
Secondly, we feel that it is quite sound and
proper to use a small (just over one percent)
portion of our revenues as an incentive for
the workers to save. I use the term save be-
cause the worker will not be able to touch
his shares during the first five year period
when they are not paid for; the proceeds of
the loan he made will be invested for him
by the fund, in the capital of our economy.
In other words, the Government appropria-
tion will increase capital investment.

It is true that low income classes have a
lower propensity to save and that in such
cases, & rapid redistribution of income results
in more spending without any increase in
savings. This has been pointed out by Pro-
fessor Rosenstein-Rodan, formerly of M.IT.
and now with Boston University. It was after
discussions with Professor Rosenstein that
I began to conceive the details of the pro-
prietary fund. In order to avoid the infla-
tionary effect that a rapid redistribution of
income would have, we have provided special
mechanisms in the fund which will “freeze"
the worker's investment for a period of time.
In addition, a worker who sells his shares and
pulls out of the program will be penalized
for so doing, the penalty being that he will
not be able to participate again for three
years.

This will be another incentive to keep his
investment in the fund.

‘We are also concerned with the possibility
that a small group of persons might try to
acquire & majority or a substantial number
of shares of the fund. To avoid that, the bill
will provide that no person may own at any
time a number of shares greater than the
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maximum number of shares that could have
been acquired by a qualified worker in all
the years since the initial offering of shares
by the fund. The only exception to this is
with respect to shares acquired by inherit-
ance. You can see that we have tried to keep
It as “‘safe” as possible from speculators. Like
I said before, we do not pretend that our pro-
posal is perfect; we will welcome any changes
that improve upon it. What we do claim is
that it is a bold, new first step into what I
already suggested should be your own goal:
To re-orient our capitalistic system towards
the solution of the ineguities that exist in
our present economic order and to maximize
the income of every family and individual
not only through opportunities for better
employment, but also through feasible oppor-
tunities for acquiring ownership of produc-
tive capital.

Let me stress that I do not hold that this
is the only solution to the problem of how to
keep the creative power of capitalism, while
giving it a social goal, and protecting the
freedom of the individual. But as a practical
business-man, a practicing politician and a
person with an inquisitive mind that is not
afraid to tread new paths, I think it is a step
in the right direction. It may sound like a
dream. But in Shakespeare's words: “Dreams
are the stuff our lives are made of”, and I
add, only young hearts that have not lost
their ability to dream, will find the ways to
progress.

GOP PLATFORM SUGGESTIONS

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, to read
the newspapers or to watch television,
one would think that the GOP platform
hearings now going on in Miami Beach
are in the nature of a rubberstamp ses-
sion—window dressing for a pretailored
‘White House policy statement. The im-

plication that this might be so, or that
there is little or no room for alternative

proposals and constructive debate,

frankly concerns me.

I know that there are many, many
Republicans like myself who are deeply
concerned about what goes into their
party platform. Given the importance
of this election to the country and given
the evidence that far too many Ameri-
cans do not understand where the par-
ties, or the candidates, stand on the
issues, this concern is fully justified. The
future of the country is too important
a subject for there not to be the fullest
possible discussion of the issues by all
interested parties.

Because I am concerned about where
we are headed and because I have some
specific ideas as to the direction we
should take, I have made a number of
recommendations—10 in all—to the
platform committee. These suggestions
were submitted Sunday, however, the
press of Senate business made it impos-
sible for me to deliver them in person
today. Therefore, for the benefit of Sena-
tors. I ask unanimous consent that they
be printed in the REcorp.

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

REMARKS OF SENATOR EDpwArD J. GURNEY,
REPUBLICAN RESOLUTION COMMITTEE, MIamI
BeAcH, FLA.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, when looking back over the
course of history, certain dates stick out as
being decisive. When 21st century historians
write about 20th century America, they may
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well look back at November 7, 1072 as being
one of those dates.

Judging from the positions taken by the
Democratic Nominee and the posture adopted
by the Democratic Party in its platform,
Americans will have a real choice to make
this November, Issues like isolationism versus
internationalism, national securlty, the econ-
omy, welfare and tax reform, preservation of
the environment, and domestic tranquility
are of the utmost importance. There is a big
difference between the promises of the Demo-
crats and the record of the Republicans on
these issues, the choice we make now will de-
termine direction of this Nation for years to
come.

A recent Harris Poll has indicated that a
great many Americans do not understand
the positions of Richard Nixon and George
McGovern on the issues. Given the impor-
tance of the electoral decision to be made,
this is a eircumstance that needs to be
rectified. Records are important, for in judg-
ing the qualifications of a candidate or of
a political party, one must take into account
what has been accomplished as well as what
has been promised. As Roscoe Drummond,
in his recent column entitled “Upside Down
Politics” pointed out, the campaign theme of
the party out of power invariably is “Throw
the Rascals Out.,” Certainly that is the case
this year. But, as Mr. Drummond notes,
Democrats have controlled the White House
for 28 of the last 40 years and Congress for
36 of the last 40 years, Yet, we have the Demo-
crats condemning a war they got us into,
attacking attempts to control an inflation-
ary spiral they were responsible for, lashing
out at tax loopholes they wrote into law,
criticizing a crazy-quilt welfare system they
have designed and promoted, and assailing
Congress for not exercising its prerogatives
when they were the leadership in Congress.

On the other hand the Republicans have
a record of both consistency and accomplish-
ment. The GOP platform in 1969 called for
an honorable end to the war in Vietnam,
Since then, Richard Nixon has withdrawn
over 500,000 men from South Vietnam with-
out compromising that nation's right to
defend itself from Communist aggression.
The GOP platform in 1964 called for an end
to the draft. Since then, Richard Nixon has
proposed a volunteer Army, a lottery system
has been established, draft calls have been
reduced and the end of conscription is in
sight.

In 1964 and 1968, we Republicans called
for a restoration of law and order in this
country. Yet from 1964 through 1968, urban
riots, campus disturbances and crime in
the streets all increased. However, since 1969,
under a Republican administration; the in-
cildence of urban rlots has dropped to rrac-
tically zero, eampus unrest has dwindled
sharply, and an all out effort has been
launched against crime in the streets. In
Washington, D.C. for instance, the crime
rate has dropped to its lowest point in five
years.

Another hallmark of the Republican ad-
ministration has been its commitment to
reducing inflation and getting the economy
going again.

From 1965 to 1969 inflation increased dra-
matically reaching a high of 6.1% the year
President Nixon took office. Now, the latest
economic reports show that it is down to
2.7%. In addition, real output jumped an
incredible 8.9% last quarter. Employment
has increased 214 million in the past year
and the unemployment rate has declined
from 6.1% just before the freeze to 5.56% in
June. And, finally, real purchasing power—
the true indicator of how much progress the
workingman is making—has risen 45%
since last August.

These figures are just one more example
of the old adage about actions speaking
louder than words. When the facts are pre-
sented to the people, I have every confl-
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dence they will recognize who got us into
economic difficulty and who is getting us out,
who makes promises and who delivers.

And what about the forelgn policy initia-
tives undertaken by the present adminis-
tration? For the first time since the days of
the Eisenhower administration, the United
States has gone on the offensive diplomati-
cally. Instead of simply reacting to the initia-
tives of other nations, we have taken some
major steps which could lead to a lasting
world peace.

Of course, when dealing with the Commu-
nists, nothing is certain and, as the admin-
istration has so often stated, we have to krep
up our guard, not only to protect ourselves,
but also to give the Soviets the incentive to
negotiate further. And what does the Demo-
cratic candidate offer—a 40% cut in our de-
fense budget. If that were to happen, how
would we live up to our commlitments in
Europe, in Asia, in the Middle East?

In foreign policy, the Republican position
has been one of peace through strength. It
has worked for us in the past, and there is
no reason to think that it will not work well
for us in the future. We have honored our
commitments and have lived up to our re-
sponsibilities as a leader in the free world. To
now turn our back on these responsibilities,
to venture down the path of isolationism,
would be a terrible mistake just as it was in
the years before the outbreak of World War
1I.

Ours must be a positive policy for peace,
but at the same time it must be realistic. In
the last 4 years, it has been both.

What about the future? Well, as far as this
Senator is concerned, we cannot afford to rest
on the past. We must push ahead—in foreign
policy, in space, in the field of transportation,
and in dealing with the problems of senior
citizens. We must assure all our citizens that
they won't be discriminated against because
of sex or color. We must provide for guality
education while at the same time ending the
senseless business of forced busing. We must
tackle the task of bringing our court system
up-to-date so that it can provide a fair and
effective system of justice in today's modern
world.

For the benefit of the Committee on Reso-
lutions, I would-like to go into these prob-
lems I have just mentioned in greater detail
and make some suggestions as to what pro-
visions the GOF platform should contain.

II, THE OLDER AMERICAN

The point has often been made, but it
certainly bears repeating, that we Republi-
cans are extremely interested in, and con-
cerned about, the problems facing the older
American. Certainly, the administration
record over the last four yvears reflects not
only that concern, but also a determination
to do something about it. Now it is our job
to suggest what should be added to what
has already been done.

As a Senator from Flordia, I am particu-
larly aware of the problems of senjor citizens.
Florida’s pleasant climate has attracted many
retirement families. As of 1970, almost 18%
of the people of Florida were sixty-two or
over. I am talking to these people all the
time and I tell you that a greater effort than
ever is needed to resolve their problems.

In the last sixty years, the number of
older Americans in the United States has in-
creased dramatically. In 1910, they comprised
only 4.1% of the total population; now, they
account for 9.9% If you add in the nearly
ten million people between sixty and sixty-
five, the percentage rises considerably. More-
over, many of these senior citizens live on
very limited incomes—social security and
perhaps a small pension—and they have been
hurt badly by an inflation inherited from the
previous Democratic administration.

To emphasize the point, a few statistics are
perhaps In order. In 1970, about 3.6 million
families have a person sixty-five or over as
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head of the household had incomes of less
than $8,000 and almost half of these made
less than $3,000. In addition, another 2.9
million senior citizens living alone or with
nonrelatives had incomes of less than $1,500.
No wonder some 20% of the Nation’s 256 mil-
lion poor are elderly.

In the field of elderly housing, it has been
estimated that there is a need for between
a million and a quarter and a million and a
half new units. We also need to make it pos-
sible for the large number of senior citizens
who own their own homes—some 70%—to
go on living in those homes.

Medical costs and the cost of prescription
drugs have also risen sharply. In the last five
vears, expenses for an average three month
illness have risen 427 . Considering that 86¢)
of all Americans over sixty-five have at least
one chronic disease, the effect of such in-
creases on limited budgets is painfully ob-
vious.

What does the senior citizen on a fixed
income do when faced by rising costs for food,
drugs, clothes, housing and transportation?
The answer, all too often, is to do without.
This, despite the fact that when this nation
adopted the soclal security program, it com-
mitted itself to providing a reasonable means
of support for senior citizens in their retire-
ment years. Older Americans have held up
their end of the bargain. We cannot let in-
flation and changing patterns of family liv-
ing deprive them of the dignity that is the
cornerstone of a meaningful retirement.

Fortunately, President Nixon is fully aware
of the income problem and its sweeping
ramifications. As he so aptly put it, “If we fail
to move here, the other battles will be im-
possible.” And, he has acted. During this
administration, social security benefits have
been increased 467;, increases which I per-
sonally supported. Perhaps even more im-
portant for the future is the fact that the re-
cent 200, social security increase also in-

cluded a clause making future benefit in-
creases automatic every time the cost of liv-
ing rises more than 3% in one year. This will
end, once and for all, the political football
syndrome that has occurred in the past. Time
after time, benefit increases have either been

timed for political considerations or at-
tached to other, unpopular legislation in
the hopes that this attachment would in-
sure passage. Given this cost of living provi-
sion, we should have no repetition of this
kind of situation.

Public housing units for the elderly have
been increased by almost 607 since 1068;
& bill to provide for better nutrition has been
signed into law; social security and medicare
reform measures have been pushed; pro-
grams to enlist the energies of elderly Amer-
icans have been implemented; the first White
House Conference on Aging in ten years
has been held, and, perhaps most important-
1y, meeting the needs of our senior citizens
has been made a top level national priority.

Where do we go from here? Well, first of
all, the remaining sections of H.R. 1 dealing
with soclal security and medicare need to be
acted upon. This bill was proposed by the
President three years ago, yet it still has to
be voted on by the Senate. The Republican
Party should go on record in support of those
provisions which:

(1) Increase the earnings limitation for so-
cial security recipients to $3,000.

(2) Increase widow's social security bene-
fits by 17.5%.

(3) Eliminate the existing medicare part B
fee and

(4) Make individual members of retirement
families over sixty, who are not now covered
by medicare, eligible for it.

Just passing a long overdue soclal security
benefit increase is not the answer to all
senior citizen problems. Other things have
to be considered.
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For instance, another area of concern
should be the provision of free prescription
drugs to senior citizens. Reduced hospital
costs won't do much good if the necessary
follow-up medication is beyond the means
of the recently hospitalized senior citizen.

Then there is the quality of health care.
Demonstration projects and professional
standards review organizations are needed to
improve the quality of medical attention
under medicare and, as the President has
pointed out, stricter regulations are needed
for nursing homes.

Housing, as I have indicated, is & problem,
with rising property taxes a major difficulty.
Expansion of Federal assistance to senior
citizens who want to buy their own homes
will no doubt help, but since 709 of our
senior citizens already own their own homes,
the President’s actions in sponsoring rev-
enue sharing and his promise to develop
other property tax substitute proposals in the
not too distant future are likely to have a
far greater impact.

Another alternative that should be ex-
amined is the possibility of developing local
senlor citizens co-ops that could contract for
home maintenance and repair services at
lower cost. This would cut down on the
physical and financial problems facing a
senior citizen living in his or her own home.

Transportation, of course, is another ma-
jor problem facing the elderly. In this regard,
physical handicaps as well as income limita-
tions must be considered. Programs such as
the one being tried in Washington, which
provides for reduced bus fares for senior
cltizens, will reduce costs, will encourage
municipalities to provide transit wvehicles
that are safe for and accessible to older peo-
ple and will help overcome the physical limi-
tations of age—a combination that should
promote the sense of self-sufficiency that is
80 essential if our senior citizens are to main-
tain their dignity.

To those who would argue that retirement
communities offer a better solution, it should
also be pointed out that senior citizens want
to be an active part of society, not segregated
from it. Many senlor citizens loock upon re-
tirement as a time to contribute more to the
community rather than less; to cast aside
their talents and experience would be un-
fortunate not only for them but also for all
those that they might overwise be able to
help. Senior citizens may have speclal prob-
lems, but that does not make them different
people.

One could go on almost indefinitely ahout
various senior citizen problems. The party
platform should discuss such things as home
health care, tax problems, employment op=-
portunities, legal services, consumer protec-
tion, and the necessity for controlling infla-
tion. But, we might also consider these prob-
lems—and our response to them—in a broad-
er context, with an overall theme, if you will,
and that theme, I might suggest, should be
dignity.

Older Americans have worked hard for
their retirement and have unselfishly con-
tributed a great deal to this Nation. They
are not welfare cases and they are not look-
ing for a handout. What they want, and it is
certainly a reasonable request, is to get a
return on their investment in this country,
In drawing up this platform plank, the party
should redeem that promise and ease the
plight of those who have done so much to
help make America the great Nation it is
today.

III. COURT REFORM

For too long, the United States has lagged
behind other nations of the world in its
judicial system. For too long, justice in this
country has been neither swift nor certain.
Among the greatest crises facing the United
States as a nation today is the desperate
need for reform in this area; the tragedy lies
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in that this need continues to go unan-
swered.

When the situation gets so desperate that
there is danger the legal system will simply
cease to function, as has occurred recently
in New York and Philadelphia—the response
has been swift, but uncertain, un-coordi-
nated and piecemeal. For true reform, an
organized, well funded and well coordinated
effort at all levels is not only crucial, but is
absolutely essential, If our legal system is to
even survive,

Basically, reformn must cover all areas of
our judicial system—civil as well as crimi-
nal, and it may involve actual elimination
of some court activities, as well' as the up-
dating and streamlining of others.

It would be possible to speed up justice
if we could actually remove certain proce=-
dures from their traditional place in the
judicial system. There are certain matters
which are, in effect, not really serious enough
to be considered crimes at all, and these
could be removed from our over-burdened
courts, and handled more expeditiously by
soclal welfare agencies and/or the various
police departments.

Most traffic offenses—such as speeding—
could be expedited by the arresting police de-
partment. For example, in the various State
district courts in Rhode Island, one day a
week s set aside simply for the “trying” of
traffic “cases.”" Considering the fact that most
individuals so charged pleaded “guilty” and
payed the required fine, it is ludicrous in
these days of legal turmoil to see a sitting
judge, his clerk and bailiff, spending an
entire day dealing with such offenses. All
except the most major traffic offenses, those
involving damage to persons or property,
should be dealt with by the police, thus
freeing these judges to deal with more im-
portant matters.

Similarly, “erimes” of drunkenness and
vagrancy could be channelled through social
welfare agencies which are far better
equipped to handle these matters than an
already overworked judge.

Much the same can be said of domestic
relations matters, which originally entered
the realm of the courts because of clashes
between royal and ecclesiastical courts in
England. In several states, “chancellors'-—
practicing attorneys appointed for that pur-
pose—muake decisions and grant decrees re-
garding divorces and other family law mat-
ters, thus freeing the courts from lengthy
and often time-consuming litigation.

While delay in a civil suit, such as a traffic
accident case, may be several years and may
involve economic loss to all those involved,
particularly the injured plaintiff, delay in a
criminal action is far more serious, and often
involves the loss of freedom for the accused.
In eriminal matters, “justice delayed" is truly
“justice denied.” A person ineligible for or
unable to produce bail, may languish in
jail for weeks or months, awalting trial. In-
deed, in cases of crimes whose penalties are
relatively short periods of incarceration
where the courts may subtract the time
spent awaiting trial from the actual sen-
tence, It is not unusual for the defendant to
have spent more time before his trial, than
his sentence would call for,

A number of diverse reforms are needed
to effect a true speedup of the criminal jus«
tice system, from arrest through trial and
sentencing.

In the United Kingdom, most individuals
charged with criminal offenses, are brought
to trial within sixty days of their arrest. Un-
fortunately, this is far from the case in this
country, where an individual may walt a
year before being brought to trial.

One reform in this area would require the
court with jurisdiction over the defendant
to drop all charges against any prisoner
who—through no fault of his own—has not
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been brought to trial within a reasonable
time of the date of his arrest. An exception
to this rulewould be made where the in-
dividual had been charged with homiclde.

This reform has been working in New
York, California, Illinois, the District of Co-
lumbia, and the courts of the 2d Federal
Circuit, composed of the States of New York,
Connecticut, and Vermont. Basically 1t puts
pressure on the prosecution to move as ex-
peditiously as possible. Conversely, it is pos-
sible to put similar pressure on defense law-
yers, requiring them to be ready and to
avoid delaying tactics, by having them oper-
ate under a penalty of fine should they fail
to be ready when the prosecution is.

In the criminal courts themselves, the
abolition of the traditional “central calendar
system: would speed up the operation of the
system considerably, and hand down justice
in a fairer manner. Under the central cal-
endar, used in most large cities, one charged
with a crime may appear before a different
judge at each stage of his case, from initial
hearing, through trial and final sentencing.
Under this, the case is shifted from one
judge’s own calendar to another's, thus pre-
venting any one jurist from acquiring a
“feel” for the case and from rendering a
truly fair judgment. Also, it is a time-con-
suming, paper-generating antigquated proc-
ess which has no place in a modern judicial
system.

The central calendar system, should be re-
placed by an “individual assignment” sys-
tem under which each criminal case would
be assigned to an individual judge at the
outset, and this judge would be responsible
for the case all the way through.

The reasonable time limitation eoupled
with the individual assignment system would
greatly speed up the judicial process, par-
ticularly in the courts of our huge cities,
where the crisis has been greatest and most
serious.

In many areas, there is a severe shortage
of manpower in the legal system. Judges,
particularly at the local levels, are often
over-worked and the courts themselves are
poorly-managed, if it can be said that they
are managed at all, Often, there are insuf-
ficient numbers of prosecutors to handle the
work load. All courts are buried beneath a
never-ending sea of self-generating paper,
the location of the individual droplets of
which is left to an antiquated system of file
drawers and clerks.

While a large input of personnel at all
levels is not the sole answer, more judges,
prosecutors and supporting individuals in
well-chosen areas is definitely one answer.
The channeling of “victimless" crimes out of
court would release large numbers of capable
jurists for service in other, much more cru-
cial matters.

The need for competent, capable court ad-
ministrators is essential. Men, lawyers or not,
trained specifically to deal with a complex
system of opposing forces and ideas, tenu-
ously held together by tradition and rules,
and to make this system run, are a major part
of the solution. The Republican Party must
go on record in support of full-funding of
regional facilities for the training and place-
ment of skilled court administrators.

In areas where the crisis is not so great,
the appointment and training of an admin-
istrative judge to oversee the courts iIs
recommended.

Where prosecutors are at a premium, it is
possible to invite former assistant district at-
torneys back to work on a per diem basis to
assist in the disposal of cases. A number of
young lawyers, particularly in our large
metropolitan areas, began their careers in
these positions, and their experience is in-
valuable and should not be allowed to go to
waste in attempting to solve the current
crisis,

The computer has proven successful in
industry and government, and its value to
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the court system should not be overlooked.
Whole case files can be reduced to microfilm
or computer tape and can be located at the
push of a button, instead of at the whim of
a file clerk.

The Republican Party must go on record
in full support of the funding of reform and
upgrading of State courts. An office, similar
to the law enforcement assistant administra-
tion, in the Department of Justice should be
established for this purpose.

All these reforms should be pursued in
a coordinated, well-financed manner. The
crisis is so awesome at all levels that the time
for scattered, poorly-funded attempts at re-
form must be over. The Republican Party and
the Nation must recognize this fact, and we
as a party and we as a Nation must not be
afraid to take what some would see as radical
action, and to spend what some would see as
great sums of money in order to achieve true
“equal justice under law."

The Republican Party should recommend
a well-financed, coordinated, nationwide
program to upgrade the administration of
justice in the United States. Specifically, the
Republican Party should go on record in
support of the establishment and funding of
a national office to fund and coordinate court
reform programs at all levels of government,
including the following:

A restructuring of lower-court jurisdiction
to relieve judges of needless litigation in au-
tomobile, vagrancy and domestic relations
matters.

A re-ordering of the criminal justice sys-
tem so as to require that a criminally-
charged defendant must be brought to trial
within two months of his arrest, further
requiring that if this is not done, that all
charges against him will be dropped.

An increase in manpower, where needed,
at all levels of the judicial system, includ-
ing clerks, bailiffs and secretaries, as well as
well-trained, competent jurists.

The employment of skilled, highly-trained
professional court administrators in order to
increase the efficiency of courts at all levels.

The use of part-time prosecutors in areas
of heavy criminal litigation coupled with se-
vere, present or potential, backlogs.

The maximum use ol computerized and
microfilm data retrieval systems in order to
speed the processing of records and to elimi-
nate the needless mounds of paperwork.

IV. BUSING

Ever since 1647, when Massachusetts
adopted the first rudimentary public school
law, Americans have recognized, ever more
fully, that the twin objectives of education—
increasing knowledge while transmitting cul-
ture—were essential to the development of
a strong nation. Out of this realization
emerged public school systems, compulsory
school attendance requirements, and, start-
ing in 1869, free pupil transportation laws—
all implemented in the hope that better edu-
cation would promote better citizenship.

Over the years, our system of public educa-
tion has expanded and improved. Some of
the biggest steps have been taken during
Republican administrations. For Iinstance,
during the Elsenhower administration, the
first big steps were taken to end the system
of de jure segregation that deprived many
black Americans of the chance to get a qual-
ity education at the school of their choice.
During the Nixon administration more money
than ever before has gone to improving the
quality of education for all Americans; In
1973 we will be spending $12 billion more
than in 1963. The Republican record, there-
fore, is clear; we take a back seat to no one
in our commitment to provide every child
access to a quality education.

However, when the Supreme Court ruled,
in 1954, that “separate but equal” schools
were unconstitutional, it was the intention
of the Court to eliminate race as a factor
in determining pupil assignment. In the
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Court’s view, the practice of busing black
children away from their neighborhoods to
maintain segregation was to end, and no
child was to be legally prevented from at-
tending the school of his or her choice on
the basis of color. That was a landmark
decision, long overdue, one that overturned
a long-time injustice being done to one
group of our citizens and one that opened
the way for all Americans to have access
to a quality education.

Now, however, we have come full ecircle.
Instead of having school boards that are
colorblind with regard to pupil assignments,
we have courts ordering school systems to
assign and bus students in order to achieve
a certain racial balance. Not surprisingly, we
see that many black Americans find busing
for balance almost as noxious as busing for
segregation. To say that the black child can
only improve himself academically by being
bused to a white school is almost as obvious &
suggestion of inferiority as was the idea that
the black child was not good enough to go to
school with the white. The only difference is
that the first is grossly patronizing and in-
sulting while the second is blatantly dis-
criminatory. Neither idea is right and the
former should be rejected as soundly as
the latter has been.

This is but one argument, albeit a com-
pelling one, against the forced busing of
schoolchildren to schools not of their parents
choosing. There are, of course, others, per-
haps the most significant of which deal with
the question of whether forced busing (1)
raises the academic achievement levels of
educationally underprivileged children or (2)
improves the chances for mutual under-
standing. However, when put to the test, re-
sults show that forced busing accomplishes
neither. According to a recent study pub-
lished in the summer issue of The Public
Interest by David J. Armor, Harvard Univer-
sity professor and former researcher for the
U.S. Civil Rights Commission, achievement
levels are not materially raised while, at the
same time, racial tensions in the public
schools are heightened.

This is certainly not the only study that
leads to the same conclusion. Statistical
studies done in California, New York and
Illinois show that achievement levels have
risen far less than pro-busers had expected
and, In at least one case, they actually de-
clined. And, as far as racial tensions are con-
cerned, studies lead inescapably to the con-
clusion that forced busing makes things
worse rather than better,

Now this is not to say that school integra-
tion should be thrown in the ash can. Far
from it. People of good will in both races
must redouble their efforts to make it work
better, What it does suggest is that forced
busing iz not likely to contribute to either
good education or better understanding.

As If these factors were not enough, there
is also the matter of cost. Those who claim
that busing for racial balance constitutes
only a small fraction of pupil transportation
costs forget that busing has heretofore been
confined to the south and that, usually, the
figures they quote do not include the massive
forced busing of the last two years. In fact,
forced busing is a very expensive proposi-
tion, one that takes millions of tax dollars
desperately needed for new schools, more
teachers and better equipment and wastes
them on something that does nothing to
improve the overall quality of education.

For example, in Los Angeles, school of-
ficials have estimated that the eight year
plan they developed in anticipation of court
ordered busing will require the busing of
196,000 children twice a day as compared to
the 35,000 being transported now. The cost
will be a whopping $£180 million. During the
first year alone, if Los Angeles were to use
that money for £10,000 a year teachers, they
could add no less than 3,600 of them to the
school system.
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In Richmond, Virginia, forced busing is
already an expensive proposition. In April
1971 a court order forced the city of Rich-
mond to bus 7,000 more students than the
previous year, a move that required an extra
fifty-six buses costing $500,000. Now, if Judge
Mehrige’s order is upheld, the metropolitan
area will have to bus 78,000 out of 104,000
children—10,000 more than last year. School
officials estimate that in Henrico County
alone, the new plan will cost them two or
three times the $743,000 now being spent on
pupil transportation. This is only the initial
cost. The big yearly driver and malntenance
cost will be on top of that.

At Columbus, Georgla, an excellent exam-
ple of misplaced priorities is apparent. Two
years ago, pupil transportation cost the city
about $£365,000. This year the cost will be
an estimated $720,000. The reason—a forced
busing plan which has inereased the number
of pupils being bused from about 10,000 last
year to over 14,000 now. And if this stag-
gering increase—nearly 1009 —were not so-
bering enough, consider for a moment the
fact that the Georgla State Board of Educa-
tion has recently termed twenty-two of the
sixty-seven schools In the district substand-
ard and has recommended that they be
phased out. Nine of these schools are con-
sidered to be fire hazards. As long as facili-
ties are substandard or unsafe, or schools are
unaccredited, it seems only logical that every
available dollar go to correcting these de-
ficiencles.

Jacksonville, Florida, is a somewhat similar
ecase. In that city, there has been a long,
hard struggle to regain accreditation for
their schools, A Federal Court Order, issued
last summer, required that 12,000 additional
school children be bused to achieve racial
balance as soon as the necessary buses could
be purchased. In practical terms, this means
that next year over one million dollars that
could have been spent further upgrading the
schools will be wasted busing children an
average of twelve to thirteen miles a day
(some will have to go thirty-one miles).
How does this enhance quality education?

Here in Miami, the situation may be even
worse. Last winter, a Federal Court Order
prompted the Dade County School Board fo
propose a county-wide plan that would have
bused, over and above the 37,000 children
bused already, 8,000 students next fall and
83,000 in the next five years—at a stagger-
ing cost of approximately $3.8 million. A
school boyeott caused the school board to
drop that idea and submit a more modest
proposal, but the precedent set by the Rich-
mond decision makes it quite likely that an-
other ambitious county-wide forced busing
plan will be pushed upon Miami by the
courts.

And finally, there is the case of Detroit,
where a Federal judge, Stephen J. Roth, has
ordered the State to buy 205 school buses,
costing $3 million, so that an interim bus-
ing plan for Detroit may be implemented
this fall as a prelude to an even more coms-
prehensive plan that would affect 780,000
students in 53 school districts. Now, the 6th
TU.8. circuit court of appeals has stayed that
order, but unless congressional action is
taken to put an end to court ordered forced
busing, sooner or later, this order, or one
like it, is sure to be put into effect.

Another thing that must be considered is
that forced busing, rather than overcoming
segregation, is actually promoting it. In or-
der to put their children in quality schools,
many parents are moving away from areas
where forced busing plans are in effect. The
result is that once Integrated schools soon
become resegregated. Instead of helping
matters, enlarging the scope of busing sim-
ply Increases suburban sprawl and hastens
the decay of the inner city. Unless the gov-
ernment starts regulating where we live—
something I believe no government has a
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right to do—this process will eontinue.
Forced busing can only make it worse.

And what about the students? How do
they profit from spending two hours a day
on a bus, riding into a strange neighborhood,
when they could have gone to & school a
couple of blocks away? How do they benefit
from not being able to participate in school
supported extracurricular activities because
they have to cateh the bus home? Who prof-
its from a reduction in parent participation
in, and support of, our public school sys-
tem? How does a child get a better education
when the school at the other end of the
bus line is inferior to the one around the
corner or when he or she suffers psychologi-
cgl disorientation from moving twice a day
from one neighborhood to another? The an-
swer to all of these gquestions is that forced
busing does not benefit the child, the parent
or the community.

The American people have certalnly made
their position clear on this issue. Recent polls
have shown that a majority of blacks, and
T0-76% of all Americans, pppose forced bus-
ing. In Florida, the vote ran 77% opposed
to busing—in Tennessee, 80%. Wherever it
has been Implemented, busing has been
opposed, not because Americans want a
return to segregated schools, but because
they see absolutely no point in sending
their kids to a school across town when there
is one, often a better one, right around the
corner. Parents also recent, and rightly so,
the fact that, after putting out a lot of
money, perhaps their life savings, to move
into a neighborhood with a good school, they
cannot send their children to that school. All
Americans—black and white—should have
the right to send their children to the neigh-
borhood school of their choice, to require
otherwise represents a basic denial of indi-
yvidual rights.

Building a nationwlde network of quality
public school systems is no easy task, To
accomplish it, we need to put all our time
and resources to the best possible use. To
that end, the Republican Party affirms its
wholehearted support of all efforts that would
promote quality education and expresses its
determined opposition to those schemes
which do not materlally contribute to that
objective. We support increased ald to pub-
lic education and we favor compensatory
programs that will upgrade those schools
which need help the most, but we must op-
pose programs, such as forced busing, which
deny all parents the basic right to send their
children to the school of their choice.

V. THE EXPLORATION OF SPACE

One of the most shocking omissions in the
platform approved by the 1972 Democratic
Party Convention is the total lack of refer-
ence to the United States space program. In
this, and in other respects, the Democratic
Party and Its chief national spokesmen con-
tinue to indicate their lack of appreciation
for the necessity of pursuing advances in sci-
ence and technology across the entire range
of human experience.

The Democrats talk about the need for
more jobs, they ring their hands over foreign
competition, and yet their only solution to
the employment ills of this country is to turn
the Federal Government into an employer.
Now in certain cases this may have merlt,
but I submit that if we do not continue to
pursue excellence in the areas of science and
technology all of us will be forced to turn to
that employer of last resort, the Government.
We might even reach the ridiculous position,
which the new Democratic Party would prob-
ably consider gainful enterprise, of swapping
food stamps back and forth.

Throughout history nations have either
grown, developed and pursued technological
advances or they have fallen by the wayside,
relegated to the backwaters of history. In-
deed the history of man is a continuous nar-
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ration of one soclety after another bullding
and progressing and expanding technological
horizons.

If it were not for the level of technology
we enjoy, our unemployment rate would not
be the present 5% but would be a great deal
higher. There is no doubt that we have prob-
lems in this eountry—the Republican Party
has recognized those problems and the Nixon
Administration has isolated them and pro-
ceeded to deal with them strongly and ef-
fectively, but to turn our backs on science
and technology, to turn our backs on pro-
grams such as the space program, is not a
solution but an acceleration of some of the
problems.

In just one area alone—that of foreign
trade—the results of this downgrading of
technology would be disastrous, The Ameri-
ecan worker today is the highest pald worker
in the world. By virtue of his skills, by virtue
of his industry, he deserves that high salary.
He deserves to continue to be the highest paid
worker in the world. But, because of this,
the American industry cannot compete in
world markets in the area of low technology
products, those products where labor costs
are a substantial part of the total sale price,
However, we can compete in areas of high
technology where our labor force can apply
highly developed skills and where our basic
science and research potential are such that
we offer a product that surpasses anything
produced by any other nation.

This is the goal to pursue, to avolid a sit-
uation where our workers would be reduced
to the level of wages paid in Korea or Hong
Kong and to promote the active cultiva-
tion of markets for our communication satel-
lites, our launch vehicles, and our alrplanes.

One of the great pluses of the space
program is that it pursues excellence in the
areas of science and technology across the
broadest possible spectrum ranging from fuel
technology and metallurgy to communica-
tions and medical sclence. Lives are saved
each day as a result of space program spin-
offs. For Instance, as a result of related medi-
cal advances today a cardiac victim can have
his heartbeat monitored by a hospital while
he is belng carried to that hospital in an
ambulance. In the hospital his heart is con-
tinuously monitored by a centrally located
trained technician. This high quality care
was a direct fallout and application of the
space program.

Furthermore, it is estimated that 50,000
lives were saved during Hurricane Camille as
a result of advance meteorological forecast-
ing through the use of weather satellites.

And how do we place a value upon the
use of communications satellites in places
all over the world? Batellites placed In fixed
orbit can be used to reach radlos throughout
scattered, isolated and remote villages and
bring education and news to people who
would otherwise never receive them.

Because of this, the Republican Party
should make clear that one of the most
important goals of the Nixon administration
should be continued advancement In every
aren of science and technology, with particu-
lar emphasis on the importance of the space
program as a means of increasing the knowl-
edge of this Nation,

We also urge cooperation between all na-
tions in the use and exploration of space for
peaceful benefits for all mankind.

I believe strongly that we must continue
technological development if our Nation is
to progress. Historically those nations that
have failed to develop their technology have
lost their ability to maintain and raise the
quality of life of their citizens.

Sir Bernard Lovell, director of Britain’s
Jodrell Bank Observatory, has offered a sig-
nifieant word of caution:

“If you look at the thousands of years of
civilization, you will find that only those
communities that have been prepared to
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struggle with the nearly insolvable problems
at the limits of their technical capacities—
these are the only communities, the only
times, that civilization has advanced. The
Roman Empire decayed when it ceased to be
progressive in this sense, and there are other
examples. To a certain extent, you see the
beginnings of it in the United Kingdom to-
day, but fortunately, not in the United
States, and certainly not in the Soviet
Union."

Throughout the history of man there have
been doomsayers, those individuals who have
sald “Let us not go farther else we shall suf-
fer destruction.” I am sure these people were
around when man first declded to harness
the energy of fire. I am sure that they were
around when the phoenicians developed ships
to set sail and trade throughout the Medi-
terranean Basin., I am sure that there were
gloomy defenders of the status guo in the
court of Queen Isabella who told her that
the money obtained from pawning her jewels
could be better spent elsewhere, that she
should not invest in Columbus' trip, because
after all everyone knew that there was noth-
ing on the other side of the world and that
his venture would ineyitably fail.

President Nixon has committeed this Na-
tion to advances in science. He has done so
by initiating such programs as the space
shuttle. His commitment has been most wise.

I submit to you that the history of man-
kind is an uninterrupted history of the
achievement of those who have ignored the
doomsayers and brought increased benefits
to all mankind. We as a nation cannot af-
ford to turn our backs on the future. We
as a nation cannot afford to abandon what
technological superlority we still enjoy and
retreat to the point where we become a sec-
ond-class power, & nation increasingly rele-
gated to the backwaters of history, a nation
which cannot compete in space technology
or, for that matter, in military might, or in
trade competition with its neighbors.

The Republican Party must make clear its
support for a national commitment in the
area of science and technology, especially
the space program, and strongly support the
Nixon Administration in its establishment
of a such a policy.

V1. TRANSPORTATION

In transportation efforts, our country has
been concerned primarily with connecting
separate urban centers by a continuous net-
work of roads, waterways, railroads, and air-
ways—with spanning our vast land area as
quickly as possible. By means of both private
and public investment, America, in the past
century, has established a transportation
system which, in the aggregate, is recognized
as moving more goods and services to more
people, more efficiently than anywhere else
in the world.

The creation of this fundamental trans-
portation system has been essential to the
economic development of our country. The
construction of highways, alrports, and wa-
terways has been rapid and on a grand scale,
to enable necessary commerce and pleasure
travel; but, it has been accomplished only
with substantial social costs, which have only
recently been recognized. The history of
America's transportation development is
marked with short-range, immediate goals,
coupled with a failure to recognize future
consequences of a national transportation
policy that developed haphazardly.

Most of the existing situations which have
now been recognized by local, State, and Fed-
eral bodles as pressing transportation prob-
lems could have been avoided if the history
of federal involvement had demonstrated
more consistency, more comprehensive anal-
ysis, and a more systematic approach. In the
major effort to facilitate free, easy movement
through the United States, the transporta-
tion programs of the Federal Government
have falled historically to demonstrate com-
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prehensive planning and efficlent integration
of various transportation modes. Highways
have been built where rapid rail transit
would have served better, waterways have
been constructed where railroads would have
provided better less costly service.

Urban congestion in airways and on high-
ways could have been eliminated, or at least
relieved, if resources had been channeled to
providing larger capacity vehicles and car-
riers and to planning methods for reducing
the number of peak hour operations,

The present financial distress of some
modes of transportation (specifically, the
railroad, airline, and maritime Iindustries)
has been aggravated by a history of specific
tax relief measures which reflected no clear-
cut federal concern for maintaining a com-
petitive economiec climate for all elements
of the transportation industry. Further-
more transportation safety hazards persist
with a history of federal reluctance in
establishing industry-wide safety stand-
ards, Untold environmental damage has re-
sulted from unwise declsions in construct-
ing the nation’s transportation system. Air
pollution from aute, truck, and bus emis-
sions, annoying noise pollution, water pollu-
tion from transportation projects and vehi-
cle operations are imbedded in the fabric of
our everyday life. Little use has been made
of existing technology in reducing environ-
mental damage in the development of a
national transportation system.

The present Republican administration
has made major contributions to unravel-
ling the themes of federal transportation
policy, to identifying need priorities, and to
solving transportation problems requiring
urgent attention. The 1970 airport and air-
way development act has enabled more than
$1 billion in improvements of alrport facili-
ties and air navigation and traffic control
systems. The 1970 urban mass transporta-
tion assistance act made $10 billion in fed-
eral funds available to initiate a national
program of capitol investment in wurban
transportation. In the next four years, the
administration must intensify efforts to
consolidate federal resources which can be
allocated for transportation purposes and to
formulate consciously a national policy
which gives greater flexibility to localities
and regions in fulfilling their specific trans-
portation needs.

The Republican party pledges:

(1) To Hasten the introduction of new
technology into the nation’s transportation
system to improve the environmental
effects of transportation development.

(2) To create a federal funding mecha-
nism whereby regions and localities, whether
urban or rural, can finance appropriate,
tailor-made transportation systems, effi-
ciently integrating the various transporta-
tion modes.

(8) To increase Federal efforts to eliminate
traffic safety hazards by expanding Federal
regulation of safety in highway travel.

(4) To formulate transportation policy
with a full consideration of social costs of
new airway, waterway, and highway systems.

(5) To rationalize the freight system with
the intention of making rates more directly
a function of cost in rail, truck, and barge
industries, thereby increasing competition.

(6) To place greater reliance on collective
bargaining and less on federal intervention
in settling labor disputes,

(7) To identify the unique transportation
problems of the elderly and the handicapped
and to devote necessary federal research and
implementation resources to effect solutions.

(8) To re-organize the government agency
responsible for directing national transpor-
tation poliey, giving it authority to develop
a more comprehensive, better planned ap-
proach—including considerations of local,
state, and federal goals in environmental
guality, economic development and maxi-
mum safety.
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VII. FOREIGN POLICY

All of us commend the President in his
endeavors to reach agreements with the
Soviet Union and with the peoples Republic
of China that would assure future genera-
tions peace in this world.

The Republican' party has made clear its
support of such negotiations and agree-
ments, However, the party should also make
clear that those negotiations can only be
successful, and can only be in the best
interests of this country, when they are
negotiated and entered into from a position
of strength,

Both Republican and Democratic Admin-
istrations have learned that when a strong
posture is taken the communists will back
down, but that when the least sign of
hesitation or weakness is displayed the result
is detrimental to the United States. Since
the end of World War II there have been
numerous instances of this principle.

President Truman's Marshall plan, for
example, counteracted the Soviet inspired
revolt threat to Turkey and Greece and re-
tained those countries within the western
family of mnations. In 1948 President
Truman's swift airlift response to the Soviet
Blockade of Western Berlin resulted in' that
city being saved by a takeover by the Com-
munists,

The Dispatch of U.S, Marines to Lebanon
in 1958 by President Eisenhower protected
that country against the takover inspired by
Moscow and Cairo.

The stand by the late President Kennedy
over Soviet attempts to place missiles in
Cuba in 1962 caused Moscow to back down
and remove the missles from that island.
And then in 1970 S8wift Action by President
Nixon (which included a visit to the 6th
fleet) discouraged Soviet backed Syria and
Iraqi troops from intervening in the
Jordanian Civil War and helping dethrone
pro-Western' King Hussein. If this were not
enough, the swift flow of events this past
year have indicated once again the desir-
ability and necessity of the United States
taking a firm and decisive position on for-
eign policy matters.

In the far east, those democratic Doom-
sayers who seek capitulation as the only
alternative to Armageddon raised screams of
protest over the mining of Haiphong Harbor
and the bombing of North Vietnam. They
warned of all sorts of dire consequences
ranging from cancellation of the Moscow
trip to active intervemtion in the war by
Communist China. Of coures none of the
predictions have come to pass. Any student
of 20th century history could have told
them as much.

VIIL. ISRAEL

In the Middle East our Communist enemies
and their Arab satellites took as a sign of
weakness the sincere attempts of the Nixon
Administration to work out a compromise
solution to the Middle East situation that
would be acceptable fo all parties. Once the
Nixon Administration made very clear that
this Nation would support Israel, would sup-
ply Israel with necessary military equipment
and would not force her into any negotiations
that would require a lessening of her needed
security, what happened? The Arab coun-
tries protested somewhat and then kicked
their Russian advisors out of Cairo.

The upshot of all this is that the possi-
bility of face to face negotiations between the
parties in the area to achieve solutions to
their problems on their own without any
outside interference and intervention has
improved.

The Republican Party should go on record
as recognizing the importance of the Middle
East to the United States foreign policy and
the necessity for blocking Soviet expansion
to that area. It should also recognize the fact
that this posture can only occur with two
preconditions,
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The first is that we maintain a very strong
military presence in the Mediterranean, in-
cluding a naval establishment in that ocean
which is second to none. The second is that
Israel should be made the cornerstone of our
Middle East policy and that we should con-
tinue to make clear that we support that
Nation in its attempts to attain permanent
security and peace for itself and its neigh-
bors, In implementing this, the second Nixon
Administration should make it clear that
any future settlement of grievances in the
Middle East will have to be worked out by
the parties themselves. We should support
guite firmly the position of international law
that international waterways such as the
Buez Canal and the straits of Tiran must
remain open to the shipping of all Nations
and that no discrimination amongst Nations
will be tolerated by this country.

We should oppose any efforts to divide
Jerusalem, to return Jerusalem to its Arab
administrators or even to make it an interna-
tional city. Under Israell control, the city, for
the first time in recent history, has been open
to all faiths; now Jews, as well as Moslems,
and Christians are entitled to visit shrines
sacred to all. The people calling for a change,
whether it be restoration to the Arabs or
internationalization, are those same people
that remained totally silent during the long
years when people of the Jewish faith were
deprived of access to their holy places in that
city. They do not bring their arguments
forward with clean hands and they should
not be countenanced. The Nixon administra-
tion should make it clear that the United
States neither supports nor wishes any
change in the control of Jerusalem.

Finally, the Nixon administration should
be commended for taking the initiative in
discussing with the Eremlin leaders the
plight of Soviet Jews. The GOP should go on
record in supporting all administration ef-
forts to assist these unfortunate individuals
in their desire to leave the Soviet Union and
Communist oppression and emmigrate to
Israel. We should also express our clear dis-
approval of the tactics employed by the
Kremlin leaders in imprisoning and other-
wise punishing Jewish citizens of that coun-
try who desire to escape to freedom. The
Republican party fully supports the Nixon
administration in all efforts to assist Israel
in the resettlement of these Individuals in-
cluding direct aid and the use of counter-
part funds for the establishment of centers
for education and training,

IX. CUBA

Turning to our own hemisphere, the Re-
publican Party should reafirm its commit-
ment of assistance to and cooperation with
the nations of Latin America. At the same
time, we should also reafirm—in the strong-
est terms—our policy of political and eco-
nomic sanctions against the dictatorial com-
munist regime of Fidel Castro.

Back in October 1962, just prior to the
Cuban missile crisis, Co 8 res-
olution “that the U.S. is determined to
prevent by whatever means may be neces-
sary, including the use of arms, the Marxist-
Leninist regime in Cuba from exiending, by
force or the threat of force, its aggressive or
subversive activities to any part of this
hemisphere; to prevent in Cuba the creation
or use of an externally supported military
capabllity endangering the security of the
United States; and to work with the orga-
nization of American States and with free-
dom loving Cubans to support the asperations
of the Cuban people for self determination.”
Such a statement is as applicable now as it
was then and the Republican Party would do
well to express its continued support of the
principles contained therein.

We would also do well, in light of recent
events and in view of the fact that the
Democratic platform suggests re-examination
of our policy towards Cuba, to express our
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opposition to any weakening in the U.S.
policy of non recognition of, and economic
sanctions against, Cuba.

It has been eleven years sincé the United
Btates broke off diplomatic relations with
Fidel Castro’s Cuban government in response
to Cuba's limitation of our embassy staff,
the continuing stream of anti-American in-
vective, and the expropriation, without com-
pensation, of American property in Cuba. In
that time, two things have become evident.
First, there has been a concerted effort on his
part to export violent revolution throughout
the hemisphere especially to other Latin
American nations who want no part of his
brand of communism. Second, Castro has
shown no indication that he (1) wants the
U.S. to be anything other than a punching
bag to use as an excuse for his domestic fall-
ures, or that he (2) will compensate Ameri-
cans for losses suffered at his hands.

The record is quite clear as to Castro’s re-
sponsibility for the breakofl in relations, and
his persistence in widening the rift over the
years. There also can be no doubt, as the
governments of such nations as Costa Rica,
Venezuela, Guatemala, Colombia, Bolivia, Ur-
uguay and Brazil would attest, about Castro's
long-standing efforts, dating back to 1960, to
export his type of revolution to the rest of
Latin America.

In spite of this record, and In spite of
evidence that Cuban trained revolutionaries
were involved in the kidnaping of the U.S.
Ambassador to Brazil and the assassination
of the U.S. Ambassador to Guatemala, there
are some people who believe that Castro has
reduced his efforts to export revolution to
Latin America. What, in fact, has happened is
that, instead of a reduction, there has been
a shift in tactics from rural to urban terror-
ism. On & philosophical level, this shift has
manifested itself in the replacement of the
Guevara's Guerrila warfare by Carlos Mari-
ghella’s Mini Manual of the Urban Guerrilla
as the bible for revolutionary subversion; on
& practical level it has meant changes in the
guerrilla training programs being conducted
by Castro. Instead of training a large num-
ber of revolutionaries as in the past, Castro
glves a limited number of them specialized
training in urban terrorism at one of the
dozen or more Cuban run training camps.
The reduction that some have perceived is,
therefore, deliberate; Castro has concluded
that there is more to be gained by sending a
smaller number of better trained guerrillas
to certain selected Latin American countries.

to recent estimates, there are about
2,000 of these revolutionaries now operating
in Latin America.

Time and time again Castro has restated
his intention to revolutionize the hemisphere.
On April 19, 1971 he said that, before a
truly inter-American system can function
“There first must be revolution in each of
the Latin American countries.” And that
“American revolutionary peoples can depend”
on Cuba for support. On July 26, 1971, he
sald that revolutionaries “shall not make a
single concession to Imperialism” and that
they *“shall stand here firmly erect, raising
our banners until the last Latin American
nation is liberated.” In August, 1971 he said
“We have not repented one whit and the path
we have followed up to today is the path we
will follow in the future. And, following the
visit of Soviet Premier Kosygin in October
1971 Castro hailed "An upsurge of revolu-
tionary movement in Latin America." By now,
the rest of the hemisphere should have gotten
the message that the only type of recogni-
tlon Castro wants is the type accorded a
dictator by those unfortunate enough to have
no other cholce.

On September 16, 1971, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs,
Robert Hurwitch, put the matter in its proper
perspective when he stated, to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, that "“unless
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the Cuban Government were to abandon its
policies and actions which constitute a threat
to the peace and security of the hemisphere,
the benefits to be derived from normalization
of relations with Cuba are not readily appar-
ent, whereas the costs are clear.” Any reversal
of this position would not, in my opinion, be
in the best interests of the United States or
of the rest of Latin America. Furthermore,
continuation of our present policy of political
and economic sanctions offers a greater pros-
pect for success now than at any time in
recent years,

I say this for two reasons. First, Cuba con-
tinues to be an economic drain on the Soviet
Union and second, the Soviets may no longer,
in view of recent events, be willing to assume
such a burden indefinitely.

In the last 10 years or so, Communist bloc
nations have given Cuba & total of $3.6 bil-
lion in economic assistance. Over $3 billion
of that—$1.,56 million a day—has come from
the Soviet Union in the form of loans which
are still outstanding. And, as far as the
Soviets can see, there is little hope for im-
provement. Castro failed in his attempt to
promote a 10-million ton sugar harvest in
1969-70 and the effort resulted in a much
lower sugar crop last year and this yesr. Since
sugar is Cuba’s principal earner of foreign
exchange, Cuba 1s likely to be depenu' 'nt on
Soviet ald for a while to come. Ab« ul the
only thing that could change that w uld be
if the United States reestablished .prmal
trade relations with Cuba and took the
Soviets off the hook. In my view, that would
be a mistake since there are indications that
the Soviets may be coming to the conclusion
that Castro isn't worth it.

One of the most striking things that has
emerged from the President's trip to Moscow,
has been the hint that the Boviets are in-
terested in a relaxation of tensions—at least
temporarily—between the United States and
the USS.R. If the Soviets are unwilling to
run the blockage of North Vietnam, then it
follows they may not be so interested in con-
tinuing to prop up a Cuban government that
the Soviets know has been an aggravation to
the United States. The Soviets are not ones
to pour money into expensive projects that
do not promote their own interests.

Therefore, if the United States and other
Latin American nations continue their eco-
nomic boycott, Castro may, as a result of
Soviet ald cutbacks, be forced to make a
cholce—either explain to the Cuban people
his failures or adopt a responsible or respon-
sive attitude towards the rest of the Hemis-
phere. The possibility of forcing Castro into
such a positlon requires that we continue
political and economic sanctions; to ignore
the opportunity would be to break falth with
the OAS and with freedom loving people
around the world, including some 650,000
refugees who have fled Castro's tyranny. The
time has long since come for Castro to give up
his dreams of revolution and to make good
on the promise of freedom that brought him
to power. The burden of proof is upon Castro;
when he is ready to return Cuba to the West-
ern Hemisphere, the Hemisphere will be ready
to reevaluate him,

X. EQUAL RIGHTS FOR WOMEN

In 1923, nearly fifty years ago, the first
equal rights amendment was introduced in
Congress, During the decades that followed,
the Republican Party has reiterated time
and again its endorsement of the principle
that “equality of rights shall not be abridged
by the United States or by any State on
account of sex”.

In 1972, with the support of a Republican
administration, Congress finally passed the
equal rights amendment. We should com-
mend this first step toward assuring con-
stitutional protection for the rights of
women. At the same time, we must recognize
that congressional approval alone will not
achieve our desired goal. Only upon ratifica-
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tion by the States can we truly begin to
correct those inequities which have, since
the founding of our Nation, relegated half
of our population to second class citizenship.

It should be the goal of our party to secure
ratification of the equal rights amendment.

In addition, we should seek effective
promulgation and enforcement of equal
rights laws. It is anticipated that there will
be a need for ancillary legislation as well as
modification of existing statutes at the vari-
ous government levels. It should be our
resolute intention to encourage reform in our
legal system which will allow full compliance
with the congressional intent of the egual
rights amendment.

Discrimination on the basis of sex in the
areas of education and employment must be
eliminated. The Republican Party should
vigorously support and undertake to achieve
the following goals:

(1) Support the full and equal participa-
tion in the political and governmental
process and especially support women seek-
ing elective public office.

(2) No female shall be denied acceptance
to any public educational institution on
the basis of sex.

(3) Job opportunities, both in the private
and public sectors, must be made available
strictly on the basis of gualification to per-
form the given function.

(4) Wage laws must be worded to assure
ectual pay for equal work.

(6) Job promotion, advancement, tenure
and salary increases must be given to women
on the basis of performance and ability, as
they would apply to men in comparable
positions.

(6) Training programs of all kinds shall be
avallable to women on a more equitable
basis,

(7) Efforts must be made to ensure women
a better representation in the higher eche-
lons of Government service, appointed posl-
tlons, advisory commissions, and special task
forces.

(8) Women shall be given full and equal
opportunities in any program, contract or
grant utilizing Federal funds.

(9) Reductions in force shall not be made
indiscriminately on the basis of sex.

One area adjunct to employment is that of
protective labor laws. According to a labor
department study, “The special restrictions
originally designed to protect women now
tend to discriminate rather than protect’.
The Republican Party should support a care-
ful revision of these laws, to eliminate unfair
restrictions on working women. Laws con-
ferring maternity benefits should be made
avallable to women who work,

We should support more equitable treat-
ment of women relative to financial status,
not only on the basis of wages, but also in
the area of tax benefits and financial trans-
actions.

Our present tax system should be adjusted
to reflect fairer treatment of single women
and working mothers.

Changes are needed in social security and
other retirement benefits to allow just com-
pensation for widows and their families and
women heads of households.

In addition, we should support modifica-
tion of regulations and laws which apply to
financial transactions and contracts such as
leases, property rights for married women,
credit and financing procedures.

Finally, we must be prepared to assist those
agencies, at every level of government, whose
responsibility it is to see that equal rights
are not violated.

We should be pledged to this program.

We should not be satlsfied with mere token
compliance.

We should not be satisfied with attempts
to abrogate the Intent of this amendment.

We should not be satisfied with anything
less than full equal rights for the women of
this country.
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RETIREMENT OF GORDON F.
HARRISON

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, with the
retirement from the Senate of Gordon
Harrison we have lost one of the most
skilled, dedicated and honorable men
with whom I have had the honor to be
associated. Every Senator has benefited
from the excellence with which this man
pursued his work as chief counsel and
staff director of the Senate Committee
on Rules and Administration. He was ap-
pointed to this position by Senator
Theodore Francis Green of Rhode Island
shortly after I came to the Senate in
1952. A mark of this man’s loyalty and
dedication is that he continued to serve
in this position through each succeeding
chairman. These qualities coupled with
the technical skills which span the entire
gamut of Senate administration made
him an invaluable source of guidance and
counsel for all of us.

From Senator to newest Senate staffer
Gordon Harrison always had time to help.

Mr. President, I want to take this op-
portunity to express my personal thanks
to this exemplary lawyer, naval officer,
Senate staffer, and friend for his years of
public service. His retirement will leave
a wide gap in our ranks. He will be
missed.

ITT HOLDINGS IN MAINE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, we have
been shocked in recent months by ITT's
activities in the Federal Government and
in Chile. We should have known that that
company would be active at the State and
local level as well.

On August 8, the Wall Street Journal
reported on ITT’s efforts to buy up huge
sections of the State of Maine. In typical
fashion, the company refuses to state the
purpose for which it is buying this land.
This is a surprise which will be sprung
on the residents of Maine sometime in
the future, when it is too late.

I believe that other Senators will be
interested in this latest piece of evidence
on ITT's activities. I therefore ask unan-
imous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

JusT ExacTLY WHAT ARE THosE ITT Guys
Ue 170 IN MAINE WiLns? FirMm Has BouGHT
Lots oF Lanp Bur Won't HiNT AT REASON;
“Just A BUNCH oF FARMERS"

(By David Gumpert)

Evustis, MAINE—The pain in Maine lies
mainly in the mystery: Namely, why is In-
ternational Telephone & Telegraph Corp.
buying up the state?

Well, not exactly all of it, of course, but
in the past two years an ITT resources de-
velopment subsidiary, Raymidga Co., has ac-
quired large chunks of wild Maine back-
country and is seeking to buy more. True to
form, ITT will say next to nothing about why
it is buying the land. And Maine residents,
mindful of the company's image as a memo-
shredding. coup-plotting, behind-the-scenes
mover and shaker, are getting downright jit-
tery.

“I wouldn't be so concerned about it ex-
cept it's so secretive,” says Pat Fogarty, a
community organizer in the Eustis area.
Normally easy-going state officials also are
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edgy. “They're so huge, and we're just a bunch
of farmers,” frets one of them.

ITT's land lles just north of this tiny
(pop. 595) town in northwest Maine, a largely
untouched area of heavily wooded mountains
and sparkling streams and lakes. The near-
est commercial development, the Sugarloat
skl area, is 30 miles south. Over the years,
the land has been held as reserves by lumber
and paper companies, who were sellers to
ITT.

1S ITT DROOLING?

“If I were a developer, that land would
make me drool,” says James Haskell, execu-
tive director of a state agency that overseas
unorganized territory. Many Maine people
suspect ITT is drooling, too, which is why
there is renewed vigor in the continuing de-
bate over conservation versus economic
growth. That debate has added significance
here because Maine's 10.6 million unsettled
acres—nearly half the state—Iis probably the
biggest expanse of unspoiled scenery in the
Eastern U.S.

Exactly how much of it ITT controls isn't
an established matter of fact. A spokesman
says the company owns “around 50,000 acres’
and is leasing an additional 21,000 that it
hopes to acquire eventually; that adds up to
111 sgquare miles. However, the state's Land
Use Regulation Commission, Mr, Haskell's
agency, says it understands ITT owns 45,317
acres and leases 9,000. And the Maine Bureau
of Taxation's records indicate ownership of
only 22,437 acres.

“This is what they've got, and this is what
they're going to be billed for"” in 1972 taxes,
says an official with finality.

The biggest worry, though, is what will be
done with the land. ITT's chief spokesman
within the state, Fred Baird, rides around the
Eustis area in a telephone-equipped Jeep, but
he isn’'t very communicative, C. B. Cox, ITT's
director of conservation, speaks of plans for
“the long-term development of natural re-
sources,” and also mentions “a small wood in-
dustry” and "a timber management pro-
gram.” But when pressed for detalls, he says,
“I'm really not in a position to go into it.”

AIRPORT AND A GOLF COURSE

Fueled by this reticence, rumors and specu-
lation fly, Among the guesses: a huge four-
seasons resort; mines to extract some newly
discovered mineral deposits; maybe even a
self-contained “new city” on the order of Co-
lumbia, Md. A state official tosses out possible
clues by saying that ITT has informally dis-
cussed bullding a golf course, an airport,
multi-income housing and a manufacturing
project that would use every bit of a piece
of timber, down to wood chips and sawdust.

Except for this plant, the clues fit another
popular theory—ITT plans to build a plush
retreat for its executives. The company al-
ready has put up a hunting and fishing camp
on its land. It apparently is near a lake be-
cause an amphibious plane flies executives
and their guests to the camp almost every
summer weekend, say alrport personnel in
Augusta, 100 miles south.

Whatever the plans, ITT has begun exercis-
ing its owner's prerogatives.

It hired a watchman and built a new log
cabin for him and his family along the main
dirt road leading in from the highway. A
heavy chain is slung across the road at the
house, and a woman comes out to tell un-
wanted visitors that if they proceed further
it will have to be on foot. Several people with
vacation cottages on ITT land have been told
their leases have been canceled.

UNNEIGHBORLY RETALIATION?

However legal it may be, such treatment
doesn't sit well with a lot of residents. They
might respond with unneighborliness of their
own, hints Linwood Rolfe, owner of a sport-
ing goods store in nearby Farmington. In late
summer, he says, forest fires become more
prevalent and local residents are often re-
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cruited to help fight them in the unorganized
territory. ITT might find such help hard to
find, he says.

The underlying fear, of course, is that ITT
will buy more and more land, despite assur-
ances from the company's Mr. Cox that the
only additional land it wants is that which it
has under lease. But residents here find it eas-
ier to believe such folks as Basil Powers, a
farmer who owns 200 acres near ITT's hold-
ings. He claims to have heard that big land-
owners nearby have been pressured to sell. He
expresses the rumor-fed bitterness he shares
with many of his neighbors:

“This isn’t going to be the state of Maine,
it's going to be the state of ITT.”

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PUBLI-
CATIONS COMMISSION

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cosponsor S. 3899, introduced
by the Senator from Rhode Island, to ex-
pand the work of the National Histori-
cal Publications Commission. For 5 years
Senator PerL has ably represented the
Senate on this Commission whose impor-
tant work has largely escaped the public
eye. The Commission’s activities assist-
ing in the collecting, describing, editing,
and publishing of documentary sources
important to American history—are like-
1y to have a lasting influence on the way
in which we interpret our country’'s his-
tory and traditions.

Perhaps it was President Eisenhower
who best described the need for such a
program when he said:

The free world must have histories writ-
ten by men and women in search of the
truth—not by those seeking to rewrite the
records of the past to their own advantage.
This underlines the essential need of a broad
and incorruptible supply of our Nation’s
documentary resources.

During the past decade, under the di-
rection of its able and experienced Ex-
ecutive Director, Dr. Oliver W. Holmes,
the Commission has been engaged in a
program to make more broadly available
the documentary resources of which
President Eisenhower spoke. Its grant
program has assisted in the publication
of letters, papers, and other documentary
sources relating to famous Americans
such as Thomas Jefferson, John C. Cal-
houn, Henry Clay, Benjamin Franklin,
Alexander Hamilton, Woodrow Wilson,
Andrew Johnson, James K. Polk, Ulysses
S. Grant, John C. Fremont, Jefferson
Davis, George Mason, and John Marshall.
The Commission has been able to un-
dertake such an extensive program de-
spite a very limited budget because these
projects have attracted outside contribu-
tions from universities, foundations,
charitable organizations, and other
groups that are nearly double the Fed-
eral grants.

As the work continues, the words of
the men and women who did the most
to shape our Nation's institutions and
values are collected from all the scat-
tered and fragile source material and
put on microfilm or in books where ev-
eryone can read them.

I can perhaps best illustrate the value
of this work by referring to the papers
of John Dickinson, a Delawarean, whose
influential tracts and writings earned
him the appellation of “penman of the
Revolution.” Some of the Dickinson pa-
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pers are stored at the Historical Society
of Delaware, where requests come in
from researchers and historians from all
over the country asking for information
about their contents. Although Dale
Fields, the executive director of the his-
torical society, and his stafl do their best
to service these requests, it is impossible
to provide all the information asked for,
and every reference to the original pa-
pers contributes to their deterioration.
From the point of view of those who
write in, the specific letter or paper in
which they are interested may not be in
the historical society collection, but in
some other collection, and they may have
to write several letters before locating
a document.

If these papers were available on mi-
crofilm or in a published form, they could
easily be checked by the research scholar
in his own library. Moreover, the added
convenience would make it much more
likely that the scholar would extensively
consult the original documents, giving
him a more thorough firsthand knowl-
edge of his subject.

Mr. President, S. 3899 will make it pos-
sible for the work of the National Histor-
ical Publications Commission to con-
tinue in an expanded form as part of our
observance of our Nation’s bicentennial
celebration. At this time, when we will
be especially thinking about our coun-
try's future, it is important also that we
reflect upon its past to remember and
rediscover the ideas and principles that
lay behind the American achievement.

REVENUE SHARING

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, a $30-
billion revenue-sharing bill now before
the Senate is currently stalled because of
unresolved jurisdictional questions. I
would hope that these questions can be
cleared up quickly so that the Senate can
move ahead with this extremely import-
ant legislation.

Revenue sharing is a concept whose
time is long past due. It could well be the
salvation of our cities and counties—
many of which are on the brink of finan-
cial disaster.

Not only does this bill provide financial
relief, but it also begins a trend of re-
turning some of the power and authority
of government to the local level. We must
return some decisionmaking authority
to those State, county, and local officials
who are able and willing to provide
solutions to problems facing their
communities.

I also happen to believe that the Sen-
ate version of the revenue sharing bill is
superior to the one passed by the House.
In my own State of Alabama, this bill
would provide some $127.6 million—or
about $47 million more than was pro-
vided in the House-passed version of the
bill.

Mr. President, we cannot afford to let
this golden opportunity slip away from
us. The bill will, I believe, pass over-
whelmingly once it reaches the floor of
the Senate. So I would hope that the un-
resolved questions about jurisdiction can
be resolved speedily and that we can get
on with the passage of what is truly his-
toric legislation.
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TAX REFORM

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 3, I discussed with commentator
Frank McGee, on the Today show, the
problem of tax reform and other mat-
ters. I request unanimous consent that
the interview be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the inter-
view was ordered to be printed in the
Reconrp, as follows:

SENATOR FRED HARRIS INTERVIEWED

FRANK McGEE. One of the battles at the
Democratic Convention last month was over
tax reform. A minority proposal for repeal
of the present income tax system, in favor
of a more sharply graduated income tax,
was defeated, but narrowly, and on a volce
vote.

The idea of tax reform is not necessarily
limited to the Democratic Party. Shortly
after the Democratic Convention the Repub-
lican administration’s leading tax expert,
Undersecretary of the Treasury Edwin S.
Cohen, suggested in Congressional testimony
that Congress rewrite and toughen the tax
laws so that wealthy persons would pay a
greater share of federal income taxes.

Senator Fred Harris of Oklahoma, who
joined with economist J, Kenneth Galbraith
to promote the tax reform idea at the Demo-
cratic Convention, is with us this morning
to discass his tax proposals, and the larger
subject, actually, the question of a redis-
tribution of wealth in the United States

If I understand your position, you feel
that this question, a redistribution of wealth,
and the power that stems from wealth, will
be the dominant issue in politics through-
out the decade of the seventies. What leads
you to that conviction?

Senator FrEp HARRIS, Well, I do, and I hope
that that's so. Actually, the reason why
we're organized as a government is to better
and more fairly distribute income, wealth,
and power. Now we haven't said that as
plainly as I think we ought to, but that’s
what it's all about. Because rich and power-
ful people, they can take care of themselves.
‘What we want to do is to try to give people
& better chance at what income and wealth
buy—health, housing, education, and so
forth. That’s what government's about. But
the fact is that we're doing a very poor jub
of it.

McGee. Is the idea here to try to get —
aside from the merit of the ideas—is it vo
get money into the hands of the people dl-
rectly rather than through, say, federil
health programs, federal insurance programs,
federal housing programs, and things like
that?

Senator Harris. It's actually mixed. But
we ought to focus on this business of income,
For example, we're good at treating symp-
toms. So we look at, say, the problems of
elderly people and we say, ah ha elderly peo-
ple have—often have problems of nutri-
tion. So why don't we have a food program?
They have—a lot of them are having to give
up breakfast or lunch to buy medicine. So
why don't we give them medicine? Or they
have very poor housing, many do. So why
don’'t we provide housing?

Well all these things are important. But
what we often miss is that income is what
they lack. If you had income you could buy
housing and health and medicine and nutri-
tion, and that gives you more options too. I
talked to an elderly fellow down in—my wife
and I did—in one of those high rise housing
projects in Miami not long ago. And he said,
I have cataracts in both eyes, and he said,
I can't shop anymore. I can't cook, I live
alone. Why can't I take my food stamps to
the cafe and buy prepared food? Well you
think why can't he? And then you go past
that and you think why ecan’t he just have
the money, and then he could do whatever he
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pleased. That, I think, would be & far bet-
ter way. Of course, what we're talking about
primarily with income is the right to a job
and a decent income., And those who can’t
wotk or can’'t get work we think ought to
have a decent income.

McGee. Well Senator, if this approach has
merit, that you just give them thé money
and they'll take care of themselves, that is a
kind of an abrupt turnaway, is it not, from
the New Deal concept?

Senator Harris, It is. The thing you have
to focus on is that there is a terrible mal-
distribution of income and wealth and power
in this country. And as a result of that you
have these terrible stresses and strains in
our society. And this isn't—it's not just an
economic matter, it's a social matter. We have
a kind of social contract with each other. And
we say that we're banded together in a society
that’s going to try to be fair with its mem-
bers, and people ought to have some kind of
fair chance for a job, and so forth. Now if
that breaks down—if as is true the upper two
percent hold eighty percent—own eighty
percent of all the individually owned corpo-
rate stock in America, one hundred percent
of all the tax exempt municipal bonds—if it's
true that the upper one-fifth of our popula~-
tion has forty-one percent of the income—
eight times the income of the lower one-
fifth—then you can see that that social con-
tract is beginning to kind of break apart.

And so it evidences itself in a lot of patho-
logical symptoms—rising aleoholism, rising
crime, rising use of narcotics, apathy and
withdrawal, violence of varlous kinds, self
destructive behaviour. Our tendency is to
treat the symptoms, and that is important.
But what's more important is to get at these
terrible strains and stresses that are tearing
the soclal contract apart.

McGee. Well 1f, as we suggested, that this
18 a departure ffom the New Deal concept, do
you think that the problem is as aggravated—
as pronounced today—as it was at the time
that the New Deal concept for e¢onomic and
social legislation came into belng?

BSenator HARRIS: Yes It Is, and In many wayvs

BELS ammirinan iy .

ive worse, You and I grew up down there in
Oklahoma. I came from a background which
by any standards would have to be called
poor. We were working poor, but we were very
poor. But that didn't seem quite so—quite g0
bad because nearly everybody I knew was poor
as well. Now—a part of it is relative depriva-
tion. But while we're the wealthlest country
in the world, we have tremendously rich peo-
ple—enormously rich people—we still have
the working class people, and those who are
poor—below the working class—that are left
out. And thelr opportunities are far less to
break out of that economic class today than
they once were,

A good example of that is how industry has
become more and more closely held, more and
more concentrated, fewer and fewer big cor-
porations now dominate the economy, and
the worst example of the unfairness in the
social contract and economically is the tax
system. If the way we finance government is
unfair, why then what is fair? And that's
why we need to get rid of all these loopholes,
many of which are rather recent in the law,
and at least quit redistributing income in
the wrong direction through tax breaks,
through these huge farm subsidies, and other
kinds of more hidden subsidies, We redis-
tribute income in the wrong direction. And
at least we ought to stop that.

McGeE., Well given the opposition to really
wholesale tax reform in the Congress, what
makes you believe that's the best way to
tackle this problem if we admit the problem
exists?

Benator Harris. I don't think you'll do it
through the Congress, First of all, you need a
President, I support Senator McGovern be-
cause one of the main things he sald 1s do
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something dbout this tax reform. And he's
talked about redistribution of income and
wealth,

Biit I believe that just as you didn't get
progress on a broad range of fields like civil
rights, the Vietnam war—ending the Viet-
nam war—the environment, women’s rights
through political action—or it didn't origi-
nate there—but it originated with citizens’
movements, I belleve the same must be done
about calling this country to its main goal—
& redistribution of income, wealth, and pow-
er, concentrating first on tax reform.

And so I'm head of an organization called
New Populist Action which this fall T hope
will have teach-ins around the country to
call attention to tax avolders by name, and
how they avoid taxes, both property taxes
and estate tiaxes as well as federal income
taxes. And then I hope next spring we can
put together a serles of tax rallies, of dem-
onstrations against and picketing of tax
avolders, perhaps even work stoppages, to
bulld the kind of citizens' movement that the
government cannot fail to respond to.

McGee. Well to get right down to it Sen-
ator, what effect is all this activity going to
have on Chairman Wilbur Mills of the House
Ways and Means Committee? Now he's the
tax writer.

Senator Harris. Wilbur Mills is, of coiirse,
the man who knows as much about the tax
system as any man in America. He's also
shown, as with Medicare, revenue sharing,
welfare reform, that he can respond and will
respond to public sentiment. On all those is-
sues, I believe, at one time or another Con-
gressman Mills was against them. Now he—
with the public sentiment having been dem-
onstrated and built up—he at least in part
is for all or some of those programs. And I
believe that the Congress in our democratic
soclety can be made to respond to an out-
raged cltizenry. Seventy-four percent of the
people sald In a poll by Louis Harrls last
month that they believed that the rich were
favored by the taxes, and that working class
people were paying an unfair burden. Now
that'a Eamsadiles 13848 it - - ™ "
e wwaauwallg TNAT We can build upon

and make the government respond to.

MoGee. We have very little time, but that's
not a new attitude. That's an old complaint.

Senator Harris. That's true. Back at the
turn of the century down in my part of the
country and all around America there was
& Populist movement. But I'm talking about
& new Populist movement. Back then down
in Eansas they said, farmers have to raise
more hell and less corn. And I believe that's
true of working class people generally, and
others around this country now,

McGee, Thank you. We've been talking
with Senator Fred Harris of Oklahoma.

THE POSITION OF JAPANESE-
AMERICANS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, it has at
last become part of the common wisdom
that there is a close and inseverable rela-
tionship between our foreign and domes-
tic affairs. But nowhere is this linkage
more clearly established than in an arti-
cle in the Wall Street Journal of August
8 which describes the impact of President
Nixon’s policy toward Japan on the Jap-
anese-American community.

According to the author, Norman
Pearlstine, with the new chill in relations
between Japan and the United States,
hostility in America toward Japanese-
Americans is beginning to surface again.
Among examples he cites is the CoNGrES-
stoNAL REcorp insertion by Representa-
tive James R. Mann of a song entitled the
“Import Blues.” One verse:
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Buying Jap-made products so sleazy to se2
Is a damn fool thing for you and me

And I'm fighting back because I won't run
From the slant-eyed people of the Risin’ Sun.

Pearlstine also reports ads in Phoenix,
Ariz., by a Chevrolet dealer who warns:

Remember Pearl Harbor, when they tried
to take your country from you. They are back
with cheap imports to take your jobs, pen-
slons and social security.

I hope, Mr. President, that in the com-
ing weeks the Demoeratic ticket will be
able to expose this administration’s mis-
taken policy toward Japan. I hope that
as Democrats we can outline clearly the
steps we will take in the next adminis-
tration to reestablish close contacts with
a nation which may now be as important
to our prosperity and security as any oth-
er country in the world.

But most important, I hope that we
will make clear that we will vigorously
oppose any measure of discrimination di-
rected against Japanese-Americans or
any other group of American citizens.
The World War II internment of Japa-
nese-American is a disgrace for which
this country has never fully atoned. We
have a special obligation fo prevent any
recurrence.

Mr. President, I ask unanimoius con-
sent that the Wall Street Journal article
be printed in the Recoro,

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

THE "QuiErT MImNORITY"—ToEYO-UNITED
STATES DIFFERENCES STIR FEAR AND MivLI-
TANCY IN JAPANESE-AMERICANS

(By Norman Pearlstine)

MANZANAR, CALF —A biting morning wind
rhlgs throu‘sh the sagebrush and mesquite,
wiowing up billows of sand that momentarily
blur the peaks enclosing this desolate valley.
Not a soul is in sight, but there are ghosts
everywhere.

Here and there, rising from the sand, are
relics: decaying barracks floors, & guardhouse,
a cemetery near an old garbage dump, They
are the remains of a different Manzanar, one
of 10 internment camps that 30 years ago
held 110,000 Japanese-Americans who, it was
feared, might otherwise conduct crippling
sabotage in the U.S. and help Japan win
World War II.

Beginning in the spring of 1942, federal au-
thorities rounded up almost every Japanese-
American on the West Coast, from old women
to little chlldren, and penned them into
places like Manzanar where they lived sur-
rounded by barbed wire, guards and the sus-
picions of their fellow Americans, Though
many were allowed to leave the camps over
the next couple of years and relocate outside
the West Coast (some entered the U.S. armed
forces), a number died in the camps, and
others were incarcerated until 1945,

When they were imprisoned they were
ordered to leave almost everything behind.
Some sold their homes and businesses at
heavy discounts or losses. Others finally re-
turned to find their property stolen or in
ruins or destroyed by vandals, In 1947 the
Federal Reserve Board estimated their losses
at $400 million. The government paid $38.5
million in property claims.

THE WINDS OF CHANGE

Few Japanese-Americans today belleve that
the degradation of Manzanar will agaln be
visited on their people. But this camp, in the
Owens Valley about 2560 miles northeast of
Los Angeles, stands as a stark reminder that
white America's attitude toward citizens of
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Japanese extraction blows hot and cold
with changes in relations between Japan and
the U.8. With a definite chill between the
two nations now, mainly because of eco-
nomic matters, hostility is beginning to come
to the surface again—and with it, fear. Some
examples:

In Phoenix, Star Chevrolet warns the pub-
lic in ads: “Remember Pearl Harbor, when
they tried to take your country from you.
They are back with cheap imports to take
your jobs, pensions and social security.”

During a strike at the Fontana, Calif,
plant of Kaiser Steel Corp., workers on the
picket line cry, "Jap steel Jap steel!” and
curse the supervisors who drive through in
Datsuns and Toyotas. They say nothing to
men driving Volkswagens.

A South Carolina Congressman, Rep.
James R. Mann, a Democrat whose constitu-
ents include many unemployed textile work-
ers, inserts a song called "“The Import Blues"
into the Congressional Record. One verse:
“Buying Jap-made products so sleazy to see/
Is a damn fool thing for you and me/And
I'm fighting back because I won't run/From
the slant-eyed people of the Risin' Sun.”

The American Immigration Committee of
Decatur, Ga., a small right-wing group, pub-
lishes a “population report” calling for an
end to immigration of “aggressive Japanese”
who the committee warns, might wind up
controlling the federal government.

The Seattle firefighters’ union magazine
suggests, in an article intended to be humor-
ous, that lowering of the height require-
ments to 5-feet-6-inches means that rice
and chopsticks will have to be delivered to
all fire stations.

CAUSE FOR ALARM

The 600,000 Japanese-Americans aren't
laughing. They know what even trival insults
can portend: being stuck in the middle be-
tween Japan and the U.S. And for those
Japanese-Americans

who might have
thought that the old grudges have been for-
gotten by whites, there are disturbing in-

“dications to the contrary.

For example in 1967, when relations be-
tween the two nations were better than they
are now, researchers at the University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles published a poll show-
ing that 48% of Californians approved the
incarceration of Japanese-Americans in
camps during the war. According to research-
ers who supervised the study, the poll showed
a strong relation between the image Califor-
nians have of Japan and acceptance of
Japanese-Americans.

Faced with such attitudes, the historically
passive “guiet minority” is beginning to grow
restless—particularly the sansei, or third-
generation citizen, and the more militant
members of the nisei, or second generation.

Their militancy is a far cry from the con-
frontation tactics and near guerrilla warfare
that have sometimes marked the black drive
for civil rights. It nevertheless represents a
major step for Japanese-Americans, who have
not heretofore believed in rocking the boat or
drawing public attention to themselves or
challenging authority lest they endanger
their drive to assimilate with American
whites.

POLICY UNDER FIRE

By avoiding confrontation tactics and fol-
lowing a policy of assimilation rather than
separatism, Japanese-Americans have become
far more prosperous and better-educated
than blacks or Mexican-Americans. But the
prosperity came in the years soon after World
War II when Japan wasn't a threat to the
U.B. and the two countries got along well
Today many Japanese-Americans feel ignored
by America. All the barriers are not yet down,
they say, and they are beginning to feel that
white Americans aren't particularly con-
cerned about it.

So the policy of assimilation is being seri-
ously questioned for the first time by many
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Japanese-Americans who believe that it
hasn't worked. Instead they want to promote
more cohesion and racial pride, challenging
authority when they think authority s tak-
ing advantage of them, and joining with
other Asian minorities as well as blacks and
Chicanos in fighting discrimination.

In the San Francisco Bay area, with a
large population of Japanese-Americans and
many militants, young protesters have pick-
eted S. 1. Hayakawa, the president of Cali-
fornia State University, San Francisco, who
is a steadfast bellever in assimilation, calling
him a “banana’”—yellow on the outside—
white inside—the equivalent of the blacks’
epithet “Oreo.”

Japanese-Americans in San Francisco have
also allied themselves with Chinese-Ameri-
cans. Filipinos, Samoans and other Aslan
minorities to form an Asian-American Politi-
cal Caucus that seeks representation on the
city's school board and city council. They
have even protested the wvisit of Japanese
warships to the city, asserting that their
presence would only be harmful to Japanese-
Americans.

Elsewhere, other changes are occurring, At
least one Japanese-American underground
paper has been formed, there are two other
Asian-American papers, and Los Angeles now
has an Asian-American bookstore. Many
California colleges have Asian-American stu-
dent centers and courses in Asian-American
studies,

California has about 215,000 Japanese-
Americans, second only to Hawall. Hawail has
about 225,000, They constitute 40% of Hawail
population, and discrimination isn't much of
a problem there. Other states with sizable
Japanese populations are New York and
Washington, with 20,000 each; Illinois, 17,000;
Oregon, 6,800, and Texas, 6,500.

The growing solidarity of Japanese-Ameri-
cans, and their increased willingness to be-
come more visible as a minority, were evident
in the case of Dr. Thomas T. Noguchi, the
flamboyant Japanese-American coroner of
Los Angeles County. In 1969 his superiors

= rmunssemd that
discharged Dr. NOFUCN] U LUG Biuuine vesss
he wasn't doing his job properly.

Dr. Noguchi fought back with the help of
JUST (Japanese United in Search for Truth),
a group that thought the firing may have
been racially inspired. The group collected
over 10,000 signatures protesting his dismis-
sal and raised money for a court challenge.
The coroner was subsequently reinstated and
is still on the job.

Militants concede it is difficult to get Japa-
nese-Americans to take a more active role be-
cause of the notion of shikataganai (trans-
lated loosely as “it can't be helped”), which
reflects a fatalism and belief in accommo-
dation that arrived here with the first immi-
grants from Japan and which continues to-
day with many of their descendants.

IMPACT OF AFFLUENCE

In addition, the material affiuence that
many Japanese-Americans have experienced
in recent years may have made them less in-
terested in pushing for social equity.

George Omi, a landscape architect in Sau-
salito, Calif., is perhaps typlcal of those Japa-
nese-Americans who appear to have “made
it” in white Ameriea. Mr. Omi says he “de-
tached” himself from San Franclisco's Japa-
nese-American community seven years ago
because he wanted a better future for him-
self and his family in the suburbs. Though he
spent 214 years in an internment camp, he
says that he isn't bitter about it and that he
wants nothing more than to be a respected
and accepted citizen in his home community.
That is still the goal of many—to blend into
the white world.

But for others, that isn't enough. Willlam
Marumoto, a White House special assistant,
says there is need to escape “the complac-
ency of afluence.” He adds, “A lot of us are
out there in the suburbs now, with two-car
garages, color TV, electric hibachis, the whole
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image of making it in America, Everything
is okay now, and all we have to worry about
is our kids smoking pot, the mortgage on our
crabgrass, and how the Rams will do next
fall. We have become the epitome of west-
ernization. We have become the perfect yel-
low WASP.”

Mr. Marumoto adds, however, that despite
this material success, anti-Japanese feelings
can sprout up again. “The root of the trouble,
prejudice based on race, most certainly still
exists,” he says.

He ticks off some figures showing that, out-
side Hawail, Japanese-Americans are almost
invisible in power positions: Of some 1,600
malnland colleges and universities, only one
has a Japanese-American president (Mr. Hay-
akawa, a famous semanticist); although
there are 20,000 school districts on the main-
land, Mr. Marumoto says he knows of no
Japanese-American superintendent of
schools; and there are, according to Mr.
Marumoto, only about 20 Orientals—the
number of Japanese-Americans among these
20 isn't available—among the 5,600 civil serv-
ice employes in ‘“‘supergrade,” or top, federal
positions.

"TECHNOLOGICAL COOLIES"

Others besides Mr. Marumote complain
that Japanese-Americans, though skilled and
decently paid, are denied access to high posi-
tions. “We are no longer laboring in the
fields,” says Raymond Okamura, a chemist
with the California Department of Public
Health, “but we are now nothing more than
technological coolies who are systematically
denied management positions in most white
enterprises.”

Many Japanese-Americans complain that
even Japanese companies setting up U.8. sub-
sidiaries hire almost no Japanese-Americans
for responsible posts, preferring to employ
native Japanese or "‘real” Americans as show-
window types better suited to dealing with
Americans.

In their personal lives, too, Japanese-
Americans are constantly given the impres-
eion that what Lt. Gen. John L. DeWitt said

30 years ago is an accurate statement of the
feelings of much of white America today.
Gen. DeWitt, who was in charge of the war-
time internment of Japanese-Americans,
sald: “A Jap’s a Jap . . . it makes no differ-
ence whether he is an American.”

Japanese-Americans whose families have
been here for generations say they are still
treated as Japanese. “No matter how good
my English is, or how stylishly I'm dressed,
I am still viewed as a foreigner by most
white Amerlicans,” says Paul Takagi, a Sacra-
mento-born sociology professor at the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley.

Prof. Takagi, llke many Japanese-Ameri-
cans, fears that diserimination will mount as
more and more blame is heaped on Japan
for U.S. economic problems. “In the 1930s we
had a similar situation,"” he says. "It started
with bad-mouthing of the Japanese and
then the hostility was turned on us. And
I'm afraid it's happening again.”

Warren Furutani, a fourth generation
Japanese-American from Los Angeles who has
been an active supporter of many social
causes, says: “As soon as I get on the picket
line, whites shout at me, “Why don't you
go back to where you came from?' The min-
ute we start to rock the boat, we are no
longer accepted.”

REQUESTS FOR AID

Japanese-American groups also complain
that their requests for state and federal aid
for the needy in their communities are reg-
ularly turned down, One frustrated fund-
raiser says: “The impression seems to be
that we have all made it materially and that
there aren't problems like poverty, juvenile
delinquency and drug abuse.”

Indeed, ‘“‘the last 25 years have been pretty
good ones for Japanese-Americans,” says Jef-
frey Y. Matsul of Los Angeles, former asso-
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ciate director of the Japanese-American Citi-
zens League, a national organization with
25,000 members that is active in fighting dis-
crimination, “But lately,” Mr., Matsui adds,
“we've been sounding warnings that the
honeymoon may be over and that tougher
times are coming.”

There are ample lessons in history. The
first Japanese in the U.S. came to the West
Coast In 1869 but were pretty much left
alone until after 1890. By then, they were
present in large numbers and many had
moved out of the laboring class to compete
in business with white entrepreneurs, Under
pressure from exclusionists, the U.S. got
Japan to agree in 1908 to a so-called “Gen-
tlemen's Agreement” limiting the influx of
Japanese laborers to the U.B. In 1913, Cali-
fornia prohibited Japanese from owning land
or from leasing it for more than three years.

Anti-Japanese feeling largely evaporated
between then and 1920, after Japan entered
World War I on the side of the Allies. But
then the steady growth of Japanese military
and industrial power over the next 20 years
led to growing hostility toward Japanese-
Americans; they were viewed as part of “The
Yellow Peril.”

In 1924, under heavy pressure from Cali-
fornia, Congress excluded Japanese from en-
tering this country. Exclusion was repealed
in 1952.

RELATIONS TODAY

Today, many Japanese-Americans believe
relations between Japan and the U.S. are
worse than at any other time in the last 26
years. And many white Americans believe
that the aggressive trade policy and eco-
nomic strength of modern Japan pose a real
danger to their own well-being. Hence such
reactions as the shouts at the Fontana picket
line and the South Carolina Congressmans
attack on Japanese imports.

Many Americans have become increasingly
concerned about Japan's growing trade sur-
plus with the U.S. The surplus was in the
U.8.s favor until the mid-1960's, and as re-
cently as 1968 the surplus in favor of Japan
was only $1.1 billion. Last year it was 83.2
billion, and this year some experts predict
it may reach $4 billion.

In additlon, many Americans resent the
rigid gquotas that Japan has on many items
that U.S. businessmen would like to export to
Japan, including many agricultural products
such as beef and oranges, and computers and
many computer components.

The extent to which such resentment of
Japanese economic power and policies turns
into resentment of Japanese-Americans may
be indicated by the response to a photo-
graphic exhibit that deals sympathetically
with the Japanese-Americans who were in-
terned in the World War II camps. The ex-
hibit has prompted a number of hate calls
and letters to several California cities where
it has been shown. And Roberty Abernathy, a
newsman for ENBC-TV in Los Angeles, is
still stunned by the violent viewer reaction
to a brief item reviewing the exhibit.

“In the first 10 minutes after the segment
went on the air, we got 55 calls cursing us for
implying that the round-up of Japanese-
Americans had been a mistake,” he says. “The
callers didn't see any difference between
Japanese soldlers in the Western Pacific and
Japanese-Americans here.” Mr. Abernethy
adds:

“They thought internment was better than
they deserved, then or now.”

THE MYTHS OF WELFARE—AD-
DRESS BY SENATOR McGOVERN

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, during
the Democratic Convention, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN) de-
livered an excellent speech to the Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization,
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pointing out the myths of welfare that
are used to discredit poor people.

The real problem in America today is
that there simply are not enough jobs
that provide a decent standard of living
for people. I think Senator McGOVERN
understands the basic need for decent
jobs at livable wages. I think he will
bring our country out of its present eco-
nomic disaster, and I think he will see
that those who cannot work or cannot
find work will have the basic necessities
of life.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator McGoVERN'S remarks
before the NWRO be printed in the
RECORD:

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

THE WELFARE MYTHOLOGY
{(Remarks by Senator GEORGE McGOVERN)

I am happy to speak to the last NNW.R.O.
Convention held during Richard Nixon's last
term as President of the United States.

And I am proud to speak to this organiza-
tion because you have broken the age-rule
that the poor should endure, but not be
heard,

You have reminded the rest of us that no
citizen is simply a welfare case, to be sup-
ported by government and supervised by
bureaucrats.

You have taught us that the poor are not
Just a cause for action by others, but human
beings with a right to fight for the cause
that is their own.

In word and deed, you have shown us in
the 1870s some truths that should have been
self-evident long ago.

It is not a shameful thing for an Ameri-
can to be poor. But it is shameful that
America still tolerates the stain of poverty.
None of us will deserve our liberty until all
of us are liberated from deprivation. And
who among us can be content when a hun-
gry child is crying only moments or miles
away? Surely, a nation that worries about
balanced diets for household pets can afford
to feed that child. And any nation capable
of inflicting an unthinkable level of human
destruction around the world should also be
able to afford at least a minimum level of
human subsistence in its own land.

What, then, stays the hand that could
help those in need?

The fault is not in the essential character
of our country, but in the failure of too
many of our countrymen to see the truth.
And, as John Kennedy once told us, “The
greatest enemy of the truth is very often not
the lie . . . but the myth.” So your great
enemy now—and the greatest ally of pov-
erty—is a welfare mythology which traffics in
stereotypes, confuses with code words, and
misleads America away from justice and
compassion.

Old myths die hard, especially when they
serve the interests and solve the conscience
of those who oppose what is right because
they have a stake In things that are wrong.
And this is why the welfare myths live on.
They are used by the powerful and the priv-
ileged to divide the minority who are poor
from the majority who are not rich, They are
used to preserve a system which burdens
workers and welfare recipients alike—and
barely taxes the wealthy, the boardrooms of
Wall Street, and the billion dollar corpora=
tions.

Yet I believe we can dispel the myths. For
if we have learned anything from the politics
of 1972, it is that the American people are
tired of being tricked into voting against
their best instinets and their own interests.
They want the truth—and they are anxious
for economic justice. So today and through-

28195

out the campaign let us talk about poverty
and welfare—and let us lead our fellow citi-
zens to see where justice lles by separating
the myths from the truth.

The first and the greatest welfare myth is
that the government has done all it should
for those who earn less than they should.

This myth is no new invention. It is as
old as the poorhouses of sixteenth century
England—which imprisoned thousands in
virtual slavery, but were hailed as a re-
markable social advance by those in power.
Since then, the repression of the poor has
often come in the clothing of reform. And
that is exactly what is happening today.

Richard Nixon has offered us something
he calls welfare reform. I call it repression.

It is repression—not reform—when human
beings are asked to exist on $2400 a year for
a family of four—which is less than we spend
to care for some of the animals in the Na-
tional Zoo.

It is repression—not reform—when Amer-
icans are told to work for a slave labor wage
of a dollar and twenty cents an hour—at
that rate you have to work two months to
make what the President of ITT collects
every single hour,

And it is repression—not reform—when
residency requirements are reinstated and
the rights of the poor are reduced—which
means that some bureaucrat will have the
power to sentence a family to slow starva-
tion with the stroke of a pen.

The traditional myth is that government
has done enough for the poor. The current
form of the myth is that the President’s plan
will do even more. But the plain truth is
that the Nixon welfare reform is nothing
but a charter for repression, which will make
millions of Americans exiles from the free-
dom and abundance of their own land.

The second and the most contemptible
welfare myth is that people are poor because
they are lazy.

This myth is a White House favorite. The
President likes to imply that the poor could
be prosperous if only they were willing to
serub floors and empty bedpans. I have some
news for Richard Nixon—the poor are al-
ready scrubbing floors and emptying bed-
pans—and they are still poor. And most of
them cannot find any job at all.

The problem is not that people are too
proud to work., The problem is the eco-
nomic incompetence of the Nixon Admin-
istration. Where are the jobs? If the Presi-
dent knows, he should tell five million un-
employed Americans. And then he should
explain why only five per cent of the welfare
reciplents who have been retrained are at
work today.

Of course, Richard Nixon is not really
hiding jobs—he is just attempting to hide
his own failure. His mask is a myth—that
the poor prefer a relief check to a paycheck.
And he has exploited this myth to justify
welfare repression.

His plan requires two and a half million
poor Americans to register for employment
or training. The President promises to put
them to work., That is a lle—and Richard
Nixon knows it, The welfare repression bill
ealls for only 400,000 training slots and only
200,000 jobs—and after the first four years,
the federal government will spend nothing
to keep people at work, If is bad enough to
compel the poor to take jobs without com-
pelling employers to pay a living wage. It is
even worse to trick those who are deprived
and those who pay for welfare into hoping
for jobs which will not be there.

Employment cannot be created by edicts
which say that people must work when
work is not available. And no myth can
justify forced labor for mothers—who can-
not leave their children for a Job now, even
when they decide they should—because
Richard Nixon vetoed day care centers last
December. The American people have a veto
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too—and they will exercise it to veto this
Administration out of office next November.

The third great welfare myth is that we
lack the resources to assure every American
the fundamental necessities of life.

This myth is @ major issue in 1972. The
Agnews and the Doles who do Mr. Nixon's
hatchet work are already carrying it with
them down the low road of politics. Once
again, they are trying to frighten people—
this time, by telling them that a decent
standard of living for the poor will mean a
lower standard of living for workers.

It is not surprising to hear this from
men who know it is a lie, For they do not
dare to tell the truth—just as Richard Nixon
does not dare to disclosc the nmames of his
campaign contributors. The special interests
own this Administration—and this Admin-
istration owes them special favors. The Re-
publicans cannot support genuine welfare re-
form because they oppose meaningful tax
reform. And what they are really trying to
protect is mnot the income of workers, but
the privileges of the wealthy.

It is time for every American to pay a fair
share In taxes—so no American will have
to settle for a grim share of poverty. And,
if I may borrow a phrase, it is time to crack
down on the really big welfare recipients of
our soclety.

It is time to crack down on the welfare
boys in the executive suite at Lockheed—
they took the government for the largest
welfare payment in history—$250 miltion,

It is time to crack wown on the welfare
boys who just pushed through an $8 bil-
lion tax cut for big business—they wanted
something for nothing—and the Nixon Ad-
ministration gave it to them.

And it is time to crack down on all the
welfare boys who have _obbled for tax loop-
holes—they are saving billions while the poor
are left with too little and middle Americans
are paying too much.

Maximum tax reform can make possible
2 minimum standard of security for every
citizen. We will not achieve as much as we
want as fast as we want. I wish that we
could afford an immediate guarantee of $6,500
for a family of four. I believe that this re-
maing, not only a rallying cry, but & deeply
human goal. And though we will have to
accept something else, let us demand far
more than a welfare mess which has aban-
doned millions to poverty and alienated mil-
lions of others from the poor.

Let us demand at least that an average
family be assured of a poverty level income.
We can finance this reformn without raising
taxes on families who earn under $20,000.
And at the same time, we can raise the in-
come of hard-pressed working families.

The myth has it that we cannot afford a
decent society—that we must permanently
exist part prosperous and part poor. Like the
rest of welfare mythology, this myth is wrong.
It underestimates the greatness of our wealth
and the generosity of our people. And it be-
trays every American who has ever trusted in
the capacity of this country to achieve its
ancient dream—that through sweat and sac-
rifice, we can extend the boundaries of jus-
tice to encompass all our people.

But no matter how wrong they are, we
cannot expect the mythmakers in the White
House to change course in the months ahead.
For in almost every area of endeavor, the
President has nothing left but myths. He
will use them to play on our fears. Vice Presi-
dent Agnew will use them to convey what
the old Nixon once said, but the new Nixon
is too embarrassed to say. And the Republi-
can Party will use the myths to excuse every
error and answer every attack.

We will hear the myth that it is not those
who support the war in Vietnam—but those
who oppose it—who stand In the way of
peace. It is the same thing we heard ten and
twenty and fifty thousand American lives
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ago. Before another American is killed, we
must decide how we will answer W. H. Au-
den's bitter question: “To save your world,
you asked this man to die/Would this man,
could he see you now, ask why?" Now, we
must resolve that never again will we com-
mit the young life of this land to the defense
of a cruel and corrupt dictatorship ten thou-
sand miles away.

We will also hear the myth that national
health insurance is too expensive. It is the
same thing we heard when the AM.A. was
fighting Medicare a decade ago. In 1972, we
must reject the myth again—and vote to
take the dollar sign out of American medi-
cine forever.

And we will continue to hear the myth of
the new prosperity. It is the same thing we
heard last month and last year. Now we must
insist on a new prosperity that is not the old
Nixon recession—and we must demand a job
for every American who wants to work.

These are the common goals of countless
citizens. Just as working Americans share
your interest in welfare reform, so you share
their interests In a host of vital areas. A
coalition for fundamental change is gather-
ing in this country—and it is a coalition of
conscience as well as self-interest. We wel-
come and we seek the allegiance of everyone
who is committed to economic justice—
wheéther they are wealthy or poor or in the
middle. But one thing I will never do is to
sacrifice my bellefs to buy the support of en-
trenched privilege.

And this above everything else is what I
believe: We must become In this nation what
you are to each other in this organization—
not merely associates In a shared effort, but
brothers and sisters in all things.

As brothers and sisters, we must meet the
deepest of all human obligations—to live as
though every other life depended on our own.
We must learn that none of us can abandon
even one of us to poverty. And we must un-
derstand that the death of any family’s son
in war diminishes every family.

Finally, as brothers and sisters, we must
bring America home from the long dark
night of conflict and doubt, destruction and
despair. Then our children and their chil-
dren after them will love this land, not just
because they were born here, but because of
the great and good country that you and I
together have made it.

ABUSE OF THE GRAND JURY
IN FORT WORTH, TEX,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, day
after day, the Department of Justice in-
dicts itself by tolerating the unfair and
unconscionable imprisonment of five
Irish-Americans from New York in the
Tarrant County jail in Fort Worth, Tex.

For more than 6 weeks, these men
have been imprisoned, far from their
homes and families and friends. They
have been indicted for no crime, con-
victed of no offense. Yet they languish in
jail, imprisoned without bail, charged
with contempt of court because they re-
fuse to answer questions before a Fed-
eral grand jury investigating possible
gunrunning from the United States to
the Irish Republican Army in Northern
Ireland.

As I have repeatedly emphasized, I
hold no grief for the IRA. I condemn the
indiseriminate killing and violence that
the TRA has so wantonly inflicted on the
people of Northern Ireland. I would
warmly support any legitimate investi-
gation to prevent gunrunning from this
country to the IRA.

But the imprisonment in Fort Worth
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exceeds all bounds of legitimate inves-
tigation. The five witnesses have raised
a substantial legal challenge against the
validity of their imprisonment, primar-
ily on the ground that the immunity the
Justice Department granted them was
too narrow to protect them from future
prosecution. That clear-cut issue is now
before the courts. Pending the resclu-
tion of the issue—and inevitably, the
final reselution must come from the Su-
preme Court—these men deserve to be
granted their freedom on bail. To do
otherwise is to deny them justice.

As individual citizens, they may be too
weak to test the jailer's key or to chal-
lenge the enormous power of the Attor-
ney General of the United States. Too
often, as we know, individuals are easily
crushed unfairly by the machinery of
our justice. We cannot let that happen
now.

This is a case that cries out for notice
and attention. I do not underestimate
the power of the spotlight of public
opinion, or its ability to demonstrate,
that, each day these men rot in jail, the
quality of American justice is diminished.
That is why I have spoken out on this
issue in the past, and that is why I shall
continue to speak out until justice is
done at last.

More than 2 weeks ago, I wrote to At-
tomey General Kieindienst, urging him
to make a thorough inquiry into the cir-
cumstances of the Fort Worth investi-
gation, and to take whatever steps may
be necessary to secure the prompt release
of the five imprisoned men.

So far, I have received only an interim
reply, from Mr. A. William Olson, the
Assistant Attorney General in charge of
the Internal Security Division, acknowl-
edging my letter, stating that a full reply
is being prepared, and commenting am-
biguously on the relationship of Great
Britain to the origin of the investigation.

During the same period, I have also re-
ceived a handwritten letter from each
of the five imprisoned men. One speaks
of the hardship on his family, of how his
son thinks hé may be dead. Others state
that none of them have ever been in jail
before. All give eloguent testimony
against the denial of the basic rights they
now axre forced to suffer.

But the imprisonment of the Fort
Worth Five has a more insidious conno-
tation, because it bears the hallmark of
an attempt to harass and intimidate
peaceful and lawful activities by Irish-
Americans in this country in behalf of
the rights of the Catholic minority in
Northern Ireland.

For many months, concerned citizens
in America and throughout the world
have raised their voices in protest against
Britain's repressive policy of internment
without trial in Ulster. Now, by some
cruel irony, the United States is impli-
cated in the process, as our own Depart-
ment of Justice practices internment
without trial in Texas.

In the convention days ahead, we shall
hear much of the administration’s
achievements. We shall hear much of
their platform and programs for the
future. We shall even hear of their de-
votion to civil liberties and to the qual-
ity of justice in our Nation.
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But their rhetoric will have a hollow
ring. So long as five victims of their jus-
tice rest unjustly in a Texas jail under
the authority of the Attorney General,
their imprisonment will be a silent
damning indictment of the promises we
shall hear. I urge the Attorney General
to act now to end this unfair treatment.
I urge him to remove this cloud that
mars his justice. I urge him to acquiesce
in the release of these men on bail and
return them to their families.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the letters I have
received from Mr. Olson and the five
imprisoned men, together with a letter
from Mrs. Eileen Laffey, the wife of one
of the imprisoned men, may be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C., August 10, 1972.
Hon. Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENATOR KeENNEDY: Jhe Attorney
General has asked me to send this interim
reply acknowledging receipt of your letter
of August 1, 1972, concerning the Incarcera-
tion, on the basis of civil contempt of court,
of five individuals in Fort Worth, Texas.

One point in your letter, however, should
be clarified at this time. You express your
understanding “that this investigation was
initiated by the Department of Justice, upon
the basis of representations made by the
Government of Great Britain.” It should
be definitely understood that this Depart-
ment’'s investigation was in no respect ini-
tiated at the suggestion or the request of the
government of Great Britain.

The Attorney General is having prepared
a full reply to the matters raised in your
letter, and you can expect to hear from him
in the near future.

Sincerely,
/8/ A, WiLLiaM OLSON,
Assistant Attorney General.

TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort WorTH, TEX.,
August 2, 1972,
Senator E. M. KENNEDY.

Dear SEnaTorR: How elated and thankful
we are here (the five imprisoned Irish born
men) for your plea on our account. This
great humanity of yours extends to our chil-
dren & wives; one of my little boys thinks
I am dead and my wife and the older chil-
dren have to keep reassuring him that I am
alive, thank God.

Your great heart and humanity I am sure
will be appreciated by all decent people.
Cardinal Cooke is also with Bishop Casatta
of Ft. Worth looking in on our unsual case.
There was trouble in getting permission for
priests to visit us here in prison. My wife
has explained to our children that jails are
meant for bad men but that unfortunately
too many men who try to go good often end
up in jail.

I am very grateful to you Senator for your
courageous statement, Mr. Heath will not be
pleased, but it may sober him to realize
that people are “their brothers keepers”.

Very sincerely,
/8/ KENNETH TIERNEY.

P.S. We are much in the same position as
the Civil Rights workers who in North East
Ireland were dubbed I.R.A, and thrown into
jail, just to silence them! they also with-
out charge or trial elther.
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TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort WorTtH, TEX.,
August 2, 1972.

Dear SEnaTorR KENNEDY: I am writing you
this short letter to express to you my deep-
est gratitude to you for interceding on our
behalf. This gratitude comes from my fam-
ily also, my wife Eileen and three young
children.

It is a great feeling to have a Senator
such as you to speak out against this grave
injustice. Your brothers R.I.P. would surely
be proud of you.

There will always be a warm gpot in every
Irishman’s heart and in the hearts and minds
of all freedom loving people for what you
have done for us,

By speaking out for us you are indeed keep-
ing alive the democratic ideals that the Ken-
nedy brothers have always possessed and
which all of you fought hard for.

There is not much else I can say but to
say thank you and God bless.

/8/ THOMAS LAFFEY.

TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tex.

Dear Senator KENnNEDY: I am very grate-
ful to you for having spoken out on behalf
of our civil rights.

My comrades and I have never been in
prison before. When we read your statement
in today's newspaper, it was a thrilling eleva-
tion for our great hopes.

Again, I must thank you on behalf of my-
self and my immediate family.

Yours sincerely,
/8/

TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tex., Aug. 2, 1972.

DeAR SENaTOR KENNEDY: I am most grate-
ful to you for having spoken out against my
imprisonment here in Fort Worth 1400 miles
from my wife and children.

Your great concern for civil rights for all
people makes you as one of the greatest men
in this nation.

On behalf of my wife and family I wish
to express my deepest thanks,

Very sincerely,
8/
TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tex., Aug. 2, 1972,

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As one of the five
imprisoned Irishmen here in Fort Worth
jail, T wish to thank you most sincerely for
your personal appeal to Richard Kleindienst
to have us released from jail,

I as a good Irishman, have never been in-
volved in any violation of the law, my records
can be traced back to Ireland as well as
here in New York.

This country was built in practically every
aspect by Irishmen and now we are victims
of Police State tactics.

As a little boy in Ireland I was fascinated
by your late brother, then President Ken-
nedy RIP. Mr. Kennedy, it is wonderful
to have a man of your esteem, speak out on
this grave matter here, as well as N. Ire-
land.

Thanking you again,

Sincerely,

DANNY CRAWFORD.

MarTHIAS REILLY,

/8/ PASCHAL MORAHAN,
WILLISTON PARK,
New York, Aug. 7, 1972,
Dear SENaTor KEnnEDY: I wish to thank
you from the bottom of my heart for your
concern on behalf of my husband, Thomas
Laffey who for the past six weeks has been
in jail in Fort Worth, Texas. Please continue
to use your good Influence to have him re-
leased and able to come home to me and my
three young children.
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Your help so desperately needed at this
time is deeply appreciated by me and mv
family.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

/s/ Mrs. EILEEN LAFFEY.

GOP CONVENTION RULES

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend my own Illinois colleagues,
Representatives Tom RamLspack and
Joun AwnpErsoN for the fine -vork they
have been doing, along with other Re-
publican Members of the House, in the
area of rules reform for the Republican
Convention.

I have enjoyed working with these
men, This is a project that we are work-
ing on together, irrespective of ideology,
for the formulation of new rules for the
convention that are both right and con-
stitutional. We are united in our opposi-
tion to any system based on quotas or
compulsion.

An article by Representative Rains-
BACK, published in the Washington Post
of August 14, dealt with what he is try-
ing to accomplish in the way of reform.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the Recorp.

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

“BROADEST PossiBLE ParTICIPATION"—GOP
ParTy RULES: A CONGRESSMAN CALLS FOR
REFORM

(By Representative ToM RAILSBACK)

A while ago I joined with a group of Re-
publicans, who represent diverse ideological
views, in drafting reform recommendations
that we will make to both the Rules Com-
mittee of the Republican National Commit-
tee and the Convention Rules Committee in
Miami, Our recommendations represent an
effort that is meant to signal that we in the
Republican Party want the broadest possible
participation of all segments of our voting
population—including young people, senior
citizens, minoritles, and women,

At least with respect to one voting group,
young people, Republicans are not doing as
well as they should be. The March Gallup
Poll revealed that only 10% of the 18-20-
year-old voters intend to vote Republican
this year. There are 11 million of these newly
enfranchised voters.

I remember in 1968, particlpating as a
freshman member of Congress in a political
scilence seminar at Western Illinois Univer-
sity in Macomb, and being asked, “What are
you doing in the Republican Party?” The
questioner implied that he could not under-
stand why anyone relatively young and con-
cerned about solving national problems
would be a member of the Republican Party.
I pointed out that from an age standpoint
the Republican members of both Houses of
Congress were considerably younger on the
average than their Democratic colleagues, 1
also expressed my pride in the progressive
attitude of many of the newly-elected young
legislators. Since that time, I have had an
opportunity to visit many other campuses all
over the country, and have found the same
skeptical attitude among young people to-
ward the Republican Party.

Personally, I happen to believe President
Nixon should do well in November with young
people. In his 1968 campaign, Mr, Nixon
urged that the voting age be lowered to 18,
and on June 20, 1970, he signed such legis-
lation into law. Also, he has worked to re-
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order our priorities by placing a heavier
emphasis on human needs. For the first
time, under the Nixon Administration, the
United States is spending more on human
needs than on defense. The President has
moved us—as he says—from an era of con-
frontation to one of negotiation, and has
journeyed to Peking and Moscow on mis-
sions of peace. He has withdrawn half a mil-
lion men from Southeast Asia.

Yet, despite all this, young people are still
reluctant to support the Republican Party.
Blacks, too, have not given substantial sup-
port to a Republican candidate since the
1930s—except to President Eisenhower—al-
though blacks voted largely Republican in
the first three decades of the 20th Century.
Perhaps one reason these and other groups
have not supported the Republican Party
proceeds from their inability to get inside
the party and to help make decisions. That
1s what we are trying to encourage.

In 1968, only 1% of the delegates at the
Republican Natlonal Convention were under
30. This year we expect approximately 10%
young people at Miami. In 1968, only 17%
of the delegates were women. That figure
will increase to at least 30% for the 1972
Convention. Four years ago, blacks made up
only 1.99% of the Republican Conventlon,
and I have read projections of 4 or 5% Tor
this Convention. However, there is clearly
much more to be done. Our Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Delegate Selection Reform has now
made recommendations which are directed
at further opening the door for broader par-
ticipation in the party by providing open
meetings, prohibiting proxy voting, abolish-
ing automatic delegate selection, abolishing
fees and assessments of delegates and elim-
inating other restrictive practices presently
conducted In some states.

We specifically favor a proposal declaring
that each state shall endeavor to provide
equal representation of men and women in
its delegation. However, we are opposed to
quotas and have chosen not to support rec-
ommendations which would impose them.
Instead, we would direct the Republican Na-
tional Committee as well as the State’s Gov-
erning Committee to take positive action to
achieve the broadest possible participation of
all segments of the voting population.

We would also have the Republican Na-
tional Chairman appoint a national commit-
tee broadly reflective of all voting segments
to review, study and work with the states in
implementing the rules adopted by the 1972
Convention.

The members of the ad hoc committee, be-
sides myself, Include Lou Frey (Fla.), John
Anderson (I11.), Bill Frenzel (Minn.), John
Heinz (Pa.), Bill Keaing (Ohlo), Jack Eemp
(N.Y.), Margaret Heckler (Mass.), John Del-
lenback (Oregon), Clarence Brown (Ohio),
and Bill Steiger (Wis.), Senators Bob Pack-
wood (Oregon) and Bill Brock (Tenn.) have
also participated as members of our group.

In addition, Senators Percy, Javits and
Mathias have endorsed our proposals. These
senators, and Senators Packwood and Brock,
have been working on thelr own reform pro-
posals, including the allocation of delegates.
On August B, our ad hoc group met with
Clark MacGregor and explained our recom-
mendations to him. At that time he indi-
cated he had no objection to our recommen-
dations and would check with the White
House to determine the views of the Presi-
dent. I expect to get a report back from
Clark MacGregor within the next few days.

It seems to me important that we not
overlook the fact that the Republican Parly
is still a minority party. There are only 20
Republican governors. Since 1965 only about
25% of our population considered Itsell Re-
publican. However, In 1964, 53% of the pop-
ulation considered itself Democratic.
In 1968, this figure was drastically reduced
to 46% and in 1972, 449 of the population
identified with the Democratic Party. Dur=-
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ing this same period, the percentage of in-
dependents has increased from 22% to 31%.
The Republican Party now finds itself in the
unusual position of controlling the White
House at a time when allegiance to either
major party is low. Both Republicans and
Democrats are losing people to the inde-
pendents, and Republicans must redoubie
their efforts to attract them.

Naturally, there are those who would
oppose any change we propose. Whenever
change occurs, some individuals are affect-
ed, and therefore quite naturally object.
However, the changes the Ad Hoc Commit-
tee on Delegate Selection Reform p!
are changes that will be of benefit to the
party. We believe that for our party to be
successful in coming elections, there must
be the opportunity for all to participate,
work, and earn & place as a delegate, We
must open the door of the party so that
those persons who have not participated in
the recent past will be encouraged to par-
ticipate.

For too long, the Democratic Party has
taken the young, the black, the minoritles
for granted, because we Republicans have
written them off. It's now time for us to
change the past, so that we can look for-
ward to a future in which the Republican
Party properly reflects all segments of our
society.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the efforts
of Representatives RAILSBACK and ANDER-
soN have also been directed toward the
goal of achieving an accurate reflection
of both population and Republican
strength in the State delegations to the
convention by revamping the system in
which delegates are allocated to the in-
dividual States. I am pleased to have
worked with them in this area.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorn a
statement that I delivered before the
Rules Committee of the Republican Na-
tional Convention at its meeting in
Miami Beach yesterday.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS BY SENATOR CHARLEs H. PErCY

It is a pleasure to meet with you, and I
particularly appreciate your willingness to
forgive my inability to arrive here earlier
today in time for the hearings of the full
Rules Committee,

Our party has achieved remarkable suc-
cesses, but it also has some difficult problems.

We have elected a President who, in my
judgment, is better equipped than any other
man in American history to hold the Presi-
dency. I think we can look forward con-
fidently to another four years of President
Nixon's Administration.

But I worry about our Party for another
reason. We are very much In the minority
in voter registration, and we are the minor-
ity party in the Senate and the House. We
must, it seems to me, expand our Party's
membership in order to bring into the Party
the new, younger voters, and in order to
gain majorities in both Houses of Congress.
President Nixon’s effectiveness has been im-
paired by not having a Republican majority.
So many of his great programs—revenue
sharing, welfare reform, executive reorgani-
zation—have been set back because of this.

As President Eisenhower said, most organi-
zations tend to organize fewer and fewer
people, better and better. President Nixon
has asked us to be wary of this tendency.
As he said so eloguently when dedicating
the new headquarters of the Republican Na-+
tional Committee on Capitol Hill, we must
become the Party of the open door—open
to everyone, receptive to everyone's views,
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willing to go out and bring in the new
majority—younger voters, women, people of
different ethnic and raclal origins, and our
senior citizens.

Your work as a member of the rules com-
mittee at this Convention will have a funda-
mental impact on the future vitality of our
Party, and on our ability to obtain a ma-
Jjority in the Congress and among the voters
in the future.

This morning you heard from many Party
leaders about rules reform. Senator Javits,
Senator Mathias, Senator Packwood, Senator
Brock and I have been working with the ad
hoc group of members of the House to de-
velop rules proposals. I support their efforts
to change Rule 32 to make state parties
more representative of the voters in each
state, and to remove procedural obstacles to
open participation in our Party.

I think it is important to draw very care-
fully the distinction between Rule 30's dele-
gate allocation provisions, and those pro-
posed changes in Rules 32 and 29 which have
to do with the makeup of individual State
delegations. Rule 30, as you know, deter-
mines how many delegates each state will
send to the Convention. It has nothing to
do with those who are chosen to be delegates.
The objective of the House and Senate groups
with regard to Rules 382 and 29 has been to
try to make delegations more representative
of the population and the Republican voter
base in each State.

There has been some confusion about this
subject as well. Attempts to make delega-
tions more representative of the voter base
have been called “quotas.” I am absclutely
opposed to any quota system. Quotas cannot
guarantee representativeness. For example, a
delegation containing a certain proportion of
delegates over 65 who are mainly professional
and business people would not accurately
represent those one out of four of our citizens
over 65 who live in poverty.

We want to achieve representativeness in
general terms, without any kind of quota sys-
tem. By asking state parties to use their best
efforts to try to broaden their organizations
we hope we can obtain a more representative
total delegate body. A council composed of
members appointed by the National Chair-
man to work with the states to increase rep-
resentativeness will, I believe, be very helpful
and effective.

More importantly, however, we must re-
move any obstacles, procedural or monetary,
to participation in the affairs of the party at
the grass-roots level.

We must eliminate all of the obstacles to
open participation In the delegate selection
process by implementing DO Commission rec-
ommendations one through six. Proxy voting
should be eliminated, for example, as should
any kind of payment or fee to be a delegate.

No person should be prevented from being
a delegate because he cannot pay his way to
the Convention. These costs can be very high.
The Republican National Committee should,
I belleve, at least pay the costs of delegate
transportation. In this way we can do much
without the application of any kind of quota
or sanction.

Our groups have also discussed changes In
Rule 30's delegate allocation formula, which
in my judgment is the single most important
issue at this Convention.

As T have studied this problem I have been
struck by the extent to which Rule 30 now
results in surprising degress of inequality
among the states. Delegates from large states
represent many times as many people as dele-
gates from small states. I have attached a
table which compares Rule 30 delegate allo-
cation with 1968 Presidential vote and pop-
ulation. A glance at the table will show some
of the inegualities. For example, Delaware
sends 12 delegates to this Convention; each
delegate represents 8,060 votes for President
Nixon in 1968 and 45,675 people, according
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to the 1970 census. California sends 96 dele-
gates to this Convention, but each delegate
represents 86,122 votes for President Nixon
in 1968, and 207,845 people.

These basic facts about the results of the
application of Rule 30 have caused court
action, as you know. The District Court In
Ripon v. National Republican Party found
this spring that the present formula contains
inequities that result in under-representa-
tion of the more heavily populated states In
the Republican Presidential nominating
process, and enjoined us from using it after
1972,

The present rule, the court sald, 1s not
“gonstitutionally permissable” because it al-
locates delegates according to a formula
based on electoral college votes and bonus
delegates.

The Ripon decision, and other decisions,
provide ample guidance for structuring a
constitutionally correct delegate allocation
formula. In Ripon, Judge Jones said that a
formula based on electoral college votes or
Republican voting strength, “or some com-
bination of these factors,” would be constl-
tutionally rational.

In the case of Bode v, National Democratic
Party, the U.S. Appeals Court for the District
of Columbia found that a formula based
strictly on party voting strength would be
incorrect. The Court sald that a formula that
balances almost equally both population size
and party voting strength is correct, and
found that a formula allocating 46 percent of
the delegates on the basis of party vote and
54 percent on the basis of population strength
would be correct.

In Georgia v. National Democratic Party,
the U.S. Appeals Court for the District of
Columbia decided that a formula based solely
on population strength would not be correct,
because it would, for example, give an al-
most entirely Democratic state, such as Mis-
sissippi, a5 much representation at the Con-
vention as an entirely Republican state of
the same size,

So I think we as a Party are faced with
these central facts:

The present delegate allocation system
clearly does not reflect accurately the popu-
lar and Republican voting strength of the
larger states.

A District Court has found our present
formula to be incorrect, inconsistent with
Constitutional guarantees, and has enjoined
us from using it after this Convention.

Two Appeals Courts have lald down very
clear guidelines that provide a ratlonal basis
for structuring a constitutionally correct
delegate allocation formula.

We want to become the majority party by
broadening our total national strength, in-
creasing Republican Party strength in the
larger states that elect the bulk of the Con-
gressman, and drawing new people into the
Party.

The conclusion is inescapable: we must
change the present rule. I urge that this
Committee, and this Convention, adopt a
new Rule 30. We have all the facts. We know
what is right, and we know how to draft a
new Rule 30 that is constitutionally accept-
able.

Let us not put ourselves in the position of
the Democratic Party, which was required by
Court order to act.

I propose that the following principles
guide our new delegate allocation formula:

This Convention should adopt a new Rule
30 that is structured in such a way that all
states are given fair delegate representation
in the Party's nominating process, based on
measures both of population size and Re-
publican voting strength,

At the same time we should structure the
formula so that those states that might lose
delegates through application of a new, more
proportionate formula should be permitted
to retain the same number of delegates at
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the 1976 Convention as they send to this
Convention.

Such a formula should be drawn so as to
come within the guidelines contained in re-
cent court decisions regarding constitution-
ally correct delegate allocation formulas.

I am very pleased to report that this state-
ment of the need for change in Rule 30 has
received wvery encouraging support from a
number of my colleagues in both the House
and Senate; Congressmen Anderson (IlL.),
Andrews (N. Dak.), Biester (Pa.), Dellen-
back (Oreg.), Heinz (Pa.), and Rallsback
(IlL.), and Senators Dominick (Colo.), Javits
(N.Y.), Mathias (Md.), Schwelker (Pa.),
Scott (Pa.), Taft (Ohio), and Saxbe (Ohio).

I can report a strong belief among many of
my colleagues, and among party officials with
whom I have spoken, that the present for-
mula should be changed here in Miami
Beach.

I have prepared my own formula based on
the above prineiples. My proposed language
for Rule 30, and the results of the applica-
tlon of the proposal, are attachments 2
and 3.

My formula would:

—Allocate four at-large delegates to each
state, plus two delegates for each Congres-
sional district. This part of the formula in
effect gives every state 2 delegates for each
electoral college vote, thus reflecting the
state’s population, while retaining the bias
that already exists toward the smaller states
which have a proportionately larger elec-
toral college vote.

—Provide one additional District Delegate
from each Congressional district for each
35,000 votes or major fraction thereof of the
largest Republican vote cast for the Republi-
can candidate for President in the last elec-
tion in that district, or cast for the Republi-
can candidate for Governor, Senator, or
House of Representatives in that district,
whichever (s greater. This provides a measure
of Republican voting strength in the state,
and thus provides the necessary balance be-
tween population size and party voting
strength in the formula.

—Provide a savings. or grandfather, provi-
sion which would Insure that no state, as the
result of the adoption of this formula, will
have fewer delegates in 1976 than it has at
this Convention.

This formula treats the Distrlct of Colum-
bia as a state, taking it out of the “Terri-
tories” category to which it is traditionally
relegated, and thus recognizing that citizens
of the District may vote for President, and
that they now designate a Delegate to the
House of Representatives. Territories are as-
signed delegates based on population
strength, and they are also grandfathered.

Let me comment briefly on some similari-
ties, as well as some differences, between the
present Rule 30 and the formulation I am
proposing.

Rule 30 now consists of two elements, elec-
toral college votes and “bonus delegates.”

The electoral college element derives from
Rule 30's provision for four at-large delegates
from each state (or two for each Senator)
and the two delegates for each Congressional
district that are provided by Section (b).
Rule 30's Sectlon (b)., of course, appears to
be a measure of Republican voting strength,
but in practice it does not work that way.
Only two Congressional districts of 435 failed
to cast fewer than 12,500 votes for the Re-
publican Presidential candidate in 1968, or
the Republican nominee for Congress in
1970. Thus, every Congressional district but
two is represented by two delegates to this
Convention (or two for each Congressman),
plus two for every Senator, exactly double the
number of the electoral college, minus two.

Thus, one element of the present rule in
practice almost exactly reflects electoral col-
lege strength, which is a measure, though a
distorted one, of a state's population. As we

28199

know, in Georgia v. National Democratic
Party, the Court found that a formula re-
flecting population size alone was not proper.
The additional award of six bonus delegates
to every state that produces Republican vic-
tories, no matter how large the state, simply
adds to the distortion. Smaller states have
two types of advantages: one created by their
advantage in the electoral college, and the
other created by the award of bonus dele-
gates on a non-proportionate basis,

My formula provides two at-large delegates
for each Senate seat, and two delegates for
each Congressional district, thus providing
an accurate measure of electoral college
strength, apportioned among the states on
the basis of 1970 population. By eliminating
the bonus rule, and substituting a provision
that apportions delegates on the basis of dis-
trict Republican voting strength my formula
provides a mnearly perfect balance of dele-
gates, totalling 2,130. Of this total, 1,076 are
provided by the electoral college factor (204
at-large delegates, plus B72 representing Con-
gressional seats). An additional 1,013 dele-
gates are assigned on the basis of Republican
voting strength, providing a nearly perfect
division between the two standards, which is
entirely consistent with the Court's dictum
in Bode v. National Democratic Party. These
totals are containec in attachment 3.

Against a total of 2,130 delegates, the pro-
vision for 34 “grandfathered" delegates is
clearly not significant enough to distort the
formula in any but a de minimis way.

I have tried to draft and present to you
a formula that is consistent with court deci-
sions and the best interests of the Republi-
can Party.

One concern that has been expressed lIs
that this formula provides too large a dele-
gate body to assure that the Convention is
conducted in orderly fashion. With the addi-
tlon of one alternate for each delegate, the
total number of delegates and alternates on
the Convention floor would be 4260. The
Democratic Convention provided for close
to 3,000 delegates, with half that number
of alternates, for a total of about 4,500. And
that was, from appearances at least, an
orderly Convention.

If we wanted to increase the number of
delegates and yet keep the delegate body
small in total, we too could provide one
alternate for every two delegates.

I have also heard it sald that a very large
delegate body reduces the number of cities
that can accommodate a Republican Conven-
tion. But it would seem that only five or six
cities—New York, Chicago, San Franclsco,
Miami, Atlantic City, and Houston—can
handle a Convention even of our present
size,

I am not wedded to this particular formu-
lation, however., We could draw up a formula
that produces a smaller or larger total num-
ber of delegates, that reduces the impor-
tance of electoral college votes, or increases
the proportion of delegates assigned accord-
ing to party voting strength.

I would point out that my proposal has
two advantages. First, it retains electoral
college strength as a key factor in the for-
mula, and it thus permits the smaller states
to keep the advantage they now derive from
the makeup of the electoral college. Sec-
ond, it grandfathers the smaller states that
would lose delegates. By balancing delegates
produced by the electoral college factor
with a large block of delegates produced by
party voting strength, the resulting alloca-
tion of delegates becomes constitutionally
correct.

Though we can devise different formulas,
what is most important is that we set to
work now to change Rule 30 in a way that is
consistent with court rulings. It can be
argued that we should wait until after the
Appeals Court decides on the Republican
National Committee’s appeal before chang-
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ing Rule 30. I would argue, instead, that
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form, not be forced to do it by court order.

we should act now to do what we know is Let us bring the rules of the Republican

right. Let us wholeheartedly embrace re-

Party into conformity with the Constitu-

ATTACHMENT 1|

August 15, 1972

tion of the United States. Let us ensure that
our 1976 Convention is truly representative of
a national party.

COMPARISON OF DELEGATE ALLOCATION: RULE 30 AND PERCY FORMULA

Population

per
delegate
under
rule 30
(1970)

GOP
vote per
delegate

(1968)

Delegates
under

State rule 30

Electoral
college
vote

Percy

formula State

Delegates

Population

per
delegate
Electoral
college
vote

under

Percy
rule

formula

Alabama_
Alaska. ..
Arizona._
Arkansas_
California
Colorado.. . .
Connecticut.

District of Columbia. - .
Florida. ...

(Proposed new language to implement
“Percy Formula™)

The membership of the next National Con-
vention shall consist of:
A. DELEGATES FROM THE 50 STATES AND THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1. Four (4) Delegates at Large from each
of the fifty (50) States, and the District of
Columbia.

2. Two (2) additional Delegates at Large
for each Representative at Large in Congress
from each State, including the District of
Columbia.

3. Two (2) District Delegates from each
Congressional District.

4, One (1) additional District Delegate
from each Congressional District and one (1)
additional Delegate for each State having
only one (1) Congressional District, for each
35,000 votes or major fraction thereof, of the
largest Republican vote cast for the Repub-
lican nominee for President in the last pre-
ceding Presidential election, or for the Re-
publican candidate for Governor, Senator,
or for all Republican candidates for Repre-
sentative at Large or Member of Congress, In
that election or a subsequent election,
whichever is greater.

D. DELEGATES FROM THE TERRITORIES

1. Five (5) Delegates at Large for Puerto
Rico.
2. One (1) Delegate at Large for the Virgin
Islands.

3. One (1) Delegate at Large for Guam,

C. BAVINGS PROVISION

In any case when the application of this
Rule for apportionment of Delegates to a
State, the District of Columbia, or Territory
results in the designation of fewer Delegates
than such State, the District of Columbia, or
Territory sent to the 1872 Republican Na-
tional Convention, such State, the District
of Columbia, or Territory shall have the same
number of Delegates at the 1976 Republican
National Convention.

New Hampshire.
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York. .. .. ...
North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Pennsylvania______
Rhode Island______
South Carolina
South Dakota

s

— — 3 o
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o
. (13)
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Puerto Rico__ e
Virgin Islands.

Guam....

O e e

2,130

D. ALTERNATE DELEGATES

One (1) Alternate Delegate shall be pro-
vided for each Delegate to the National Con-
vention.

ATTACHMENT 3
RESULTS OF “PERCY FORMULA™

Number

1. Number of delegates at-large (4 for
each State and District of Co-
lumbia)

2. Number of district deleg
on wnglemonal seals

of district d as-
signed according to Repuhlncan
voting slrenglh_ S
4. Number of “grandfathered” dele-

gat
5. Delegales assigned to Puerto Rloo
Virgin Islands, and Guam..

based on
collzge vote vs. delegates based on
party voling strength:
Delegates reflecting electoral col-
lege votes (1 and 2 above). .
Delegates reflecting parly volmn
strength

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I com-
mend the work of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry in reporting
H.R. 14896. I think it is basically a good
bill that will <lear up many uncertain-
ties about our child nutrition programs
for the school year ahead.

I am pleased that the bill as reported
contains many of the elements found in
S. 3661, a bill which I cosponsored. I felt
that S. 3661, prepared, as it was, by the

USDA in consultations with many con-
cerned individuals and groups inside and

outside of Government, offered the best
framework for improving the present
structure of child nutrition programs.

I trust that our consideration of this
bill will not preclude the possibility of a
more searching examination of our pres-
ent programs and the consideration of
more fundamental and far-reaching re-
forms such as are embodied in my own
bill, S. 3904, The Comprehensive Child
Nutrition Act of 1972. My cosponsors and
I are convinced that a fresh start is
badly needed in this field if we are to
achieve our final goal of assuring ade-
quate nutrition for all needy children.

But that is in the long run, and we
are faced today with amendments to the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act that are necessary for the
coming school year.

I applaud the steps which are taken in
this bill to strengthen and improve the
school breakfast program, the special or
nonschool food assistance program, and
the nonfood or equipment assistance
program.

I also support the committee’s action
in fixing free and reduced price meal
eligibility guidelines at no more than
125 percent and 150 percent respectively
of the income poverty guideline. I shall
support efforts to amend the bill to in-
clude a so-called grandfather clause to
cover those areas which presently have
higher eligibility standards.

In general, I believe in the performance
funding concept which the committee
has proposed for section 4 food assist-
ance and which the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLer) will, I understand, propose
by floor amendment for section 11, spe-
cial lunch assistance. But I would like to
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clarify a few points with the managers
of the bill before we vote on final passage.
I take this occasion in advance of con-
sideration of the bill to advise my col-
leagues, a few unanswered questions that
I have is they are now on the floor at
the moment.

As I understand it, the bill guarantees
a State a dollar amount equal to the
number of lunches it serves multiplied
by the average national payment per
lunch which in no case shall be less than
8 cents. I presume this is correct.

But a school within a State is not nec-
essarily guaranteed an amount equal to
the number of lunches it serves multi-
plied by the average national payment.
The answer appears to be correct.

So some schoeols in Illinois, for ex-
ample, may actually be receiving a pay-
ment equal to 6 cents per lunch while
others may be receiving the equivalent of
10 cents per lunch. I wonder if this may
not be a disincentive to some schools to
do the very best job they can in provid-
ing nutrition services to all needy chil-
dren.

In this same regard, why does the leg-
islation speak of a national average pay-
ment per lunch? Am I to take this to
mean that in fact one-half of the States
and territories may be receiving, say, 6
cents per lunch and the other half 10
cents per lunch for a national average of
8 cents? Taking the language at face
value, the answer to this must be “Yes.”

Is this equitable? I think we shall hear
many complaints—and justifiably so, in
my opinion—if in the next fiscal year an
average payment per lunch nationwide
is achieved by below-average payments to
some schools and to some States and
above-average payments to others.

Would it not be more equitable if we
guarantee the States as well as the
schools within each State a minimum
payment per lunch? This would make
our meaning absolutely clear: Eight
cents per lunch would mean at least 8
cents and not perhaps as low as 6 or as
high a 10.

Did the committee consider this lan-
guage? I would hope the managers would
consider amending the bill to this effect.

INDIA AT 25

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, it was
on August 15, 1947, that the British rec-
ognized India’s independence, and it was
on August 15, 1947, that the dream a7
Mahatma Gandhi and Jawaha*i81 Nehru
came true. There was a rebirth of a
great nation, an awakening and revital-
izatlon of a great people but at the same
time there was the cold realization of the
responsibilities which lay ahead for an
impoverished, albeit independent, coun-
try with the second largest population in
the world.

All was not euphoria at the time of in-
dependence day celebrations, any more
than it is today. The responsibilities re-
main, and, if anything, they have grown
more complex due to the rapid growth of
population in India which continues to
absorb her real economic growth, and
due to evolving power relationships
throughout the world. Nevertheless, In-
dia has weathered many of the storms.
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Its democratic, parliamentary system
has remained in tact. It has a strong, per-
ceptive Prime Minister, Indira Gandhi,
at its helm and a commitment to social
reform and economiec development,

Usually, at anniversary times, especi-
ally one as important as the one India
is celebrating now, commemorative
speeches are lengthy in their praise and
short on the hard stuff of what lies
ahead. I will not be long in my praise be-
cavse I count on others for that. I rely
on the qualities of contemporary Indian
civilization to speak for itself. And I will
not be long in my criticism either.

Mr. President, my intent is only to
wish this great country and its people
well and to stress that the problems
ahead will challenge the best of them.
India's future lies not in ambitious plans
done in the abstract for classroom con-
sumption, but in the formulation and im-
plementation of policies which meet the
needs of the people—needs that are writ-
ten in their faces and are a part of every-
day of their lives. I am speaking of pro-
viding food, improving agricultural pro-
duction, raising industrial productivity,
initiating urban housing and welfare
programs, rationalization of the econ-
omy, and a redistribution of wealth to re-
duce the income disparities which per-
sist.

Recent articles commemorating In-
dia's 25th anniversary of independence
describe in a very vivid way the needs of
the people and what remains to be done.
I ask unanimous consent, that two rele-
vant articles published in the New York
Times and Washington Post be printed
at this point in the REcorp.

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

[From the New York Times, Aug. 14, 1972]
INpIA, BTILL IN SHADOW OF POVERTY, SHOWS
Frme as Ao Natronw Now 26
(By Robert Trumbull)

New DELHI—Prime Minister Indira Gandhi
is about to open a subdued year-long cele-
bration of the 25th anniversary of Indian
independence in a country where much has
changed, yet much remains the same, since
her father, Jawaharlal Nehru, halled the new
nation’s “tryst with destiny” as Britain
handed over power in the first minutes of
Aug. 15, 1947.

Physical improvements have brightened
the face of this ancient and long-suffering
land, though Mr, Nehrit's comment that “we
have achieved much"” but “we must achieve
mMiuch more” is as applicable today as when
he made it on the first Independence Day.

The shining image of India in the emerging
“third world” of former colonlal countries
has dulled in the years of shifting alliances
and the declining relevance of neutralism,
the basis of Indian foreign policy under Mr.
Nehru, the first Prime Minister.

The internal political complexion of the
country has also altered, with the power no
longer in the hands of the old Congress party
as Mr. Nehru had known it until his death in
1964. Indians say that Mrs. Gandhi's rule at
the head of a reconstructed party, younger
and more leftist, is firmer than her father's
ever was,

Mrs. Gandhi has taken the economy, never
strong, into uncharted socialist paths. With
wages low, prices up, productivity down and
unemployment growing, the success of the
socialist experiment is yet to be established.

Meanwhile, uncontrollable natural factors
of alternating floods and droughts, and the
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savage summer heat, are unchanging agonies
in a disaster-prone country poorly served by
nature,

Following a recurrence this summer of the
droughts that periodically deprive struggling
industry of needed electric power and
threaten food shortages where many already
are hungry, Mrs. Gandhi has decreed an aus-
tere observance of the 25th Independence
Day In order to rebuild depleted reserves.

Buch spectacular holiday displays as the
outlining of public bulldings with electric
lights on the festive night have been barred
and the public has been asked to forgo the
customary ostentatious anniversary parties.

In the midst of India’s modernization,
some things remain unchanged., Despite a
jagged new skyline of monolithic high-rise
bulldings, the environs of the capital retain
an amblance of timeless antiguity through
the spectacular old monuments of hygone
eras, like the huge seventeenth-century Red
Fort, once the seat of Mogul emperors.

With urban sprawl p New Delhi's
boundaries ever outward to country that was
semidesert, the quiet of the night in this
once-compact capital is shattered by traffic
sounds instead of the jackal's eerle wall,
These noisy, skulking animals that once scav-
enged nightly in the city's outskirts shun
the new suburbps.

But the twilight hour, when sunset cuts
the heat like the closing of an oven doar,
is still made vivid by flocks of screeching
parakeets darting above the city streets like
streaks of green flame.

A MIXTURE OF SOUNDS

Besldes the screams, chirps and caws of the
many kinds of birds, the cacophony of Indian
cities includes the chattering of untamed
rhesus monkeys roaming the urban roofs,
and the undulating tones of the snake
charmer’s flute,

In the countryside around New Delhi a
motorist may have to swerve to avoid hitting
& wild peacock strutting on the highway. In
the rallway yards of eastern India elephants
are preferred to engines for shifting boxcars.

The new mingles with the old.

Soviet-made tractors, driven by bearded,
turbaned Sikhs, dodge around bullock carts
and camels on the Grand Trunk Road, the
great Punjab artery described in Rudyard
Kipling’s tales of British India.

Children of the untouchables, lowest of the
low in the stratified Hindu soclal order, earn
university degrees although their fathers may
still live in hovels and follow inherited menial
occupations that members of the higher
castes hold in contempt.

In teeming cities like New Delhi, Calcutta,
Bombay and Madras, new apartment houses
are rising in vfst slum-clearance projects. But
in most cities the odorous colonies of tum-
bledown makeshift huts also grow despite
regulations against them. *You can enforce
regulations only so far,” said a municipal
housing official in Madras,

A notable feature of the new India is the
air of cheery pride exhibited in fields and
factories where so many faces once were
hangdog and discouraged.

“You know, we send technicians to other
countries now,” sald an Indian irrigation ex-
pert in Himachal Pradesh, a mountain state
whose melting Himalayan snows water the
burning northern plain,

“Garibl Hatao"—"Banish poverty"—is the
slogan adopted by the new Congress party
built by Mrs. Gandhi after she had led the
elections in casting out the old guard.

The socialist approach has so far pro-
duced a mixed pattern of Government
monopoly, official competition with private
enterprises, Jovernment ar.d private partner-
ships and the purely private sector,

To its existing monopolies in communica-
tions and transportation, the Government
has added banking, insurance and coal, and
80 per cent control of the sfeel Indyfiry
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“Actually, we have nationalized very
little,” a close adviser to Mrs, Gandhl sald
in a recent interview. “Mostly, we have
merely taken over ailing businesses to put
them on their feet.”

Private businessmen have been unim-
pressed by such assurances. “We are living
on a knife edge, wondering what the Gov-
ernment is going to seize next,” said one
successful entrepreneur in Bombay.

Some Western economic analysts here
charge the Indian Government with being
overly nationalistic and conservative in man-
aging what Mrs. Gandhi calls the “com-
manding heights" of the economy.

“India is too cautious in hoarding $1.25
billion in foreign exchange instead of using
some of it on projects to expand the econ-
omy,” an American expert declared.

SOME IMPORTS HALTED

Imports of consumer goods have virtually
ceased, judging by the goods available in
shops, although the black market is another
matter. “You can get anything if you can
pay for it," said a Calcutta resident.

However, India now produces a spectrum
of items covering everyday wants, from
canned foods to cameras, though the variety
and quality may leave much to be desired,
and prices are high.

“They tell us we make machinery good
enough to be sold In the United States,”
said a Bombay housewife. “Then why can't
we make a toaster that won't break down
in a few days?"

According to a recent report by Moinul
Haque Chaudhuri, the Minister for Indus-
trial Development, Government ventures
suffered an over-all loss of more than 100
million rupees in the 1960-1970 fiscal year,
but lost only 30.7 million rupees in 1971-72.
The Indian rupee ls exchanged at about
7.5 to the dollar,

“We don’t look just at the balance sheet,”
a Government economist said. “We also take
into aceount the social benefits flowing from
Government enterprise."”

In many instances, he said, when the Gov-
ernment takes over an enterprise it “virtually
creates a new company town™ at the plant,
enabling the employes to “live better than
they otherwise would.”

In Punjab and other states, where the
“green revolution” in grain production has
enabled India to halt costly importing and
even to think of exporting food soon, the
successful farmers have been discouraged by
the Government’s imminent imposition of a
ceiling of 10 to 12 acres of land holdings.

“I may as well sell my tractor and move to
the city,’ sald a Punjab farmer who had
arrived as a destitute refugee from Pakistan
25 years ago and now owng 20 productive
acres and employs several families. “But
think of the millions of landless cultivators
who will become owners when the excess
acreage is redistributed,” a state official
insisted, when told of the Punjab farmer’s
despalr.

A proposal to limit urban property holdings
is expected to be put before the parliament,
where Mrs. Gandhi commands an overwhelm-
ing majority, as soon as a New Congress
party committee has worked out the details.

The plan upset a New Delhi widow who has
just built a four-bedroom house, modern in
all respects, that she can rent to an embassy
family for the equivalent of $400 a month.

“After expenses and taxes I'll have nothing
left,” said the widow, who lives in a small
apartment, “and I don't even know if I will
be allowed to leave the property to my chil-
dren."”

Concern for the myriad underfed, jobless
poor has enabled Mrs. Gandhi to renege with-
out a qualm on pledges by her father's Gov-
ernment, such as the payment of privy
purses—in effect, pensions—to the former
princely rulers in return for ceding their
states to the Indian union. Her action in
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stopping the payments bothered the con-
sciences of many Indians.

Mrs. Gandhi's tendency to act on signifi-
cant matters without consulting Parliament
has been criticized by Indians who feel that
ignoring the forms of democracy can engen-
der contempt for the substance.

A close associate of Mrs. Gandhi recently
described her ideology as “‘centrist, or left of
center.” At the same time she keeps the sup-
port of the exireme left, including a new
youth corps that has evolved from the wreck-
age of the Naxalltes, a Maolst organization
that had advocated viclent revolution.

Mrs. Gandhi's luster at home has been
enhanced by India’s victory over Pakistan in
the war last December, which resulted in the
creation of Bangladesh in what was for-
mally East Pakistan.

Except for Hindu diehards, the country has
acciaimed the accords worked out by Mrs.
Gandhi and President Zulfikar Ali Bhutto of
Pakistan in Simla last month, beginning an
effort to end 25 years of ill-will and four
wars between the two countries.

While relations with Pakistan are improv-
ing at last, the susplcions of small states for
giant neighbors has lessened India's popu-
larity in Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh and Sik-
kim, the latter an Indian protectorate.

Nearby Ceylon has displeased New Delhi by
moving closer to China. The border dispute
with Peking, which resulted in an Indian
military defeat in 1962, still poisons relations
between the two Asian glants, once the warm-
est of friends.

India’s confidence of her role as a leader
among the neutralist states was shaken when
many of these countries decided not to take
sides in the conflict between New Delhi and
Peking, and declined to support India in
United Nations debates on the Bangladesh
affair.

Except for the tiny Himalayan kingdom of
Bhutan, which is committed by treaty to be
“guided” by India in foreign affairs, only
the Soviet Union and her satellites supported
New Delhi's opposition to a cease-fire in
Bangladesh.

India’s status as a nonaligned nation has
been impugned since New Delhi and Moscow
signed a treaty last year that has military
overtones. India spokesmen, however, insist
that no Soviet military aid has been accepted.

The increasing commitment to the Soviet
Union, India’s consistent supporter in inter-
national disputes, and the alienation from
the United States since President Nixon’s re-
ported “tilt"” toward Pakistan in the Bangla-
desh situation disturb many Indians.

American friends of India have noted that
criticism of United States policies, to the ex-
tent of denigrating the effect of great
amounts of American economic aid, has be-
come distressingly fashionable in official and
inteilectual circles.

The image of Antimilitarism and nonvio-
lence cultivated by Indians, already tarnished
by the invasions of the recalcitrant priicsly
states of Junagadh and Hyderabad and the
seizure of Goa and other Portuguese enclaves
in 1961, not to mention the events leading up
to the war in Bangladesh, has been further
tarnished by recent talk of developing nuclear
weapons, although Mrs. Gandhi has dis-
avowed any such idea.

However, talks with many officials, indus-
trialists, professional people and residents in
a selection of key cities, towns and villages
during a tour of more than seven weeks have
uncovered a tremendous reservoir of ad-
miration and regard for Americans in general,
iIf not for Mr. Nixon.

“Indians have never forgotten American
support for Indian independence,” said a
university professor in Bangalore, an indus-
trial hub of the south. “We would have
starved without American wheat,” a business-
man in Calcutta declared.

“For God's sake,” a high Government offi-
cial begged an American journalist friend,
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“tell your people that we aren't in the Rus-
slans’ pockets.”

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 15, 1972]

Inpia, FRee 25 YEArs, ENJOYS STABILITY
Amip POVERTY
(By Lewis M. Simons)

New DeLHI—Aug. 15 (Tuesday)—In the
25 years since Jawaharlal Nehru kept his
country’s “tryst with destiny,” the govern-
ment of independent India has made re-
markable progress toward modern statehood.

But the people of India have not kept
pace.

As a government, India has advanced far
toward the recognition its leaders dearly
crave from the world beyond the Subcon-
tinent. Political stability is so much a fact of
life that opposition is almost nonexistent
and critics are beginning to raise cries of
“dictator” against Nehru's daughter, Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi.

As a people, the great Indian masses are
as impoverished today as they were on this
day in 1947, the day Britain set them free.

To the outsider, witnessing this phenome-
non of advancing government and lagging
populace can be like watching a lumbering
bullock cart, But on this cart, sometimes one
wheel rolls forward and one stands still, and
the cart turns in a cirecle.

ECONOMIC EVALUATION

Consider this evaluation of the Indian
economy 25 years after independence by Fi-
nance Minister ¥. B. Chavan:

“All-round economic progress since inde-
pendence has radically altered the character
of our economy and brought about a sig-
nificant Increase in real incomes generally.

“But, the absolute number of those living
in abject poverty has scarcely diminished;
economic disparities appear to have wid-
ened; unemployment has become a seem-
ingly intractable problem."”

Or again, in an analysis of land reform
by State Minister of Agriculture Sher Singh,
the wheels seem to spin in two directions:

“One of the spectacular results of the
spread of modern technology has been a wid-
ening of the disparities in wealth and income
in rural areas.

“On top of this, the unplanned spread of
mechanization threatens not only to accentu-
ate the inequalities but also to reduce em-
ployment opportunities. In the result, new
social tensions are developing in the country-
side."

DEFICIT ELIMINATED

On occasion, the wheel of the government
and the wheel of the people seem to roil
smoothly alongside each other, and the re-
sults can be startling. The “Green Revolu-
tion"” of Indian agriculture is one of these
rare achievements.

Spurred by the disastrous droughts and
famine of 1965-67, government leaders, sci-
entists, technicians and peasants pulled to-
gether. Within five years, they eliminated the
great fogd deficit which had plagued this
country from antiguity and built a reserve
now claimed to be adefuaie fo ward off star-
vation for more than a year.

While this is an achievement that would
doubtless stun the founders of independent
India, Gandhi and Nehru, once more it is be-
ginning to look as though the accomplish-
ment will be that of the government more
than of the people.

FOOD EXPORTED

After its resounding defeat of Pakistan last
December, the government delivered a re-
ported 750,000 tons of rice to its newly lib-
erated neighbor, Bangladesh. The word went
out: For the first time in history, India can
export food grains.

A deal with a Japanese company was re-
ported in which India was bartering 100,000
tons of corn. The government offered “mir-
acle rice” seeds to North Vietnam.
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The government also claims its storehouses
hold 9.6 million tons of food grains. Some
politicians in opposition to Prime Minister
Gandhi have disputed the figure, but this
can probably be dismissed as sniping and
most diplomatic observers accept the official
statistics.

Yet, when the current monsoon was late
in developing and summer crops were burn-
ing in the parched ground, it was only a
matter of weeks before peasants began to die.
Government officials, anxious that the green
revolution not appear to be a Iragile shell,
insisted they were dying of malnutrition, not
starvation.

Now, although the monsoon has come,
great damage has been done to crops, and
no more is to be heard about grain exports.
The Japanese deal is back “under negotia-
tion.” The U.8. mining of North Vietnam's
ports eliminated the seed offer.

There is no doubt that India is capable
of feeding itself and even of exporting grain.
The point has been made. What has not been
proven is that the diverse elements of the
government and the people can be made to
haul together in good times as well as bad
to overcome dependence on the capricious
monsoon and to make agriculture a manage-
able sclence.

INDUSTRY'S ROLE

Industrial growth since independence does
not approach agricultural gains. In 1950,
three years after the Union Jack was lowered
in New Delhi, industry contributed about 5
per cent to India’s national income. By 1968,
this contribution had doubled.

Since then, however, with the government
moving increasingly into the industrial pic-
ture, growth has fallen off sharply. In the last
four years, the government has granted only
125 out of 1,000 applications by large private
industrial organizations seeking expansion.

This shackling of the private sector has
caused the government to dip deeper and

deeper into bank credits to help develop pub-
lic sector growth, In the last fiscal year, the
government borrowed a record $1.1 billion.

The handful of indigenous Iindustrial
giants has grown frustrated. In an annual
report to one of his companies last month,
the country’s leading business figure, J. R. D.
Tata, complained bitterly:

“ .. Modern and mature countries which,
whether calling themselves socialist or not,
have provided their people with the highest
standards of living and the most complete
welfare services in the world, have resolutely
turned their back on outdated Marxist theo-
ries and shibboleths still blindly accepted by
80 many in our country who think the pros-
perity and welfare of the people can only
come from the destruction of all private own-
ership and enterprise.”

Most observers in New Delhi are not as con-
vinced as Tata, who is frequently described
as an “enlightened capitalist,”” that Mrs.
Gandhi intends to destroy private enterprise.
What she does seem intent on doing, how-
ever, is developing something she calls the
“joint sector,” an ill-defined melding of gov-
ernment and private management,

FPOLITICAL MOTIVATION

The effort to eat into private control of
industry appears to be politically motivated.
Long-time observers note that dramatic
moves, such as nationalizing a huge private
factory, can pay dividends in impressing a
large number of poor people, even though
the benefits to them may be nil.

To those of India's upper class—a class
which forms an eggshell-like veneer over the
depths of grinding poverty—Mrs. Gandhi has
become an object of scorn for her steps in
nationalization and her efforts to place re-
strictions on both rural and urban land-
holdings.

To this class, from which Mrs. Gandhi
and her aristocratic father themselves came,
she s “that woman," just as Franklin Roose-
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velt was “that man in the White House" to
critics of his New Deal.

The argument over nationalization is a
constant one here. But, while critics can cite
convineing figures as evidence that nation-
allzed industries such as banking, insurance,
and some steel plants, are doing very poorly,
proponents can point only to future hopes.

As to what this furiously spinning govern-
ment wheel is churning out for the people of
India, Times of India columnist Prem Shan-
kar Jha wrote recently: “What difference
does it make to the 200 million people who
live below the bread line whether industry
is controlled by 100 or 1,000 families or,
for that matter, by the state?”

GREATEST FAILURES

At this “below the breadline’” level of
society lie India's greatest failures in its
first quarter century: Fallure to provide
housing for more than 10.5 million Tamilies;
failure to provide education for the children
of these families; and fallure to provide
basic medical attention.

Clinging to the lowest rung on India’s so-
cial ladder are some 80 million Untouchables,
or as Gandhi called them with heart-rending
affection, Harijans—Children of God.

(The Untouchables were members of cer-
tain Indian castes which, though considered
Hindus, were excluded from the ordinary
social and religious privileges of Hinduism.
India outlawed “untouchability” in 1949 and
made persecution of untouchables punish-
able by law.

(How this caste came to be ostracized is
obscure. According to one definition, Un-
touchables are best described as Hindus who
were not allowed to enter ordinary Hindu
temples and who supposedly caused pollu-
tion to ordinary Hindus either by touch or by
proximity.)

Untouchables, in effect relegated an entire
community to the dregs of society. And, as
American Blacks have learned, prejudices
cannot be legislated out of existence. Un-
touchability is still very much a fact of In-
dian life, not only in the villages but in the
big cities as well.

Even in New Delhi, where a handful of
Harijans have become Cabinet ministers and
public figures, the men and women who
sweep the streets and empty latrines are
always Untouchables.

In the villages, their lot is far more de-
grading—and dangerous. In the first six
months of this year alone, 20 cases have been
reported of Untouchables being made human
sacrifices to satisfy obscure religious rites.
Those cases not reported, according to one
authority, “must be legion.”

Officially, prejudice against Untouchables
is exercised in diverse ways. For instance,
when electric power is installed in rural vil
lages, the adjacent slum areas occupied by
the Untouchables of the village are inevi-
tably ignored. There is now a program to pro-
vide electrification for one Harijan settle-
ment a day in each state in the country.

But, according to one official source, gov-
ernment measures have had no significant
effect on improving the overall status of Un-
touchables since 1947.

The TUntouchables and the lower, or
“scheduled,” castes and tribal groups make
up the breeding ground for India’s exploding
population, According to the official 1971
census, the population now stands at 548
million, an inerease of 24.8 per cent in the
last decade—the highest growth rate for
any decade to date.

RATE OF BIRTHS

According to informed observers, the total
population is nearer 560 million and the rate
of births may be even higher than the one
officially reported.

The goal of the national family planning
program is to reduce the growth rate from
30 per thousand to 32 by the end of the cur-
rent five-year plan in mid-1974. “The
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achievements so far do not indicate that,
except in a few states, this goal will be
reached,” Health and Family Planning Min-
ister Uma Shankar Dixit sald recently.

All these social problems are very seri-
ous, Some of Prime Minister Ghandi’s harsh-
est critics say India's social ills continue
unabated because she has concentrated her
efforts on making a place for herself—and
India—in the world instead of making India
& better place to live.

Whether this criticism is valid or not, there
is no question that the daughter of Nehru
has far surpassed her predecessors in gaining
international position and respect for both
hersell and her country.

By shrewdly accepting the courtship of the
Soviet Unlon at a time when war with Paki-
stan over Bengall nationalism was growing
imminent, she cleared the way for her gen-
erals to fight the battle without having to
worry about superpower intervention.

RINGING VICTORY

The ringing victory over Pakistan has also
swept aside that lingering aura of nonalign-
ment, so carefully nurtured by Nehru. And
though Mrs. Gandhi and her ministers would
be loath to admit that nonalignment is a
thing of the past, leading Indian political
sclentists are not only open about it, but
proud.

“Nonalignment answered our needs for
security and our urges for prestige,” said a
top government defense analyst in an inter-
view. “By being friendly in varying degrees
with Washington, Moscow and Peking, Mr.
Nehru hoped to make the Subcontinent free
from excessively hostile interference by any
major power. Indo-Pak strains were there
for anyone to exploit."”

For a number of years, India consoled
itself by saying it was an area of agreement
between the Soviet Union and the United
States. But as ambitious a figure as Mrs.
Gandhi could not be content with this self-
deception forever.

Then, in December, 1970, Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman won an impressive victory in the
East Pakistanl elections, and Mrs., Gandhi
saw that the unity of Pakistan was in serious
trouble,

Here at last was a hope for India to re-
construct the Subcontinent to its liking.

Victory gave India the position it has
craved since Britain partitioned the Sub-
continent preceding independence.

WANTS RECOGNITION

What Mrs. Gandhi wants now from the
United States and China, and already en-
joys from the Soviet Union, is the recogni-
tion that India reigns supreme In South
Asia,

There can be no doubt that much of the
indigenous criticism leveled at Mrs. Gandhi
is political carping. She has achieved in her
tenure progress and stability beyond the
dreams of the former British rulers and the
Indians who initially inherited leadership.

In some ways, progress has been so signif-
icant as to cause some criticism to become
quite fine-grained, in itself a tribute to
India's first 25 years.

But there can also be no doubt that the
next 26 years must be a perlod of advance
for the Indian people themselves. While they
may no longer be the starving masses that
once haunted the consclence of the world,
their suffering is still overwhelming.

Until this suffering is alleviated, India's
progress will continue to be irregular, like
the two-wheeled bullock cart, sometimes
lurching forward and sometimes lumbering
in a clrele.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
noting the problems which India faces,
it would be supercilious for us to leave
it at that. The scale of India's problems
may dwarf our own in some areas, but
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not all. In fact what is most striking are
the resemblances and the need for
greater cooperation between the United
States and India in solving our prob-
lems, Mrs. Gandhi spoke in part about
this in her very eloquent address to the
International Conference on the Human
Environment in Stockholm. Few repre-
sentatives of our own Government have
really spoken in concrete terms about
how we can collaborate with Indian
leaders to tackle the problems we share
and those we do not as well. Little rep-
resentation has been made on the part
of this administration about American
concern that close relations between the
United States and India not languish
any longer. Too little has been done, and
too much remains to be done.

There are those of us in this country
who are sensitive to this gap. And we
will do all we can to repair it. Confirma-
tion of this desire is better than shallow
adulation. India is a great land, and can
be a stabilizing force for peace in Asia.
But it needs assurance and encourage-
ment, something we can provide with
effort and imagination.

Independence was a great achieve-
ment in Indian history. There have been
other great achievements in its most re-
cent history, but none would be s0 mon-
umental as the achievement of high
socioeconomic standards and peace in
South Asia. None would be so respected
as a devotion of human energies to the
individual and the mass of people in
India, to their satisfaction and contents.

When one knows thee, then alien there is
none, then no door is shut. Oh, grant me my
prayer that I may never lose the touch of
the one in the play of the many.

—Rabindranath 'I‘agore.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Chair lays be-
fore the Senate the unfinished business,
Senate Joint Resolution 241, which the
clerk will state by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
joint resolution as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241) au-
thorizing the President to approve an
interim agreement between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republies.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Montana. The yeas and
nays have been ordered.

THE SENATE'S ROLE IN STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITA-
TION—THE JACKSON-SCOTT AMENDMENT
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I am

happy to be one of the cosponsors of a

significant amendment to Senate Joint

Resolution 241, The amendment, as Mem-

bers know, has gained support from both
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sides of the aisle and from the adminis-
tration itself. This spirit of bipartnership
has an honorable history in the conduct
of U.S. foreign policy. Our greatest suc-
cesses in this area have come when par-
tisanship was laid aside, and when all
Americans rallied around certain endur-
ing prineiples of policy.

Mr. President, there has been broad
acclaim, both here and abroad, for the
President’s achievements in SALT I, But
not even the President has claimed that
the ABM Treaty and the interim agree-
ment have put the problem of strategic
weapons to rest. Nor has the President
done anything but encourage the closest
congressional scrutiny of these accords.
The President recognizes that when the
security of the Nation is involved, there
should be no such thing as rivalry be-
tween the parties or between the
branches of Government.

Mr. President, the limitation of stra-
tegic arms is as important a matter as
we have ever undertaken in the foreign
policy field. Success in controlling stra-
tegic weapons can bring us closer to the
goal we have sought since atomic weap-
ons were first made—a reduction in the
possibility of nuclear war. It is, there-
fore, of the highest importance that the
Senate do its share in establishing prin-
ciples to guide consideration of this all-
important matter, and that those prin-
ciples be of a kind which can gather the
broadest public support.

I believe that the amendment we are
proposing does embody simple and sensi-
ble and consistent prineiples. I believe
these are principles that the American
people are prepared to support. I would
add, Mr. President, that there has been
much public confusion over the terms of
the agreements we are being asked to
approve. There has been considerable
public discussion of the technical prob-
lems involved in the limitation of stra-
tegic arms, but comparatively little con-
sideration given to the guidelines which
should govern the conduct of future ne-
gotiations. I think it is high time that
the American people know the Senate’s
views on these matters.

Now, what principles should we be
talking about? I suggest, Mr. President,
that the most important are set forth in
the text of this amendment. It should be
perfectly clear to the entire world that
this Nation's intentions are entirely
peaceful. It should be clear that we have
no desire for territorial gain, and no
desire to exert our will over the people
of any other nation.

Actions of the United States following
World War II should have made these
facts abundantly clear. At the end of the
war, the United States had the most
powerful military establishment ever
known to mankind—a military machine
that, with very little effort, could have
conquered and dominated every conti-
nent.

We were the first and only nation to
possess the atomic bomb, and this weap-
on alone was sufficiently ominous to
blackmail the rest of mankind. But in-
stead of using our atomic capability for
national gain, we shared the knowledge
with the nations of the world.

In terms of conventional forces, at that
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time we had more men under arms, more
ships, more planes, more tanks, and other
heavy armaments than any other nation.

Instead of using these forces for mili-
tary gain, this great machine was vir-
tually dismantled, the planes junked, the
ships put in mothballs, and the soldiers
returned to civilian life.

We did not have claim on any terri-
tory from wartime victories.

Our industrial complex, which was the
greatest ever conceived and built by
mankind, was totally untouched by the
ravages of war. Yet the military produc-
tion from this military complex was
rapidly changed to civilian production.
So, in my mind, there can be no genuine
question about the peaceful actions and
peaceful intentions of the United States
and of the citizens of the country. But,
te help keep the record straight, I would
like to contrast the actions of the United
States at the end of Worli War II and
in the time since then with the actions
of the Soviet Union.

Since World War II, we have seen the
Russian Government cause frequent and
serious disruptions of international af-
fairs. We remember clearly the actions
that led up to the Berlin blockade. We
remember the Russian military activities
at the time of the Hungarian Revolu-
tion. We remember similar actions on
the part of the Russian Government
when there was an uprising in East Ger-
many. We remember vividly the Russian
involvement in Cuba which led to the
Cuban erisis.

More recently, we know of the con-
struction of the Berlin Wall and of the
Russian military action in Czechoslo-
vakia which crushed the freedom of the
citizens of that country.

Now, Mr. President, we are subjected
to a period of time when, for reasons
which none of us can fully understand,
the Russian Government seems to be
smiling, but none of us can be certain
how long this frame of mind will last
for that Government, which has caunsed
s0 much trouble in the world since World
War II. We know that zebras do mot
change their stripes, but we are not cer-
tain yet whether or not a bear can per-
manently change its personality.

Mr. President, in addition to the other
actions that I have mentioned that our
country has taken since World War IT
to bring about peace in the world, I would
call the attention of the Senate to the
fact that during this period, according
to the best records I can get, the United
States has put forth a grand total of
almost $150 billion in foreign aid, to
former foes and to our friends alike, and
this has gone a long way toward build-
ing up the economies of many countries,
some of which are now strong enough to
challenge us seriously and successfully
in the marketplace.

So the record is that for more than 25
years, the United States has sought ways
to prevent the outbreak of general
nuclear war. All of the strategic pro-
grams funded by the Congress have had
that end in mind. We have committed
ourselves to a posture of deterrence, a
posture which says to any potential ad-
versary that the initiation of nuclear
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hostilities against the United States will
be tantamount to self-destruction.

Such a posture will work, such a pos-
ture will be believed, only when an ad-
versary is convinced that he cannot
execute a disarming first strike against
us. He will not, therefore, look solely at
the size of our inventory of strategic
weapons—the number of missiles, the
number of aircraft, or the number of
warheads. He will concentrate instead
on the number of strategic weapons that
will be able to survive his first attack.
Thus it is the survivability of our strate-
gic arsenal, even more than its size or
its destructive power, which is vital to
the maintenance of deterrence.

The testimony of our diplomatic and
military experts before Senate commit-
tees makes it plain that the inferim
agreement, in and of itself. does not pro-
vide certain assurance of the sur-
vivability of America’s deterrent. The
record of the hearings—a record I com-
mend to the attention of all Senators—
makes it clear that there is enough lee-
way permitted to the Soviets in the way
of military modernization to cause me to
conclude that the survivability of a suffi-
cient U.S. deterrent force is not a cer-
tainty in or after 19717.

The capacity to retaliate after a first
strike is affected crucially by the type
of weapon available. Current American
ICBM and Polaris capabilities would be
most effective against cities, the so-called
soft targets. In contrast, the Soviet nu-
clear force, with its SS-9 ICBM armed
with a 25 megaton warhead, seems to be
designed primarily for destroying ICBM
silos and other strategic capabilities with-
out employing the smaller warhead mis-
siles deployed on the submarine force.
The United States could retaliate with
its Polaris squadrons primarily against
Soviet cities. But this would still leave
the Soviet Union with a capability for
destroying American cities. In these cir-
cumstances, as President Nixon has
asked:

Should a President, in the event of a nu-
clear attack, be left with the single option
of ordering the mass destruction of enemy
civillans, in the face of the certainty that it
would be followed by the mass slaughter of
Americans?

If the U.S.SR. possesses a counter-
force first-strike arsenal, possession of
even an assured second-strike capacity
by both sides is not the equivalent of
parity. The threat of such a Soviet coun-
terforce capability is precisely the reason
for the alarm over the Soviet strategic
programs.

The U.S.S.R. has constructed a large
ICBEM, the 88-9, for which the United
States has no counferpart. Deployed in
sufficient numbers and armed with the
multiple independently targetable war-
heads—MIRV’'s—of sufficient accuracy,
this missile could threaten our land-
based ICBM forces. Our MIRV systems,
by contrast, do not have the combination
of numbers, accuracy, and warhead yield
to pose a threat to the Soviet land-based
ICBM force.

The political consequence of this sort
of “parity”—which is really U.S. inferi-
ority—is the elimination of the U.S. nu-
clear force as protection for our allies
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and friends against a Soviet military in-
cursion, or at least a major decline in
its credibility.

It is this fact which makes necessary
and appropriate the declaration of policy
that a failure to achieve an agreement
which limits the threat to the survivabil-
ity of our deterrent within 5 years could
jeopardize the supreme interests of the
United States. With this language, the
Senate will be expressing its view that ac-
tion on the part of the Soviets which
could call into question the survivability
of our deterrent is incompadtible with in-
ternational stability and American in-
terests. As such, our amendment is a re-
affirmation of the principle which has
governed our strategic planning for a
quarter of a century. It makes it clear
to friend and adversary alike that the
United States is determined to maintain
a credible strategic posture. And it tells
the American people that they can have
confidence in the determination of their
Congress to protect their security.

The adoption of this amendment in no
way alters the content of the interim
agreement which we are asked to ap-
prove, Adopting this amendment will in-
dicate, however, that we are prepared to
face up to whatever problems we may
encounter over the next 5 years. I cer-
tainly hope that these problems will not
arise, but it is only prudent to recognize
the possibility.

Can we forget that the Soviet Union
adheres to a doctrine of historieal evolu-
tion which can be described only as ex-
pansionist, the eventual triumph of the
Soviet brand of communism as the future
world order?

As Leonid Brezhnev put it at the 1971
24th Congress of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union:

In recognition of its international duty,
the USSR will continue to pursue a line in
international affairs toward promoting the
further activation of the world anti-imperial-
ist struggle and the strengthening of the
combat unity of all its participants, The total
triumph of socialism the world over is in-
evitable, and for this triumph, for the hap-
piness of the working people, we will fight,
unsparing of our strength.

The other important principle I would
emphasize today, Mr. President, is the
need for Soviet-American balance in any
comprehensive agreement on strategic
offensive arms. I must say, in all candor,
that I am surprised that this aspect of
our amendment has engendered con-
troversy. I would have thought that no
Member of the Senate would recommend
that the President of the United States
sign a permanent treaty in which the
United States did not receive equal con-
sideration with the other party, I would
have thought, therefore, that no Senator
would oppose a declaration of the Sen-
ate’s views on this matter.

What we will be saying in approving
this amendment, Mr. President, is that
in any treaty on strategic offensive arms,
the United States should not be limited
to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces below, or inferior to, the levels
established for the Soviet Union. Now,
in proposing this amendment, we do not
mean to suggest that numbers alone can
be or should be the sole determinant of
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strategic equality. Obviously, Important
characteristics of strategic weapons, such
as throw weight, must be a part of the
calculation. But it is important to point
out that the administration’s argument
in behalf of the interim agreement rests
on the premise that our advantage in
technology balances out the large Soviet
advantage in numbers. I therefore ask
the Senate to consider how strategic
equality is to be calculated once the
technological gap between ourselves and
the Soviets—especially in crucial areas
of military technology—begins to nar-
row as it necessarily must over the next
5 years. Will we then be able to say
that the relationship which held true
in 1972 will still hold true in 19772 I
think not.

In March, 1971, President Nixon said:

There are two great powers facing us,
Russia and China . . . Certainly neither of
them wants war. But both are motivated by
& philosophy which announces itself as ex-
pansionist in character. This they will admit
themselves. And only the U.S. has sufficient
strength to be able to help maintain a bal-
ance in Europe and other areas that might
be affected.

The great increase in Soviet strategic
and conventional military power rela-
tive to the United States is no longer
a matter of controversy. Within one 2-
week period, the President of the United
States, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff all
delineated the existing and projected
force levels of the Soviet Union and the
United States.

The most significant elements of the
Soviet military buildup relate to stra-
tegic forces, naval forces, and research
and development. With respect to the
first of these, President Nixon declared:

We believe the number of Soviet strategic
forces now exceeds the level needed for de-
terrence.

More explicitly, he asserted:

The design and growth of these [Soviet]
forces leads Inescapably to profound ques-
tions concerning the threats we will face in
the future, and the adequacy of our cur-

rent strategic forces to meet the require-
ments of our society.

As to naval forces, Adm. Thomas H,
Moorer summed up as follows:

The Soviet deep water fleet, over the past
decade, has been steadily expanding in size
and capability. They are expected to have
some 217 operational combat surface ships
by the middle of this year, and this number
will probably increase through the 1970's. In
contrast to our fleet, which still has a sizable
number of combat ships more than 20 years
old, the Soviet fleet iIs much newer, with very
few ships more than 20 years old.

With respect to research and engineer-
ing, Dr. John Foster, Director of Defense
Research and Engineering, testified in
recent hearings before the Armed Serv-
ices Committees of the House and Senate
that, since 1968, the Soviet Union has al-
located most of its funding in research,
development, testing, and engineering to
the military. Since 1968, there has been
an annual growth rate of about 15 per-
cent in Soviet military expenditures. As
a result, the Soviet devoted the equiv-
alent of about $11 billion to military re-
search and development during fiscal
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1972, 40 to 50 percent more than the
United States. Secretary of Deifense
Laird has acknowledged that ‘“reduc-
tions in technological areas already
have seriously affected our ability to sus-
tain essential technological leadership.”

The possibility of successful recourse
by the United States to superior tech-
nology as a shortcut for diplomatic or
military error is fast disappearing. In
fact, the declining U.S. effort in R. & D.
increases the prospects for the kind of
technological surprise that is exemplified
in the Soviet launching of the first Sput-
nik in 1957. Failure to maintain its com-
petitive position on the frontiers of
science research and technological de-
velopment reduces the ability of the
United States to respond effectively to
Soviet advances. A disorganized and de-
clining R. & D. program cannot be revived
immediately, even by the most prodigious
efforts, because of the lead time between
scientific discovery, technological appli-
cation and industrial production. At best,
United States-Soviet R. & D., competition
“is a horse race, with the United States
now ahead by a neck, but falling back.”
So it is obvious that we cannot place our
total dependence upon the temporary and
diminishing technological advantages
that this country presently enjoys.

The U.S.5.R.’s motives in arms control
are numerous. And its reasons for favor-
ing an agreement may include a desire
to slow the U.S. deployment of advanced
weapons systems while the Soviet Union
registers technological advances.

For the U.S.S.R. an agreed arms con-
trol formula which halts further quan-
titative deployment in offensive systems
is more desirable than one which pre~
vents qualitative improvement of exist-
ing weapons.

The motives, definition, and type of
limitation converge in the issue of veri-
fication. For example, a limitation on
MIRVs cannot be supervised by means
of short ground inspection, but new mis-
sile silos under construction can be ob-
served by satellite.

The ability of the United States to en-
ter a strategic arms agreement compat-
ible with national security depends
largely upon an estimate of U.S. ability
to restore a balanced relationship be-
tween United States and Soviet strategic
capabilities through qualitative improve-
ments. Simultaneously, the United States
and its allies must be able to match So-
viet conventional forces in the post-
SALT era.

The nuclear protection provided by
U.S. strategic forces to our friends and
allies is being reduced by the vast in-
crease in Soviet military capabilities. In
addition, the Soviet Union appears to be
developing naval and air forces capable
of projecting its political influence on a
global scale.

Through its superior conventional
strength and growing nuclear forces, the
Soviet Union is enjoying the status quo
in Eastern Europe, while maneuvering
to keep Western Europe divided and to
strengthen forces friendly to the Soviet
Unjon. Soviet influence and presence are
expanding in the Mediterranean, in the
Middle East, and in the Indian Ocean.

| Through skillful manipulation of local
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conflict and direct military intervention

along the Suez Canal, the Soviet Union is

bidding for control of the old British im-

ﬁeri:\.l route to the Indian Ocean and Far
ast.

The political trends in the Southern
Hemisphere—anti-American and revolu-
tionary—favor Soviet activities which
have the effect, at the least, of restrict-
ing future U.S. flexibility in dealing with
the crises like Cuba—1962—and the Do-
minican Republic—1965.

The uncertainty associated with nu-
clear deterrence cannot check a calcu-
lated, incremental extension of Soviet
foreign policy interests and commit-
ments, buttressed by conventional mili-
tary presence and an ever more-powerful
strategic nuclear force. Even the most
cautious and least pretentious of the ten-
dencies in Soviet foreign policy presumes
the growth of Soviet power and influence
in areas from which the Soviet Union
has been historically excluded—from the
Middle East to Southeast Asia to Latin
America, The Soviet Union stands ready,
as never before, to complement and con-
solidate the political gains of the indirect
approach by military might.

The reluctance of many Americans to
cope with the world beyond U.S. borders
could be read by Soviet policymakers as
presenting opportunities to alter the glo-
bal balance of power, to fragment our
alliances, and to threaten U.S. security
itself.

Growing American appearances of ir-
resolution before Soviet advances are al-
ready making the United States a ques-
tionable partner for those who must risk
our friendship as an alternative to ac-
commodation with the Soviet Union. The
United States can have no policy save
retreat if it is unable or unwilling to
maintain political commitments with a
defense capability sufficient to deter the
Soviet Union from political exploitation
of the vast Soviet military establishment.

Yet, in recent years, we have sought
to achieve security at bargain rates.
The proof of this can be seen in the
confinuous decline in the portion of our
ever-expanding GNP that is committed
to national defense—in contrast to the
steady inecrease in comparable Soviet ex-
penditures. Although the wide margin
of superiority we enjoyed over the Soviet
Union a decade ago has, until recently,
sustained the psychological appearance
of U.S. advantage, we have failed to rec-
ognize that national security and inter-
national peace cannot be bought cheaply.
The United States may have forgotten
the maxim that there is room for only
one at the top. Leonid Brezhnev's dec-
laration to the 24th party congress—"“the
total triumph of socialism the world over
is inevitable”—reminds us that the Sovi-
et Union wants to be that one. This fact
should not be lost upon present or future
Presidents of the United States or upon
the negotiators who represent this coun-
try at the conference table, and this is
the reason for the Jackson amendment.

Mr. President, I hold in my hands a
document entitled *“National Security
Strategy of Realistic Deterrence” put
out by Secretary of Defense Laird in con-
nection with his Department’s report for
fiscal year 1973. Throughout the docu-
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ment there are repeated statements
which lend credence to the position I
have been expressing; namely, that our
negotiators and our Government need
the support of the Congress and the peo-
ple of this country as they attempt to
work out an agreement with the Soviet
Union that provides a balance between
the military capabilities of our two
countries.

On page 16 of this report, Secretary
Laird says:

We face a whole range of incredibly com-
plex problems. The responsibility of meet-

ing these problems is one the Congress shares
with us.

So, Mr. President, to me, this plainly
says that the Department of Defense
recognizes the need for congressional
understanding and support as they at-
tempt to prepare themselves to cope with
the incredibly complex problems he
mentions.

On page 22, the Secretary says:

Successful implementation of the Strategy
of Realistic Deterrence is, I believe, the most
difficult and challenging national security
effort this country has ever undertaken.
This is so because we must move forward in
an environment of virtual balance in the
strategic nuclear field, and in a period of
vigorous Soviet military expansion at sea,
on the land, In the air and in space.

Later on he says:

Success will require deep understanding
and strong support, both from Congress and
the American people. For without under-
standing of our national objectives, and with-
out support for the means we adopt to reach
them, no strategy pursued by the representa-
tive leaders of a free and open soclety can
possibly succeed for long when contested by
a powerful, closed society. Free nations must
measure the ultimate strength of their de-
fense policies in proportion to the willing
support their citizens give to those policies. A
closed society s not dependent on such popu-
lar support.

So, Mr. President, it is obvious to me
that the Secretary of Defense, who must
face these questions daily, is virtually
pleading for action by Congress to show
that the American people and this body
are behind the administration in their
efforts to achieve the kind of balance
that can lead to lasting peace.

Again, on page 24, the Secretary says:

Effective deterrence, of course, is not divis-
ible. It is based on a balanced force struc-
ture of strategic and theater nuclear weapons

and adequate U.S. and allled conventional
defenses.

It is obvious from this report that the
Secretary of Defense needs and solicits
and, in fact, almost requires two things;
one is the support which only the Con-
gress can give and, second, are the tools
to keep a reasonable balance between the
strategic forces of the United States and
the Soviet Union.

In February of 1972, President Nixon
sent Congress a report entitled “United
States Foreign Policy for the 1970's—The
Emerging Structuring of Peace.”

On page 171 of that report is an ex-
pression by the President of his feeling
on the matter that the Senate now has
under consideration and I should like to
read for the Recorp what the President
had to say:
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National security is the paramount respon-
sibility of any American President. There has
always been an essential continuity between
administrations in meeting this responsibil-
ity. Just as long-range decisions of previous
Presidents have shaped present capabilities,
the choices I make today will be crucial to
our future security.

Security issues in the 1970's are more com=-
plex than ever before.

The fundamental requirements for our se-
curity are not as obvious today as they were
in the earlier bipolar era when threats were
less complex.

Many citizens and legislators are under-
standably concerned over the high cost of
modern weapons systems, and over the size
of the U.S. share of the heavy security bur-
dens borne by us and our Increasingly pros-
perous allies.

The Vietnam experience has left some
Americans skeptical concerning defense is-
sues,

Then this paragraph which seems to
be particularly pertinent and applies to
the debate now going on:

The current strategic balance with the So-
viet Unlon creates new conditions which
could provide additional incentives for nego-
tlatlons on limiting armaments, but could
also lead to localized conflicts below the level
of strategic nuclear war.

The President goes on to say:

To meet our security requirements under
the Nixon Doctrine and a national strategy
of realistic deterrence, we must harmonize
our essential strategic objectives, our general
defense posture, and our forelgn policy re-
quirements with the resources available to
meet our security and domestic needs. Our
military program must not absorb resources
beyond those essential to meet foreseeable
dangers, Nevertheless, I recognize that there
is a prudent minimum below which we can-
not go without jeopardizing the nation’s
fundamental securlity interests. If this were
allowed to happen, we would lose control
over our destiny both at home and abroad.

In this Administration, we have been able,
for the first time in twenty years, to spend
more on domestic social programs than on
defense. The total defense budget is today a
smaller portion of the Federal Budget and
a smaller portion of our Gross National Prod-
uct than at any time since the Korean War.
Measured in terms of constant dollars, our
defense spending is already down to the pre-
Vietnam War level. It will remain so next
year, even though overall defense spending
will be increased in order to maintain our
security at an adequate level.

Then this is what President Nixon had
to say on the subject we are discussing
now:

American strength is essential if we are to
move from an era of confrontation toward
an era of negotiation. As the world's strong-
est power, this nation has important respon-
sibilities to its friends as well as unique op~
portunities for improving global stability.
American weakness would make no contri-
bution to peace. On the contrary, it would
undermine prospects for peace.

The Jackson amendment would have
the effect of insisting that our negotia-
tors not negotiate us into a position of
weakness but rather we insist on a posi-
tion of balance but in an equality so that
we would be able to continue to make a
contribution to peace through the
strength of our military strategic forces.

President Nixon continues:

We have taken a number of steps to nur-

ture an international climate in which prog-
ress In arms control is possible. In the past
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year we have moved forward in bllateral dis-
cussions with the Soviet Union on strategic
arms limitations and In multilateral efforts
to provide a firm basis for control of both
nuclear and conventional weapons. We have
made important advances toward achieving
strategic stability, but there also have been
disturbing developments. While engaged in
the strategic arms negotiations we have wit-
nessed a continuing Soviet bulldup in nearly
every major category of military power.

What that says is, we may be dealing
with an enemy, a potential enemy who
puts on two faces. On the one hand he
seems to be smiling and willing to work
out an agreement that will help preserve
the peace and then, on the other hand,
he is developing his capacity for making
war at a highly accelerated rate.

President Nixon says further:

An agreement to limit strategic weapons
would be an unprecedented achievement.
Our goal is to stabilize the strategic balance
through mutual restraint and agreements
which provide no unilateral advantage. We
recognize that only a mutually designed
balance of strategic armaments can estab-
lish a shared basis for security. On the other
hand, if the Soviet Union attempts to extend
its strategic buildup beyond equality, the
United States will have no choice but to ini-
tiate compensating actions.

Mr. President, in my opinion based
upon the statements by both the Secre-
tary of Defense and President Nixon, our
Government’s leaders are inviting, and,
in fact, almost beseeching Congress to
give them the support that they need at
the negotiating table to help make cer-
tain that this country does not find it-
self in a position of inferiority which
would certainly do a great deal to un-
settle conditions in the world and that
would certainly contribute nothing to the
peace of the world.

For that reason, Mr. President, the
Jackson amendment deserves the sup-
port of the Senate. It will establish the
Senate’s position in finding a balance
between our country and the U.S.S.R. in
the future. It will help us in our efforts
to secure a more peaceful world. We
should approve the Interimm Agreement
on Offensive Weapons. However, at the
same time we should express our real
and legitimate concerns by voting for the
Jackson amendment.

Mr. President, it seems appropriate to
me to quote a statement made by Presi-
dent Nixon in 1971 when he said:

We are not bent on conquest or on threat-
ening others. But we do have a nuclear um-
brella that can prot;ect others, above all the
states to which we are allied or in which we
have great national interest. This is the
moral force behind our position. We could
become a terrible threat to the world if we
were to lose that restraint or if we were to
sacrifice our own power and allow ourselves
to become too weak to uphold the weak.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horrings) . The Senator from New York
is recognized.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I will
shortly be addressing myself to the Jack-
son amendment. However, at this time
I would like to make some comments
about the interim agreement.

The very title of the interim agree-
ment placing limitations on certain cat-
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egories of strategic arms reminds us
that we are concerned with a part of
an ongoing process. I mention this ob-
vious fact because it would be unwise for
us to consider the agreement as an end
in itself. As an interim agreement, it
should serve not to put end to thought
about the state of our national defense
in the field of nuclear arms, but to prod
us into thinking through the difficult
and complex problems with which we are
presently faced and will continue to be
faced during the next 5 critical years.

We in the Senate have the responsi-
bility to advise as well as consent in
matters affecting our country’s external
affairs. Any thoughtful debate on the
matter now before us must necessarily
take into consideration the larger per-
spective of our long-term security needs.

It is of fundamental importance that
we understand that in the interim agree-
ment, the United States has accepted a
position of significant quantitative in-
feriority in every area of offensive
strength which is subject to its control.
Depending on how the parties choose to
exercise their options under the agree-
ment, the Soviet Union will be able to
deploy, in round figures, between 1,400
and 1,600 intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles to our 1,000, and over 1,000 sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles to our
700. She will be able to expand her fie-t
of modern Y-class nuclear-powered
submarines to 62, while retaining 22
diesel-powered G-class submarines, for
a total force of 84 missile-launching
submarines in comparison with the fleet
of 44 which we will be allowed to main-
tain.

Most significantly, because of the
enormous size of Russia’s heavy missiles,
the ceilings placed on intercontinental
and submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles will provide the Soviets with a more
than four times advantage over the
United States in the payload capacity or
“throw-weight” of these weapons sys-
tems. This means that the Russians will
be guaranteed the capability, during the
term of the agreement, to deploy on these
missiles more than four times as many
warheads as the United States, should
they achieve parity with us in warhead
design. Furthermore, if the Soviets make
improvements in the propulsion system
and other characteristics of their missiles
which are permitted under the agree-
ment, the advantage could be as much as
9 or 10 to 1.

It is argued that the quantitative
superiority in ICBM's and SLBM's which
the interim agreement provides the So-
viets is not cause for concern because
first, the Soviets will not be able to ex-
ploit that superiority before the expira-
tion of the agreement 5 years hence; and
second, if we take into consideration all
nuclear weapons at our disposal—air-
borne as well as missile launched—we
currently enjoy a 2-to-1 advantage over
the Russians in deliverable nuclear war-
heads which is more than adequate to
protect us during the life of the agree-
ment. This argument is based on U.S.
superiority in manned heavy bombers, in
multiple warhead technology, and in
forward based systems. I believe, how-
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ever, that it is important to emphasize
the fragile and transitory character of
this “advantage.”

First, with regard to the U.S. superi-
ority in manned bombers, this advantage
aquickly disappears when one includes the
medium bomber forces available to both
sides, While the United States has about
75 refuelable FB-111 medium bombers in
the Strategic Air Command which can
operate as part of our retaliatory force,
the Soviets have approximately 550 TU-
16 Badgers and 150 TU-22 Blinder re-
fuelable medium bombers which are
capable of reaching the United States.

Second, while a combination of skill-
ful warhead miniaturization and rela-
tively accurate guidance systems pro-
vides the United States with a formida-
ble present advantage in multiple war-
head technology, we have little reason to
be complacent. It should be noted that
the United States developed its multiple
warhead hardware in approximately 3
years, from 1966 through 1969. Discus-
sions of the engineering characteristics
of our multiple warhead missiles have
been widely disseminated in trade jour-
nals and congressional hearings. I be-
lieve it would be imprudent, at best, to
presume that the Soviets are so tech-
nologically retarded that they would be
incapable of developing and deploying
significant numbers of multiple war-
heads within the 5-year term of the
interim agreement.

It has been argued that our intelli-
gence estimates give the Soviet Union
only a limited capability to develop mul-
tiple warhead technology. I would point
out that these intelligence analysts are
the ones who have consistently under-
estimated Soviet nuclear force objectives.
It is these same intelligence analysts who
advised Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara in the mid-1960's that the
Soviet Union had permanently accepted
the status of strategic inferiority. It is
these same intelligence analysts who
concluded in 1964 that the Chinese Com-
munists would detonate a primitive nu-
clear device made of plutonium rather
than the uranium device actually deto-
nated, a device which required a huge
gaseous diffusion plant for the manu-
facture of nuclear material.

Third, with regard to forward based
systems, it is true that the United States
maintains a force of several hundred
fighter bombers based on the European
mainland. In addition, the 6th Fleet
maintains several aireraft carriers in the
Mediterranean with aircraft capable of
reaching Soviet targets. The weakness in
relying on forward based systems for de-
terrence purposes lies in our vulnera-
bility to preemption.

The Soviet Union maintains a force of
some 700 medium and intermediate range
ballistic missiles targeted on Western
Europe. Virtually all U.S. aircraft based
on the European mainland could be
wiped out in a Soviet first strike. This
would leave the relatively few nuclear-
capable heavy aircraft based on attack
aircraft carriers in the Mediterranean for
deterrence purposes. Aircraft from the
Mediterranean would not have the range
to attack sufficient numbers of targets
within the Soviet Union to provide cred-
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ible deterrence. Thus, for strategic de-
terrence purposes, the U.S. “advantage”
in forward based systems is illusory.

With respect to these and other advan-
tages which the United States may cur-
rently possess in noncontrolled strategic
offensive weapons, it should be noted
that there is nothing in the SALT ac-
cords to prevent the Soviet Union from
overtaking us in every category while
these accords prohibit us from overtak-
ing the Soviet Union in those areas where
they have been assured substantial mar-
gins of superiority.

There are additional hazards in the in-
terim agreement which result from am-
biguities in its text or from the inade-
quacy of its provisions for verification.
For example:

First. The agreement places a ceiling
on intercontinental ballistic missiles
based on the number of light and heavy
missile launchers in place or under con-
struction as of July 1, 1972. Yet the
United States has no definitive informa-
tion as to the size, number, and approxi-
mate location of land-based Soviet stra-
tegic missile forces. At the present time,
the United States is relying entirely on
its own intelligence estimates. It should
be noted that the general area in which
Soviet ICBM’s are deployed is in North-
Central Asia, where the normal cloud
cover is among the heaviest of any region
in the Northern Hemisphere. It is entire-
1y possible that at some time subsequent
to July 1, 1972, scores of additional
ICBM'’s could be discovered by our recon-
naissance satellites. As the agreement
only prohibits “starts” on new construc-
tion after that date, we would face the
practical difficulty of not being able to
establish whether or not newly discov-
ered missile sites had been constructed
in violation of the agreement.

Second. It is not at all clear that the
so-called national technical means of
verification available to the United
States will suffice to provide conclusive
evidence as to whether or not Soviet me-
dium and intermediate range ballistic
missiles—M/IRBM—will be upgraded to
an intercontinental capability through
the replacement of obsolescent S5-4 and
S8-5 missiles with variable range SS-11
missiles. It has already been noted in the
press and elsewhere that the Soviet Union
has begun to place SS-11 missiles in her
M/IRBM fields in the western part of the
Soviet Union. If the United States does
not obtain ironclad proef that an up-
grading to an intercontinental capability
is not taking place the Soviet Union could
add an additional 700 ICBM's to its
arsenal without detection.

Third. While it is agreed that missiles
and launchers may be modernized and
replaced so long as the respective ceilings
on light and heavy missiles are not ex-
ceeded, nowhere is there an unambiguous
definition of what is meant by a “heavy
missile.”” The United States has issued
a unilateral definition, but this is some-
what less than satisfactory. If, for ex-
ample, the Soviet Union were to exchange
its existing SS-9’s for new missiles having
twice their payload capacity—and this
may well be possible even within our own
definition of what constitutes a heavy
missile—the resulting threat to our land-
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based forces could be so formidable as to
allow us no prudent alternative but to de-
velop and deploy a mobile ICBM system
on an urgent basis.

I am quite prepared to accept the
proposition that given the rate at which
the Soviet Union has been overtaking us
in its deployment of ICBM’s and nuclear-
powered submarines, the risks which we
are most assuredly assuming under the
interim agreement are nonetheless far
smaller than those we would be assuming
if current trends were allowed to con-
tinue. I do feel, however, that it is most
important that the Congress recognize
that we are, in fact, assuming substan-
tial risks so that we may take appropriate
measures to minimize them during the
term of the agreement and to place our-
selves in an optimum position to nego-
tiate a satisfactory SALT II agreement
within the next 5 years; or should this
fail, to move swiftly to restore and sus-
tain a posture of parity in offensive nu-
clear weapons.

I believe that it is imperative that the
debate in the Congress and the language
of the resolution approving the agree-
ment reflect the following position;
namely, that the United States cannot
prudently enter into the interim agree-
ment except with the understanding that
it must immediately intensify its invest-
ment in military research, development
and procurement so as to first, preserve
those areas of strategic superiority which
it currently enjoys, and second, achieve
the maximum qualitative improvement
possible during the term of the interim
agreement in those weapons systems in
which it will be frozen into a position
of quantitative inferiority. The debate
must also show that we intend to be
thoroughly alert during the period of
the interim agreement, and that we will
not hesitate to exercise our right of ter-
mination if we should find the surviva-
bility of our deferrent forces threatened
by significant qualitative improvements
in the Soviet Union's offensive capa-
bilities.

I helieve that if the Congress will so
condition its approval of the interim
agreement, and if the Congress will give
further evidence that it understands tha
agreement’s inherent risks by launching
a serious and sustained program to up-
grade our strategic and military capabil-
ities within the limits imposed by the
two agreements, then we will not only
minimize those risks as they affect our
physical security, but will at the same
time avoid & critical dilution of our in-
fluence in world affairs.

If we do anything less, if it appears
that we are willing to retreat to a po-
sition of permanent strategie inferiority,
then we will see subtle but corrosive
forces at work in the world arena which
will have the most serious implications
for the United States and for the cause
of a lasting peace.

We can expect, for example, to see the
Soviet leadership intensify its diplomatic
pressures around the globe; and in any
future confrontations with the West, to
assume more confident and intransigent
attitudes. By the same token, to the ex-
tent that the relative strategic position
of the United States declines, so will the
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options which are available to an Amer-
ican President in any such future politi-
cal crisis with the inevitable erosion of
his ability to support vital foreign policy
objectives. Furthermore, it is not only
our own diplomatic options which will be
affected by an understanding that the
Soviet Union has achieved a position of
strategic supremacy. In testifying be-
fore the Foreign Relations Committee,
Dr. Donald G. Brennan, of the Hudson
Institute, pointed to the following ad-
verse political consequences:

The new imbalance of power will become
established in the minds of our allies, which
will utimately lead them to be more re-
sponsive, perhaps unduly responsive, to So-
viet diplomatic pressures and initiatives.

What Dr. Brennan is speaking of is
a position where Soviet strength vis-a-
vis American strength becomes so large
that no European nation could prudently
anticipate that we would, in fact, launch
a nuclear attack to protect Western Eu-
ropean interests because of the certainty
that our own cities would be devasted.

Nor can we expect the Japanese to ac-
cept with equanimity so dramatic a
change in the relative strength of the
super powers. Japan will be left little
choice but either to seek an accommoda-
tion with the Communist powers or, in
the alternative, to develop an independ-
ent military and strategic capability
which will guarantee it a degree of inde-
pendence in matters affecting its own se-
curity.

I can assure Members of the Senate
that no one in the western Pacific today
would look forward to the time when
Japan once again achieved the capacity
for imperialistic or expansive aggressive
military action.

What I am suggesting, in short, is that
unless we couple our approval of the in-
terim agreement with a clear indication
that we will settle for nothing less than
nuclear parity, unless we launch credi-
ble programs for the modernization of
our strategic capabilities within the lim-
its set by this agreement, the SALT ac-
cords will prove not only dangerous to
the security of the United States but to
the political stability of the globe.

Mr. President, we find ourselves in a
unique historical position. We do not yet
know the nature of the interim period to
which the title of the agreement refers.
Perhaps history will record that it was
an interim between an age of nuclear
fear and an age of infernational peace
based on prudence and reason. Perhaps,
on the other hand, it will be seen as an
interim between a time when the United
States was the leading nuclear power
and a time when it lost that position of
power to the Soviet Union.

We cannot know now what history
will say about the next 5 critical years.
What we can do is to make certain that
whatever the ultimate verdict of history,
no one will ever be able fo look back upon
the debate in this chamber and say that
we did not work hard enough or long
enough, or think problems through care-
fully enough, or undertake to sacrifice
enough to make certain that we will have
done all that human beings can do to
insure the security and freedom of our
people.
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Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I wish
to express my wholehearted support for
the proposed amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.
Jackson) to the interim agreement which
we have before us now.

The issue before the Senate today, of
course, is the approval of the interim
agreement limiting certain strategic of-
fensive weapons, which was signed by
the President and Chairman Brezhnev of
the Soviet Union in Moscow on May 26,
1972, Specifically, should the Senate of
the United States simply approve these
agreements without any comment, or
should we express the views of the Sen-
ate on certain specific issues which have
before now been widely debated in this
body and in the public?

I believe we have an obligation to ex-
press our views as precisely as possible,
and this is why I support the proposed
amendment to the resolution submitted
by my colleague from the State of Wash-
ington for himself and the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr) and a broad
bipartisan group of cosponsors.

The President advised us, when he sent
the SALT agreements up here, to ex-
amine them very carefully and debate
them very fully, and this is what we
have done. This is what we are doing.
In the course of that debate some Sen-
ators have expressed concern about the
strategic situation which could emerge as
a result of these agreements. I share
those concerns.

Iet me make it clear that I do not
consider our security to be imperiled at
the present time by the agreements, or
our strategic posture to declare attacks
or thrusts against us and our allies, as
nearly as I can determine by the testi-
mony and remarks of those more closely
connected with the military situation of
our country than I,

My concern is with the future, and on
that point, looking down the road to the
future, it seems to me that the interim
agreement that we have before us,
which, of course, runs for 5 years, while it
places certain limits on strategic offen-
sive forces, leaves much unlimited, In
particular, it places mo limitations on
qualitative improvements in strategic
offensive forces.

We are told by the experts there are
things which the Soviet Union could do
within the next 5 years which would se-
riously threaten our strategic capability.
It is only prudent to accept that estimate.
The Soviets have the capability and
can surely within the 5-year period de-
velop a MIRV warhead and to begin de-
ployment of it.

Some of the experts in this field say
they will achieve this capability long be-
fore the 5-year period has ended. Such a
capability would pose a threat to our
Minuteman force and thereby threaten
the stability of our deterrence. Thus, by
the end of that 5-year period they could
be in a position to move ahead with a
very serious threat to our deterrent. We
simply could not stand by should such a
threat begin to emerge. It would take
us time to develop and deploy measures
necessary to counter such a threat.

Thus, in the interest of our security
and in the interest of stability, we ought
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to make very clear to the Soviet Union
that we will not stand by and watch a
threat develop without taking compen-
sating action.

I think that by approving the pro-
posed Jackson-Scott amendment to the
resolution, we can help convey that mes-
sage, and that the Soviets will under-
stand that message, which, of course, is
precisely what the amendment is de-
signed to do.

‘We also, by approving this amendment,
will convey the message that the United
States is not prepared to permit the So-
viet Union a strategic advantage in any
future negotiations.

It is important not only to make this
clear to the Soviet Union but also to our
allies. They, after all, depend heavily on
the U.S. strategic delerrent for their se-
curity, They are extremely conscious of
any disparities that may exist between
the United States and the Soviet Union
and the respective power of these two
great nations.

They follow carefully the discussion of
these matters in the United States and
are alert to any signal of a change in
U.S. policy or any change in the stra-
tegic balance between the two nations,
the Soviet Union and ourselves.

While they have supported the SALT
accords to date, they also fully expect
us to maintain parity with the Soviet
Union, and to continue to extend our
deterrent to them.

I want the Senate to approve this
amendment, making clear where the
United States stands, making clear that
any future agreement must provide for
equality.

It seems to me it is clear from the
record of the past SALT negotiations
that the Soviet leaders respect strength
and are quite prepared to take advantage
of weakness. We have an excellent ex-
ample in the SALT negotiations just
completed earlier this year resulting in
a treaty to limit antiballistic missiles.
Throughout the 25 years of these nego-~
tiations, the United States pursued an
ABM program. Many of my colleagues in
this body voted against the moneys for
ABM, and at least some—rather, I think
many—in the belief that it would im-
prove the prospects of negotiating ABM
limits. As a matter of fact, a great deal
of the debate—the historic debate, I
might say—that centered around an
ABM shortly after the Nixon adminis-
tration took office was around the argu-
ment that we should not go ahead with
the ABM, and we should not develop it,
we should not deploy it, because this
would somehow annoy the Soviet Union,
destroy the SALT talks, and shoot down
any prospects for arms limitation or
peace in our time.

Fortunately, in my view, these argu-
ments did not prevail, and as our ABM
program continued, so did the SALT
negotiations continue, and we now have
an ABM treaty.

As a matter of fact again, one of the
principal arguments in the debate on
the ABM by the proponents of an ABM
was that developing an ABM and de-
ploying it would be the one greatest moti-
vating influence on the Soviets to go
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ahead with a treaty limiting antiballistic
missiles. As I say, the Soviets respect
strength. They do not respect weakness.
Many, including a number of our nego-
tiators, and certainly including this Sen-
ator, are convinced that a major incen-
tive for the Soviets to conclude the Mos-
cow accords was to limit expansion of
our ABM program.

They went ahead with a treaty be-
cause they respect our scientific knowl-
edge and expertise. They knew we were
ahead of them in a sophisticated ABM
program. They felt that with the devel-
opment and deployment of an ABM pro-
gram it would perhaps alter the nuclear
balance and would perhaps pose a threat
to their ability to knock out our inter-
continental ballistic missiles and, of
course, destroy our cities and a large
part of our population, and in order to
stop our going ahead with our very fine
ABM program, it occurs to me—and I
think many others agree with this view-
point—the Russians decided to go ahead
and sign and conclude the ABM treaty.

There remain certain programs that
we need to pursue if we are to main-
tain credible strategic deterrence. With-
in the terms of the interim agreement,
this requires qualitative excellence in
strategic forces rather than mere quan-
tity. While the proposed amendment
commits us to no specific programs, it
does make clear our determination to
retain qualitative excellence. I think this
is most important at a time when doubts
have been raised about how much money
we should be spending for defense. The
level of defense spending is likely to be
a major issue in our political campaign
this fall, and I think it will be a legiti-
mate issue. When I say likely fo be an
issue, I am making a gross understate-
ment, because it is already a big issue
in the campaign with the candidates for
the Republican Party and the Demo-
cratic Party, respectively, taking dia-
metrically opposed positions on how
much we should spend for defense.

Many Members of this body sincerely
believe that the defense budget can and
should be reduced, and that this can be
done without sacrifice to our security.
This issue will be debated at another
time when the defense appropriations
are before us.

Meanwhile, however, I believe that it
is extremely desirable to make clear that,
whatever our views of defense spending
are on specific programs, this body is
prepared to support whatever measures
may be necessary to maintain a modern
strategic deterrent that is inferior to
none.

It is this Senator's own personal view
on defense spending, that instead of cut-
ting it, I think we should be expanding,
because while the defense budget is the
largest single budget in the Federal
spending, it is also a fact that all dur-
ing recent years the percentage of de-
fense spending, in comparison with the
gross national product and with the ex-
panding wealth and productivity of this
country, has decreased; it has not in-
creased, it has not even remained level,
but it has gone down and down every
vear. Not only that, but the manpower
of our armed services has gone down,
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The employment of civilians in the De-
fense Department has gone down.

As far as developing any new weapons
systems, we have had to struggle with-
in the Senate and in the House of Rep-
resentatives every year just in order to
save the few programs we have going on
now.

Mr. BUCKLEY, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a guestion?

Mr. GURNEY. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from New
York.

Mr. BUCEKLEY, Is it not true that dur-
ing this period the Senator describes, in
which our military spending has been
declining as a percentage of our gross
national product or of our Federal budg-
et, we have also so increased salaries
that, whereas we used to be spending
about half of our budget for pay, we are
now approaching 60 or 65 percent?

Mr. GURNEY. That is true, and the
Senator makes an excellent point there.
That means that, because a much larger
percentage of defense spending is going
for salaries, it jeopardizes the new pro-
grams we need for new weapons to keep
abreast of the Soviet Union.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Is it not also true that
if we take into consideration inflation,
we are spending far less now than we
were 10 years ago on our strategic and
other weapons research?

Mr. GURNEY. The speaker is emi-
nently correct on that point.

Mr, BUCKLEY. Is it not also true that,
first of all, the Soviets are making twice
the relative effort that we are at the
present time, and that, with much lower
manpower costs, therefore, their overall
efforts in every area of military research,
development, and deployment are far
ahead of those of the United States?

Mr. GURNEY. I am sure the Senator’s
statement is correct. I do not know the
percentages myself, but knowing what
the Soviet Union generally does in the
area of defense spending, in research and
in technology, I am certain that the Sen-
ator is correct in his assumption.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to hear the
Senator say that. I have a feeling, Mr.
President, that so much has been said
over the past years about reordering
priorities that the American public at
large, and perhaps even some of our col-
leagues who have not studied the figures,
are under the impression that we have
been in an arms race—by “we” I mean
the United States. But I think that any
careful, fair examination of the actual
figures will show that we have a tortoise
and a hare situation, except that the
Russian hare shows no inclination to sit
down and rest.

Mr. GURNEY. I think the Senator has
made a very good analogy, and I think
we have reached a point in the respective
strengths of the two countries—in all of
their weapons systems, in all of their de-
fense establishments, in the number of
soldiers they have as opposed to the num-
ber we have, in the numbers of planes
they have as opposed to the numbers we
have, in the numbers of submarines they
have and are going to have as opposed to
the numbers that we have, as well as, of
course, in this whole area of intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles, where they
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have more than we do, and they, of
course, are racing just as hard as they
can to develop the technology that we
have—that it almost has come down to,
not an arms race at all, but from our
point of view it is almost a race for sur-
vival.

If we do not go ahead with the de-
velopment of our weapons systems, espe-
cially improving the qualitative aspect
of our weapons systems, then many of us
believe—as I do and I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York
does—that we are not only going to be
in an inferior position, but that if we
expect to catch up, the race is going to
be one for survival—not just an arms
race to keep abreast of each other, but
for us to catch up in order to survive.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to hear the
Senator from Florida say that, Mr. Pres-
ident. It also opens up another area. He
has spoken about our finding ourselves
in a position where we will be ending
up fighting for our own survival. This
suggests that we may find ourselves in
a position where the balance of forces
aimed at the United States becomes so
large that we will no longer have the
surplus strength to be able to occupy that
position of being the balance wheel on
the West to offset the accumulation of
power behind the Iron and Bamboo
Curtains.

We do know that as a result of treaties
for mutual security that the United
States has entered into in Europe and
elsewhere since shortly after the end
of the Second World War, we have been
able to maintain some kind of tenuous
peace, some kind of stability, all based
on the assumption that the United States
had the absolute power of striking at
the Soviet Union without the risk of un-
acceptable loss to the United States. But
I suggest that if we do not take the pos-
ture which is incorporated in the Jack-
son amendment, we will telegraph to our
allies that we will find ourselves, at the
end of 5 years, with a chance of being
in such a position of inferiority that they
can no longer rely on the United States
for their protection. Is this, in the mind
of the Senator from Florida, a correct
assessment?

Mr, GURNEY, Yes. I think, again, that
the Senator from New York has made a
very viable point, and that his statement
is a correct one.

In this whole area—that is, this whole
area of whether the Soviets believe that
we are going to undertake our responsi-
bility to defend ourselves and also make
secure our allies around the world—we
could talk about other things, too: For
example, whether our word is credible,
That certainly is a part of the argument
in connection with these agreements be-
fore us, If we let the Soviet Union go
ahead of us in nuclear power, then, of
course, we lose our credibility with other
countries so far as our defense posture is
concerned.

But this is also involved in other areas,
Take the area of naval strength: Since
the beginning of the recorded history of
mankind, certainly a large part of the
power of any nation has existed in its
naval strength. That certainly is true in
modern times, when Great Britain was
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considered the world’s dominant power,
or when France was considered the
world’s dominant power, or when Spain,
during the days of the Spanish Armada,
was considered the dominant power of
the world. Then going back to ancient
times, the Romans, and before them the
Carthaginians, which nation had a very
considerable navy; the Phoenicans be-
fore them—and on back through history
we have never seen a time when a power-
ful nation did not have a strong navy.

Well, what is happening in this area?
Of course, after World War II the Ameri-
can Navy was by far the strongest navy
in the world. Great Britain, for financial
reasons, gave up her colonies; and, in-
stead of being a world power, retreated
to the status of a small island nation, and
at the same time gave up her large navy.
Now it has only a small force. That is
true of the naval nations, such as France.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union,
which had no navy at all to speak of, cer-
tainly in modern times, not even in
World World II, now lays great emphasis
upon its navy. We know the submarine
strength of the Soviet Union, because
that has been discussed here day after
day. It is now much greater than our own
in numbers. So far as modern nuclear
submarines are concerned, she of course
will go past us in the near future; and
the ability to go past us has been assured
by this agreement, which was made in
Moscow fairly recently and which we are
debating today.

But submarines are only a part of it.
The Russian Navy is expanding in all
kinds of vessels. Whereas they had no
presence in the Mediterranean, now their
fleets are as powerful as the U.S. 6th
Fleet in the Mediterranean. Whereas
they did not have a single ship in the
Indian Ocean, they now have many ships
there.

The Russian Navy is a very modern
navy. I am told that the average age of
a Russian naval ship is less than 10
yvears; whereas, the average age of a U.S.
naval ship is now somewhere around 20
years, which is considered an old ship in
the Navy and ought to be retired. As a
matter of fact, we are retiring them, as
I am sure the Senator is well aware.

What I am saying is that we are no
longer the naval power we were. Our
naval forces are dwindling each year, and
the Russian forces are getting stronger
each year. They are challenging us all
over the world with their naval presence.
And in the U.S. Senate, every time we
have a military bill, those of us who want
a strong Defense Department have to
fight with all our power to make sure we
have a modern navy.

So the whole business of credibility—
that is, whether the Russians are going
to nelieve that we intend to maintain an
adequate defense and whether our allies
are going to believe tnat We are going to
maintain an adequate defense—goes far
beyond the subject matter we are dis-
cussing today—that is, the agreements
and the nuclear capability of both na-
tions. It goes throughout the Defense Es-
tablishment of both the United States
and the Soviet Union, and that is why
I took the time to say a little about the
naval strengths of the respective nations.
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Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad the Senator
from Florida has done so, because he has
pointed out a critically important point,
which is this: Assuming that we can
emerge from the interim agreement pe-
riod covered by a satisfactory SALT II
agreement assuring parity—meaningful
parity—then we really have established
the conditions for a nuclear standoff.

At that point, that element which had
been the predominant source of strength,
the predominant source for the security
of the free world, will, in effect, be placed
on the shelf; and once again we will be
in the condition in which conventional
arms become important. Therefore, we
should not be deflected by our preoccu-
pation these days with strategic arms
from the absolute necessity to make cer-
tain that we have the traditional military
capabilities of holding our own in any
conflict with the Soviet Union,

I am particularly glad that the Sen-
ator mentioned the situation with re-
spect to our fleet. Americans are in the
habit of assuming that we rule the seas.
We still do, as of this moment, but at the
rate at which the Soviets have been
launching new and modern, well-de-
signed, imaginative vessels, at the rate
at which we have to retire our own units,
we will see that superiority challenged.

I know that many Americans say, “Why
do we need military force? All we need
is to make sure that no one can land on
the shores of New York or Florida or
California.” But, at the same time, Amer-
icans do understand that in the world
as it is constituted today, America has to
operate in the world arena; and this is
where military forces have been used, not
in the traditional sense of defense, not
in the traditional sense of offense, of ag-
gression, but in showing that we have the
sheer power to back this Nation's foreign
policy decisions that we need to back in
order to preserve stability in the world.

One area of the world is of particular
interest to large numbers of my constitu-
ents—as a matter of fact, to all Amer-
icans. Over the years, spokesmen for
both the Democratic Party and the Re-
publican Party have combined in their
understanding of the strategic impor-
tance of stability in the Middle East to
America's economic, strategic, and mili-
tary interests.

I believe that the present Democratic
platform has a plank with respect to the
need to maintain the security of the
State of Israel.

But how in the world do you maintain
the security of the State of Israel if you
do not at the same time maintain a qual-
ity of aircraft, a quality of ships, a num-
ber of ships which can enable the United
States to effectively prevent the Soviets
from becoming tempted to enter actively
in another breakout in this highly con-
tagious area? We know that through the
skillful deployment of our 6th Fleet in
recent crises involving the Middle East,
we nove in fact, prevented a large con-
flagration 1o taking place. We have,
in fact, deterred the Scviets from any
temptation to become involvea i 20 ac-
tive way. We have, in fact, provided Jor-
dan with the strength required to hold
ib:acll: the Syrian tanks and to beat them

ack.
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This is where military power becomes
essential to the job of preserving the
peace. This is something that I fear is
not sufficiently understood by the Ameri-
can public at large and by some of our
colleagues.

Mr. GURNEY. The point of the Sen-
ator from New York is extremely well
made. I am glad he brought up the whole
question of the Middle East; because if
there is an area in the world today that
has been on the brink of war for years
and on the brink of a conflict which, if
it had been touched off, if it had started,
might well have developed into a world
war, it is the Middle East, because im-
mense forces were arrayed on both sides
there. Surely, the ability of the United
States, with its Defense Department and
with its strong military capability, was
the factor that prevented it.

The furnishing of our first line fighter
planes to the gallant little State of Israel
certainly prevented the Egyptians, aided
by their promoters and suppliers, the
Soviet Union, from launching another
attack against Israel.

There is no question that our furnish-
ing arms to Israel was the most impor-
tant factor in preserving the peace in the
Middle East. I must say that in preserv-
ing the peace in the Middle East by the
furnishing of the military supplies, in
point of time, the Egyptians finally be-
came disgusted with the Soviet promot-
ers because the Russians were not sup-
plying them with all the things they
asked for, and the Egyptians finally
kicked the Russians out.

So surely we accomplish a very won-
derful step in the furtherance of peace
in the Middle East. As the Senator
pointed out, the Jordanian incident was
again another example of where quick
action and a massive presence on the
part of the United States’ 6th Fleet in
the Mediterranean stopped in its tracks
the tank assault by Syria on Jordan and
Iraqi forces moving into Jordan, too.
That again most certainly stopped a war
in the Middle East and might have even
stopped another and more dangerous
conflict. So the Senator’s point is well
made. The only reason why this was able
to be done was that we have a strong
Department of Defense. Indeed, we are
preserving peace around the world in
very admirable and notable fashion.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
York has brought up, really, the major
factor. While he and I both support the
Jackson amendment to the interim agree-
ment, it is wrapped up in the word
“parity” which the Senator from New
York talked about, That, I think, is what
the amendment seeks to talk about, that
the important thing in any kind of agree-
ment with the Soviet Union, this agree-
ment we have before us, but perhaps
even more important, looking down the
road to whatever agreements we may
enter into the future, hopefully, in the
continuing SALT talks, the best thing
we can do to insure peace in the world
is to make sure that we have parity so
far as our defense strength is concerned
and so far as our military strength is
concemed w_lth the Soviet Union.

For the life of me, I cannot under-
stand how some of us here in the Senate
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and in the Congress, in considering these
very important treaties and agreements
we have before us and the comments
made about them in the press and the
other media and by the people who tend
to be expert in these matters, how this
whole business of history can be over-
looked so far as the respective strength
of nations is concerned and parity among
the nations.

It occurs to me that a study of history
would indicate clearly that certainly, so
far as the world's greatest conflict is con-
cerned, World War II, the reason why it
started was that there was no parity be-
tween the Axis powers—I guess we still
call them that—Germany, Italy, and
their allies—and France, Great Britain,
and the other allies who joined their
cause.

Following World War I, the world was
eager to disarm. We did disarm. We de-
stroyed a lot of our armaments. We had
the naval treaty, of course, which all na-
tions entered into and we put out of com-
mission a great many war vessels.

England and France, it seems to me,
got interested in other things, peaceful
endeavors, and did not keep up their
military establishments.

Germany, on the other hand, of course,
began to build up her armaments. When
Adolf Hitler came into power, the re-
building of Germany’s armaments was
greatly accelerated.

Then of course, the Nazi regime under
Adolf Hitler made a number of moves in
order to regain their place in the sun
which they held prior to World War I
and which they thought they were en-
titled to hold again.

They marched into the Rhineland and
into the Saar which were demilitarized
areas, areas under international con-
trol, which had belonged to Germany
prior to World War I and were taken
away from her by the Treaty of Ver-
sailles. They did that, really, with police
and no army. I think, at the time, if we
reread history, Germany must have won-
dered whether they were going to get
away with it. But, of course, they did.
France and England and their leaders
made noises that this was not a very nice
thing to do, but they did not do anything
to stop Germany from deing it at that
time,

My recollection of history is that both
France and England had military forces,
weak as they were, which were much
more powerful than the Germans had,
that could have stopped Germany from
going into the Rhineland and into the
Saar.

Well, of course, that did not satisfy the
German appetite and they continued to
rebuild their armies, and they got them-
selves an air force. History will show they
started in with gliders and small air-
planes like Piper Cub types, They trained
people to fly and moved on from there
into military aircraft.

Then, of course, the next move was
against the Sudentenland, which was
part of Austria and then, of course, they
gobbled up all of Austria. Then, finally.
having gotten away with all of {hat, in
the interim we hsd the Munich agree-
ment whiye the British Prime Minister
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came back with his umbrella on his arm
and said that he had negotiated an
agreement which would give “peace in
our time.” Of course, it did not give any
peace at all. All it did was to whet the
appetities of the Germans to become in-
creasingly stronger and to get away with
land and territory grabs one after the
other, until Hitler and his cohorts—
Goering and the others—were convinced
they had the world by the tail and no one
could stop them.

Then an interesting thing happened.
They made g little side agreement with
the Russians, the same people whom we
made an agreement with a few weeks
ago. The little side agreement was for
Russia and Germany to carve up Poland
and each to take one-half of that coun-
try. That is exactly what happened.
Germany moved in from the east and
Russia moved in from the west. And
that was the end of Poland.

About that time the British and
French Governments decided that the
time had now come to do something
about it. Howeyer, it was too late. They
had no power. Germany was much
stronger than the combined strength of
Great Britein and France. And we had
the greatest war in the history of the
world. Billions and billions of treasure
went down the drain, and millions and
millions of men were killed.

The war raged on every ocean. There
were military installations on every con-
tinent. There was fighting on most of
the continents throughout the world.

I think that one of the reasons why
all of this happened was because there
was not parity. One side let the other
side become too strong. I mentioned the
allies. However, I should not drop this
subject unless I talk about ourselves.
We had also drawn into a cocoon on
this side of the globe. We did not do any-
thing about it. We scid: “Russia is not
our problem. That is the problem of
France and England. If they are in an
argument with Germany, let them argue
with Germany. We are safe over here.
We don't have to become involved,”

Everyone knows that we finally be-
came more involved or as much involved
as any other nation of the world. And as
a result, World War II occurred.

So, Isay that I cannot understand why
we do not go back and take a look at
some of the historical examples, because
much can be learned from history. And
I think this is especially true with regard
to military matters and war and peace.

Another example that comes to mind
was back in the early days of Rome when
Carthage was regarded as one of the
great and powerful nations of the world.
It was a country on the north shore of
Africa. Rome and Tarthage were two
of the most powerful nations in the world,
and they fought each other constantly
down through the years. Then they fi-
nally agreed on peace. Carthage wes
the aggressor, at least in that occasion
when they tried to inyade Iialy and
Rome and weni ovzy the Alps, if the
Senator #22alls, on their elephants, Rome
Tepulsed them. Peace was maintained.

Then what happened? This is a very
interesting thing. Way back in ancient
history, I think the same thing happened.
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It happened during World War II. Rome
became more powerful. However, as she
became more powerful, she thought about
Carthage, her old enemy. She felt that
she would never dominate the world and
would never be the world power. Am I
talking about the ancient world?

Then Rome decided that she would
get rid of and do away with Carthage for
all time. I cannot remember who it was
who made the suggestion. It comes to
my mind that it was Julius Ceasar, al-
though I might be wrong. At any rate,
some Roman statesman at that time
said:

The way to stop all future threats from
Carthage is to destroy Carthage.

That is what the Romans set out to
do and what they planned to do.

In the meantime, Carthage had re-
duced its military forces, the size of its
army, the size of its navy. Then Rome
began pressing them for agreements of
advantage. And Carthage, like England
and France did in World War II, gave a
little bit here and gave a little bit there
until finally Rome, of course, was much
more powerful than they were militarily.

The leaders of Carthage had done
this. Then the people of Carthage began
to suspect that perhaps all was not too
well and that they had become too weak
and had allowed Rome to become too
strong. They insisted that Carthage do
a turnabout and reestablish its military
defenses and become strong again so
that it could meet any threat that the
Romans posed against them.

My recollection of history is that
Carthage went to work on almost a 7-
day-week basis, around the clock, and
started to rebuild their army. They made
swords and spears and all of the para-
phernalia of war at that time and started
to rebuild their navy. However, before
they were able to rebuild their strength,
the Romans came and absolutely de-
stroyed Carthage and leveled every
building in that great city, a city that
was as great as Rome was in its day.
They killed every inhabitant of Car-
thage. That great nation was utterly de-
stroyed and wiped out. And of course it
has never been resurrected since.

We learn much from history. We learn
that when we let other nations of the
world whose interests may run counter
to ours become more powerful than us,
that is when the danger arises. That is
when we invite war. And that is when,
sometimes, we make war.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the distinguished Senator from
Florida is saying that many things have
changed, but not human nature, and
that for better or worse there are always
some nations that are aggressors,

Certainly I know that for centuries the
Russian boundaries expanded and ey
had been extending their &pheres of in-
fluence and domination over Eastern
Eura=s,

I think the lessons of history should
teach us and should underscore the
things that are so absolutely rooted in
human experience. We ignore them at our
peril. It is not only thal weakness in-
vites a strike, but also that it reflects a
national will. And if that national will
is underestimated, we also invite danger.
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This has caused me great concern in
the debates that have taken place in the
Congress of the United States in the
last 2 or 3 years. We seem to be tele-
graphing to the world an intention fo
move inward, to withdraw from world
responsibilities, which could have the
greatest effect and be one of the things
that pushes the world into the horrors
of a third World War.

The Senator was describing the de-
plorable record of this century. At one
point the Secretary of State of the United
States declared that henceforth we would
have no interest in what happened in
Korea. Within a matter of months we
saw what developed, and we had no
choice but to go back in.

So I think that the Senator has raised
points that are of profound importance
not only in terms of our over-all stra-
tegic situation, military situation, or eco-
nomic situation, but also in terms of the
subject matter of the debate now in hand.

If we allow ourselves to be put in the
position of Carthage where we look at
the interim agreement as an umbrella
and a shelter for 5 years while we do
nothing and let the Soviets exploit the
technology which will give them that
awesome advantage in intercontinental
ballistic missiles and SLBM’s, if we then
wait until that last minute to see what
they are then capable of doing to us, we
will not have the time to catch up. The
Carthaginians did not have to have 4, 5,
or 6 year leadtime before they could
strike their swords or build their ships,
but we do. That is why it is necessary
that we give assurance to the American
pubic that we understand the implica-
tions of the agreement. Then and only
then can we make sure that the atmos-
phere in which the SALT II negotiations
are undertaken will be most conducive to
achieving what we all want, namely a
condition where we have parity, at the
same time reducing, reducing, reducing
the implementation of weapons of mass
destruction. This must be our position.

I cannot understand why the policy
statements given us by the President in-
terpreting these agreements should give
us such concern.

Mr. GURNEY. I think the Senator’s
point on Korea is extremely well taken.
It is a classic example of what happens
when there is not equal strength.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Or the intention to
use equal strength.

Mr. GURNEY. That is true; or the
intention to use equal strength.

There is another example of Com-
munist intransigence in EKorea because
Korea for centuries wanted to be an in-
dependent nation. She was under the
domination of Japan, even though she
thought she was going to be an inde-
pendent nation after World War II. This
is what we strived to gain during the
peace conference with the Soviet Union,
but of course the Soviet Union was ada-
mant, as the Senator well knows. No, they
were not going to permit any unified Ko-
rea. Finally they insisted—I do not know
if I should say we threw in the towel or
not, but we agreed and we have a Korea
divided, a Communist north and a free
south.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

After that we were anxious to get rid
of our burdens, as the Senator pointed
out, and we withdrew almost all of our
Armed Forces from Korea and, as the
Senator, pointed out, our Government
made the statement that we were not
really interested in Korea; it is on the
other side of the world, and the U.S. for-
eign policy was not concerned with that.

Hardly had that statement been out
of the mouth of the spokesman on our
side before the North Koreans struck and
war started, and we got into a big con-
flict in Korea.

Of course, had we simply made our
‘intentions known to the Soviets, the
Chinese, and the North Koreans that we
intended to support South Korea, that
we intended for her to remain a free
nation, the Korean war, in my view, and
I think the Senator will agree with me
because he brought up the example,
would never have happened; and all the
blood, sweat, and treasure that went
down the drain as far as the United
States was concerned, as well as a lot of
other nations, would never have hap-
pened.

But because we refused to maintain
parity, and because we refused to main-
tain equal strength on the side of the
North Koreans and South Koreans, and
because we refused to indicate we would
not continue our commitment to this
{ree nation, we had war.

I think another example that comes
much closer to home about weakness
and misunderstanding of the intent on
the part of other nations was the entire
Cuban missile erisis. When the Russians
decided to move into Cuba back in 1962
with intermediate range nuclear mis-
siles—she did not have the submarines
then she now has—she thought there
was a great launching pad for her to
look down our throats, as far as nuclear
capability was concerned. Why did that
happen? Of course, I do not know what
was in Mr. Khrushchev’s mind or the
minds of his advisers, but one of the
reasons of war, and I feel sure that
many people who have commented on
the Cuban missile crisis have made this
argument, that the reason Mr. Khrush-
chev did that, or one of the motivating
reasons he made that whole gamble was
because he thought the new, young
President of the United States really
would not face him down and really
would not say no. I do not know why he
thought that was true, but that was the
way I assessed the situation. He really
did not think that once those missiles
were introduced—some were beginning
to be introduced—that we would have
the guts and courage fo demand that
they be removed. Thank goodness we
did have that courage; the Russians
were told to move their missiles and
they did. There is some question be-
cause nobody ever inspected the cargo
ships to find out if they were or were
not, but the point of the story is that
even though we had tremendous
strength as far as weapons, as far as
bombers, as far as the Navy, and as far
as the Defense Department are con-
cerned, the Russians had the idea that
we were getting soft, that we really
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would not face up to them and live up
to our commitments. We took the
gamble. I think that is another example
of misunderstood intentions.

That is what we are arguing about
here so far as the amendment to the
interim agreement is concernec. The
agreement was signed in Moscow.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, the Senator does not
mean the amendment to the agreement
itself, but merely the language of the
resolution.

Mr. GURNEY. I do mean that.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Because I would sug-
gest that the amending language in no
way changes the agreement, the inten-
tion between the parties.

Mr. GURNEY. I am glad the Senator
mentioned that. That is what I meant.

Again, as I see it, in the Jackson-Scott
amendment, we are saying, “Yes, we in
good faith signed the agreement with
Moscow which permitted you to have
more missiles than we have and more
submarines. We do this because we feel
at the moment the quality of our capa-
bility is greater than yours, so we do not
feel any danger that we permitted you
more missiles.”

But on the other hand we are saying,
“If you are not honest and sincere about
this agreement in keeping parity, if you
are going to negotiate sincerely and
honestly in further SALT agreements so
we can, indeed, do away with some of the
nuclear weapons that we both have, and
indeed so that we can come to grips with
honest-to-goodness disarmament, and on
the SALT talks we will have in the future
so that we will have parity a hundred
years from now, then we think we should
spell out in this Jackson-Scott amend-
ment that if you are going down the
road to try to get the edge on us, and not
live up to the spirit of these historic
agreements signed by President Nixon
and Mr. Brezhnev in Moscow, then we
say we are going to have to take steps in
order to make sure that we maintain our
parity with you.”

In other words, we are trying to make
clear to the Russians what apparently
was not clear to them. Mr. Khrushchev
tried to introduce missiles into Cuba be-
cause he thought we were too soft and
would not do anything about it. We are
trying to avoid that and get this message
across to the Russians now in this in-
terim agreement that we will not put up
with any actions on their part to take
advantage of us.

Is not that what we are trying to say?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I think so, absolutely,
and I think it merely underscores what
I understand to be the official U.S. pol-
icy with respect to the SALT II agree-
ments.

I would like to call the Senator’s atten-
fion to certain excerpts from the letter
of transmittal by Secretary Rogers to the
President, dated June 10, 1972, the letter
transmitting the text of the ABM treaty
and the interim agreement. In it the Sec-
retary says:

In this connection, the United States has
stressed the unique relationship between lHm-
itations on offensive and defensive strategic
arms. This interrels.tionship lends extraordi-
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nary importance to the undertaking in Arti-
cle XI “to continue active negotiations for
limitations on strategic offensive arms.”

The special importance we attach to this
relationship was reflected in the following
formal statement relating to Article XI,
which was made by the Head of the United
States Delegation on May 9, 1972:

I will skip a few sentences:

Both sides recognize that the initial agree-
ments would be steps toward the achieve-
ment of more complete limitations on strate-
glc arms.

And this is Ambassador Smith in his
official statement to his Russian co-
negotiators:

If an agreement providing for more com-
plete strategic offensive arms limitations
were not achieved within five years, U.S.
supreme interests could be jeopardized.
Should that occur, it would constitute a
basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.

Then he goes on to say:

The U.S. Executive will inform the Con-
gress, in connection with Congressional con-
sideration of the ABM Treaty and the In-
terim Agreement, of this statement of the
U.8. position.

In other words, it is the official U.S.
policy that we have an interim agree-
ment—that is what it is, a standby agree-
ment—which is a transition from the
position we find ourselves in toward that
hoped for, ultimate situation where we
have an agreement which will provide a
sensible limitation on the offensive weap-
ons on both sides, namely parity. It also
makes clear that if we do not achieve
that objective within this 5-year period,
then all bets are off; we would no longer
have an interim agreement because it
would have expired, and conditions ex-
isting then would constitute such a
threat to our deterrent capability that
we would no longer have an ABM treaty.

It seems to me that is the essence of
the situation as understood by the U.S.
negotiators. That is the essence of the
U.S. position as delivered to the joint
Houses of the Congress. Therefore, when
the Senate, in its capacity of advising as
well as consenting, incorporates that
specific language into language author-
izing the President to execute these
agreements, it reinforces, by bringing
the legislative branch shoulder to shoul-
der with the executive, our determina-
tion not to ignore the realities of this
world, not to find ourselves 5 years hence
in a position of inferiority, without the
ability to eatch up.

As I said earlier, I do not understand
why there should be any argument in
that simple statement of America's self-
interest. Also, it is in the interest of the
Soviet Union, because the great wars in
the past started by ageressors, which
happily in our cenftury they have lost,
have always been triggered when expan-
sionist nations have miscalculated the de-
termination of free men. It is this which
we need to avoid—the possibility of mis-
calculation on the part of the Soviet
Union.

Mr. GURNEY. It seems to me that
also, in dealing with the Russians, it is
necessary to make oneseif clear and one’s
position crystal clear so they do under-
stand.
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Certainly, all of us hope that this
interim agreement will lead to meaning-
ful future SALT talks, and hopefully, dis-
armament in the area of nuclear weap-
ons in the future. We all want that. It is
why we are negotiating in SALT. That
is why we signed this agreement. But I
think we can neither ignore the realities
of our world nor the fact that the Rus-
sians do not live up to their agreements
very well, and tear them up if it suits
their purposes. It also seems to me there
are other factors which are tied in with
negotiations in this particular agreement
that we ought to talk about and that
ought to be a warning sign as to what the
Russian intentions may be.

For example, it struck me as being
rather odd that the Soviets refuse any
inspection of what they are going to do
as far as building submarines and other
weapons are concerned. We pressed for
that. We wanted inspection. We were
willing to have them inspect what is
going on over here, but they refused to
do anything about the inspection part of
this agreement. Now, that struck me as
rather odd if they really want to get
ahead with the business of nuclear dis-
armament.

Another thing that struck me as rather
odd, too, was that we have an agreement,
of course, on nuclear submarines, but
we have no agreement on diesel-powered
submarines. Under this agreement, they
can build all the diesel-powered subma-
rines they want to. As a matter of fact,
my understanding is that they are build-
ing a good number of them and intend
to build more. To be sure, a diesel-power
submarine is not the same as a nuclear-
powered submarine. It can remain on
station only for a limited period; it has
to surface for air, it is noisy, and all that
sort of thing. But I can see, if the Soviet
Union built several score or several hun-
dred of these diesel-powered submarines
and always had one on station off the
Atlantic coast and off the Pacific coast,
armed with nuclear missiles, I do not
care whether it is a diesel-powered sub-
marine or one with a nuclear powerplant
in it, as far as the safety of American
citizens is concerned, and as far as the
safety of their cities is concerned, and
as far as the vulnerability of our B-52
fields and wings are concerned, it seems
to me they are just as vulnerable with a
lot of diesel-powered submarines off our
two coasts, as if they were nuclear-
powered submarines,

I was surprised that that was com-
pletely omitted from the treaty. They
can build all they want to. I simply say
that is something we ought to think about
a little bit. Why was that omitted? Why
was that not included, if they really
mean what they say?

Does the Senator share my concern
about that?

Mr. BUCKLEY. The Senator from
New York certainly does. I think the
Senator has focused on just one area of
the many deficiencies of the situation
with which we would have to live during
the next 5 years if the interim agreement
is ratified or authorized, as it no doubt
will be.
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The Soviets, as the Senator has pointed
out, have denied us the ability to inspect
on the ground their compliance with the
two agreements. We have offered them
that opportunity. They have refused.

People who have studied these mat-
ters are concerned that they can cheat
on these agreements and escape detec-
tion at the same time. For example, they
have some very high altitude antiair-
craft missiles which reach up to 100,000
feet. There are experts in the field who
believe these can be converted to ABM
capacity and linked up with necessary
radars in a manner that will not be ob-
served by our satellites. Again, the ABM
Treaty provides there shall be no mul-
tiple launchers in order to get around
the limitation of 200 interceptors per
nation,

‘We happen to know that, the way their
ABM's are constructed, it would not be
all that difficult to build multiple launch-
ing mechanisms and store them in ware-
houses somewhere out of sight, one day
to be installed and presented as a fait
accompli,

We know that, as I was mentioning a
few minutes ago here on the floor, they
have an SS-11 missile which may have
intercontinental capability, which could
be substituted for some of their M/
IRBM's. This is permitted under the
treaty. In any number of areas, we must
face up to the fact that we are assuming
calculated risks, strong risks.

‘We believe that since, as of this mo-
ment, we have the overall advantage in
terms of numbers of deployable warheads
and in terms of technology, this may be a
risk which we can accept in order to slow
down the rate at which the Soviets have
been installing these huge intercontinen-
tal missiles and the rate at which they
have been deploying their new sub-
marines, But what all this does is to rein-
force the simple premise that the Ameri-
can people, if they value their freedom,
if they value their security, cannot af-
ford not to invest important new sums of
money in basic research and basic de-
velopment, not only to get the maximum
advantage under the terms allowed us
and the limitations allowed us under the
treaties, but also to modernize our con-
ventional weapons, so that we become
competitive once again, not dominant,
but just competitive.

Also, we must recognize that it is pos-
sible, men being what men are, that we
cannot negotiate a satisfactory accept-
ance of the interim agreement, in which
event we must be poised to take off and
really engage ourselves in an arms race,
much as the Senator from Florida would
hate to see that and much as the Senator
from New York would hate to see it.

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator’s point is
well made. He mentioned the fact that
they have another missile more im-
proved, apparently, one of greater
capability than the SS-9 which is cer-
tainly a big bang father, much larger
than anything we have here; and that
brings to mind another point in this
interim agreement that I think is very
interesting, that caused me concern,
which was the provision for silos for
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ICBM’s being permitted to be expanded
by a size of 15 percent.

Now, I am not exactly sure how this
15 percent is figured, but I understand
that you can juggle this 15 percent
around so that it would accommodate
a much bigger or much more improved
ICBM than the Russians now have.

Mr. BUCKLEY, It is my understand-
ing that this is not an increase of 15 per-
cent in volume, but 15 percent in linear
dimensions, which translates into about
50-percent increase, which takes their
already huge missile, many times larger
than ours in its lift capacity, and in-
creases that capacity 50 percent again.

Mr. GURNEY. I am glad the Senator
has explained that very technical point,
that I did not understand. All I under-
stood was that it is there so they can
have a bigger missile; and now the Sen-
ator has explained how they can, when
already they have a missile, the 55-9,
that is far, far larger than anything we
had.

Now, we did not want that 15-percent
increase. That was something the Soviets
asked for, and obviously asked for be-
cause they wanted it for something; they
had something in mind. And the Sena-
tor has ably explained what they do have
in mind: That it will permit them to
put into those silos a much bigger
weapon in the future if they want to.

Now, all these little things that are
in that agreement, and some things that
are not in that agreement, like inspec-
tion, cause this Senator great concern
and great worry as to precisely what the
intentions of the Soviet Union may be
in so eagerly going ahead with this in-
terim agreement as it now stands.

I understand and I support the posi-
tion of the Administration that for now
we are safe, because we do have a quali-
tative edge and a qualitative advantage
on the Russians. We understand that.

The Russians today, this day in Au-
gust, and certainly for at least a short
time down the future, are not going to
engage in any nuclear warfare with us,
because if they do, they are going to
come off just as badly injured and hurt
as we are. They know that, and that is
why they will not do it; but why they
will not do it is because we do have a
slight edge at the moment.

What we are saying is that we do not
necessarily want to maintain an edge,
so that the Soviets are scared into an
arms race; but neither do we want to be
placed in second position. We do not
want them to have the edge. We do not
want them to take advantage of any
loopholes in this treaty, any language
in this treaty, or any factor that is in
this treaty that may permit them to go
ahead and get a nuclear edge on the
United States.

That is why this Senator supports the
Jackson-Scott amendment. He thinks it
is absolutely essential that we make sure
in language—which does not alter the
treaty any, as the Senator has pointed
out—that we are not going to stand idly
by if their intention in executing this
agreement is to get an edge on the United
States in nuclear capability. That is ex-
tremely important, and I hope that the
U.S. Senate, when we vote on this amend-
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ment, I suppose some time tomorrow,
will vote overwhelmingly in support of
it and give the administration the extra
tool it needs in an expression of the
understandings, intentions, and concerns
the Senate has about this matter, and
that they are hopefully sending a clear
message to the Russians: “Yes, we want
peace. We want to cut back on nuclear
weapons; hopefully, some day we can do
without them at all,” as we made the
offer way back in Truman days to give
up all our nuclear missiles if the Rus-
sians would not go ahead with theirs.

Certainly the intentions of the United
States are good in this area, and are
well known. We want them to know.

Mr. BUCKLEY., The 8Senator has
spoken of U.S. intentions. I think it is
very important that we understand
something about curselves, lest we be de-
feated by ourselves.

I think that any fair examination of
history will lead to the conclusion that
there has never been a power such as the
United States that meant as well, that
dealt in as good faith, that had less am-
bition to overcome and dominate others.
But our problem is that we suffer from
a, certain sense of insularity. We assume
others have those same intentions, and
we blind ourselves to what history
teaches us.

We spoke earlier about trusting the
Russians. We have heard a great deal of
rhetoric in this room in the last few
weeks that we are now going into an
area of detente; how can we achieve
peace, good will, and so forth, if we dem-
onstrate that we do not trust the Rus-
sians?

This is, in light of the record and in
the light of Communist writings, the
greatest naivete. The Russians pride
themselves on the fact that they believe
that any tactic, any deceit, is proper and
justified, and desirable, if it will help in
the long-term defeat of the capitalist
nations.

This is one of their tactics we have no-
ticed in the past, and there have been
other areas of detente, and so on. But
every time that the Soviet Union has felt
it to be to her advantage to break an
agreement, break an understanding,
break a treaty, she has done so, and cer-
tainly there has been no better example
of that than when she broke the mora-
torium on atmospheric tests. While we
were dismantling all our equipment, and
so on, in good faith reliance on their
word, the Soviets were vigorously and
feverishly undertaking a whole series of
tests which gave them information we
will never be able to secure for ourselves,
which has implications for our security
which we do not know how to estimate,
and then quickly signed on the dotted
line an agreement that kept us from
catching up.

There is no reason to believe that the
Soviets will not exploit this situation to
every advantage available to them in the
next 5 years. It is for that reason, not
only for our own protection but also to
persuade the Russians, that the Ameri-
can people are not ever going to be will-
ing to take second seat in this essential
military posture. Only by showing the
Russians that we will not disarm our-
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selves without seeing that they are equal-
ly disarmed can we hope to end up with
a meaningful treaty that will in fact pro-
tect the world from the possibility of a
nuclear holocaust.

Mr, GURNEY. I could not agree more
with the Senator from New York.

The Senator mentioned detente and
the euphoria that seems to surround that
word, certainly so far as the interpreta-
tion of it is concerned by certain people
in the United States. I think that all of
us—the Senator from New York as well
as I—would like to khave some detente
with the Russians; but I think that he
and I believe very strongly that we will
get no detente with the Russians unless
we operate from a position of strength
and that with a position of weakness
there will be no detente at all.

Mr. President, as Senators, every one
of us is charged with the distinct and
vital responsibility of doing everything
possible to insure that our citizens are
not subjected, unnecessarily, to the risks
of an attack by a foreign power. In car-
rying out this responsibility, each of us
has to answer to the dictates of his or
her own conscience, knowing that, in this
nuclear age, to make a misjudgment is
to invite disaster. This reason, and be-
cause I would rather be safe than sorry
in matters where the survival of the Na-
tion is concerned, is why I feel it es-
sential to speak out in support of the
Jackson amendment to interim agree-
ment on offensive weapons.

In looking at this interim agreement—
and at the arguments being put forth
pro and con—I have become increasingly
concerned about what it would do to
the national defense posture of the
United States. Both the Senator from
Colorado, Senator ALLorT, and the Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator Jackson,
made some telling points in their pres-
entations Thursday, August 3—points
that have not been refuted.

For instance, it greatly disturbs me that
this agreement leaves the Soviet Union
with a guaranteed, 5-year, 50-percent
lead in all types of intercontinental
ballistic missiles, yet permits the Soviets
to eatch up in the area of warheads and
delivery systems where they are presently
at a disadvantage. If the goal is balanced
forces, then we should have, as a goal,
parity as soon as possible. We have agreed
to numerical parity in ABM’s; why should
we not make it very clear to the Rus-
sians that we expect parity in every
respect to result from this interim of-
fensive weapons agreement?

At present, we have fewer missiles,
more warheads, and the all-important
ability to MIRV our missiles, Hence, we
can offset the megatonnage gap that the
Russians would otherwise enjoy with
their combination of bigger missiles, big-
ger warheads, and no MIRV. However, as
practically everyone agrees, the Soviet
Union will, within a year or so, have
MIRYV capability and parity will then no
longer exist. Technology will be even, but
they will have more of everything else.

In prior debate, we have heard argu-
ments to the effect that U.S. bases in
Europe and the U.S. advantage in long-
range bombers offset the quantitative
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Russian advantage
SLBM'’s.

I remain unconvinced of this for sev-
eral reasons: First, the Russians have
enough IRBM’'s and MRBM's to take
care of our European bases, and even if
they do not, they have a great number of
surface-to-air missiles and fighter inter-
ceptors. Second, the United States has no
IRBM's, MRBM’s or ABM's to offset the
Russian missiles. Put the two together
and the supposed U.S. advantage is no
advantage at all.

As far as the bombers are concerned,
those arguing that our 400 odd B-52's
constitute an advantage forget that the
plane is old and basically obsolete; just
recently, we recognized that when we
voted to go ahead with the B-1 bomber.
They also forget to figure in the Soviet
medium range bombers which, when
added in, give the Soviets slightly over
800 bombers to our 460, and they over-
look the aforementioned Soviet lead in
fighter interceptors and surface-to-air
missiles. As if we needed any reminder on
the effectiveness of the latter against the
B-52, we have only to look at the ex-
tremes to which we have gone to keep
the B-52's from being shot down in Viet-
nam. They hardly constitute an adequate
deterrent anymore.

There are several other aspects of this
agreement which bother me as well. As
Senator Arrorr pointed out, in his ex-
cellently researched study, there is no
limitation placed on the Soviet Union’s
G-class missile launching submarine, 22
of which are now in existence. Just be-
cause these subs are diesel powered, and
have missiles with a limited range, does
not mean they cannot sit a few miles off-
shore and knock our bombers and bomber
bases not to mention what they can ac-
complish in wiping out all our great cities
which would be within their range either
from the Atlantic or Pacific Oceans. So,
not only is our disadvantage in missile
firing subs greater than we believed—84
to 44 instead of 62 to 44—but there is
nothing to keep the Soviets from build-
ing more of these diesel-powered missile
subs in the future. This, I think, has to
be considered when we talk about parity.

And then there is this business about
no increases in the dimensions of the
silos exceeding 15 percent. But, if, that
15 percent is at the bottom of the silo,
it will make a big difference in the capa-
bility of the missile involved. As Senator
Avvorr pointed out, any addition to those
big Russian missiles can, along with
MIRVing, soon wipe out our lead in the
quantity of warheads.

Still another point, and one that con-
cerns me, is this business of inspection.
I have heard it argued that we should
not question the sincerity of the Soviet
Union by adding this amendment to the
resolution, yet it occurs to me that they
never gave us their actual missile num-
bers and it was they who balked over
inspection of covered submarine berths.
This distrust business cuts two ways:
Their suspicions should be matched by
our own. For instance, on inspection, how
are we to check on areas that are often
shielded by clouds. If a militarily signifi-
cant part of the Soviet Union is covered
by clouds at least 80 percent of the time,
as has been implied, then we should rec-
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ognize still another weakness exists in
the treaty.

Finally, there is an overall considera-
tion that trouble me and that is that
this agreement has been based, in part,
on this premise that, without it, we would
have dropped hopelessly far behind the
Soviet Union in offensive weapons. If
that premise is accurate, we must ask
ourselves, first, how did we let such a
thing happen and, second, if it happened
once, could it happen again as a result
of these agreements?

Mr. President, in my view, acceptance
of this agreement, without an indication
that Soviet MIRV'ing could lead to its
abrogation, will simply encourage the
Soviets to take all kinds of liberties.
They have already clearly indicated that
they will be building everything allowed
them under the combination of treaty,
agreement, and protocol, and if we do
not indicate now that we do not intend
to accept a position of permanent infe-
riority, we may get backed into a corner
later. In any event, we will not be in as
good a position to bargain as we would
be if Congress were to pass the proposed
amendment now. It will do no harm,
since it does not change the agreement
itself, and it is likely to do a great deal
of good. Therefore, I urge my colleagues
to support the Jackson amendment and
reassure all Americans that the security
of the country will not be further en-
dangered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

INTERNATIONAL EXPOSITION ON
THE ENVIRONMENT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
LiNGs) laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-
panying papers, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Public Law 91-269,
I wish to inform the Congress today of
current plans for the six-month Inter-
national Exposition on the Environment
to be held in Spokane, Washington in
1974.

This exposition will be a particularly
welcomed event in America, The Spo-
kane exposition and the 1976 Winter
Olympics are now the only internation-
ally recognized events scheduled for this
country during our Bicentennial Era, In
addition to stimulating trade and cul-
tural exchanges, the exposition through
its theme—"How Man Can Live, Work
and Play in Harmony with His Environ-
ment”—will also focus fresh attention
on one of the most pressing concerns of
our time.

In November 1970, Expo '7T4, the non-
profit corporation which is sponsoring
the exposition and is responsible for its
planning and operation, applied for Fed-
eral recognition of the exposition under
the provisions of Public Law 91-269. Af-
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ter reviewing the plans of the sponsor,
the Secretary of Commerce submitted to
me the detailed report required under
Section 2(a) (1) of Public Law 91-269
and recommended Federal recognition.
A copy of the Secretary’s report is trans-
mitted herewith. In this report the Secre-
tary indicated that the sponsor had ful-
filled all of the requirements of that law
and the regulations issued thereunder
(15 CFR § 667).

The Secretary concluded that the en-
vironmental theme of the exposition was
relevant to current national concerns
and was appropriate to the exposition
site. He also determined that the spon-
sors had obtained from the State of
Washington, the local governments in-
volved, business and civic leaders of the
region and others the financial and other
support necessary to assure the success-
ful development of the exposition.

The Secretary of State also reported
under Section 2(a) (2) of Public Law 91—
269 that the event qualified for regis-
tration by the Bureau of International
Expositions as a Special Category event.

Based on these favorable reports, I ad-
vised the Secretaries of State and Com-
merce on October 15, 1971, that the ex-
position warranted Federal recognition
as provided by statute. I also indicated
that it was my intention to extend this
Administration’s fullest possible support
to foster a successful event.

On November 24, 1971, upon request
of the United States, the Bureau of In-
ternational Expositions in Paris officially
recognized the event as a Special Cate-
gory exposition and approved its Gen-
eral Rules and Regulations by unanimous
vote. At its meeting on May 16, 1972
the Bureau also established procedures
for sanctioning the special rules and reg-
ulations for the exposition.

On January 31, 1972, I issued a procla-
mation directing the Secretary of State
to invite such foreign countries as he may
consider appropriate to participate in
this event. The Secretary issued those
invitations through diplomatic channels
on February 15, 1972. Thus far, Canada,
the USSR, and Iran have accepted—and
many other countries are now expected
to accept. In that proclamation, I also
indicated that I planned to appoint a
United States Commissioner General to
exercise the responsibility of the United
States Government for fulfillment of the
Convention Relating to International
Expositions of November 22, 1928, as
modified. Pending this appointment, I
am designating the Secretary of Com-
merce to serve in that capacity on an
acting basis. In addition, the Secretary
is currently preparing a plan for Fed-
eral participation under Section 3 of
Public Law 92-269, which I will transmit
to the Congress at some later date.

Ricuarp NIXON,

Tae WHiTE House, August 15, 1972,

REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL: ON ECONOMIC OPPOR-
TUNITY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HoL-
LINGS) laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
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United States, which, with the accom-
panying report, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to Public Law 89-794, I have
the honor to transmit herewith the Fifth
Annual Report of the National Advisory
Council on Economic Opportunity.
RI1cHARD NIXON.
Tae Weite Housg, August 15, 1972.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Horrings) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

B. 596. An act to require that international
agreements other than treaties, hereafter
entered into by the United States, be trans-
mitted to the Congress within 60 days after
the execution thereof;

H.R. 6957. An act to establish the Sawtooth
National Recreation Area in the State of
Idaho, to temporarily withdraw certain na-
tional forest land in the State of Idaho from
the operation of the U.8. mining laws, and
for other purposes; and

H.R. 15692. An act to authorize for a
limited period additional loan assistance
under the Small Business Act for disaster
victims, to provide for a study and report to
the Congress by the President setting forth
recommendations for a comprehensive revi-
sion of disaster relief legislation, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore subse-
quently signed the enrolled bills.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION APPROPRIATIONS, 1973—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I submit a report of the committee of
conference on H.R. 15097, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horrings). The report will be stated by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 15097) making appropriations
to the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, and for other pur-
poses, 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 con-
ference report?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the CoNGREs-
sioNAL REecorp of August 7, 1972, at p.
271686.)

Mr. ROBERT C. EYRD. Mr. President,
I have cleared with the ranking minor-
ity member of my Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations the matter of calling up this
conference report at this time.

Mr. President, when the Senate con-
cluded consideration of H.R. 15097, the
Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies appropriation bill for
1973—June 16—the bill, as amended, was
a net $115.4 million over the House ver-
sion of the bill. This net increase con-
sisted of total increases of approximately
$157.2 million, offset by decreases of $41.8
million, and included 55 amendments.

I should like to highlight at this point
the conferees’ recommendations on sa-
lient items among the amendments.

The conferees agreed upon the addi-
tion of $50.7 million to provide 84 instru-
ment landing systems, 30 control towers,
and three airport surveillance radars;
these facilities, essential for air traffic
safety enhancement, are for localities
eligible for such installations under
agency criteria, but were not included
in the budget request or House version of
the bill. In connection with the facilities
program, the joint explanatory statement
of the managers includes the following
language:

The conferees are concerned over the delay
in the implementation of this program. Ac-
cordingly, the conferees direct FAA to sub-
mit, by October 1, 1872, its plan for obligating
all appropriated funds and its schedule for
commissioning all instrument landing sys-
tems, control towers, and airport surveillance
radars for which funds have been provided.

The recommendations of the conferees
also include the addition of $100,000, as
added to the Senate version of the bill,
to accelerate the development and tech-
nical feasibility of devices which would
provide pilots with timely and adequate
information on terrain obstacles, particu-
larly during approach to landing under
poor visibility conditions.

The conferees’ recommendations pro-
vide the $3.5 million of the Senate ver-
sion for screening devices necessary for
aviation security, and the managers’
statement includes the following lan-
guage:

This appropriation would also permit the
Federal Aviation Administrator to extend the
benefit of the funding action to those air-
lines which responded promptly to the new
aviation security regulations by reimbursing
such airlines for (or acquiring from such air-
lines) screening devices heretofore acquired
by the airlines.

The conferees expect that FAA and the
airlines will agree on uniform procedures
which will supplement the screening devices
and decrease the time involved in providing
comprehensive coverage of airport boarding
gates in order to assure safety of citizens in
alr transportation.

The conferees’ recommendations in-
clude, under the heading of “Railroad
Research,” the $150,000 proposed by the
SBenate for railroad grade crossing and
track relocation studies at Wheeling,
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W. Va.; Lincoln, Nebr.; and Lafayette,
Ind.

The conference recommendation for
the high speed ground fransportation
research and development program pro-
vides for $52.5 million, an approximate
split between the $45 million proposed by
the House and the $60.9 million included
in the Senate version of the bill. These
funds provide for the Metroliner and
turbotrain demonstrations and other
important rail research and demonstra-
tions to be carried out largely at the
Pueblo Test Center.

The Senate version of the bill had in-
cluded $16.5 million not allowed by the
House for dual mode research, an area of
study to develop a vehicle capable of
automated operation on or in guidewayvs
and convertible to manual operations on
a conventional road or highway. The con-
ferees’ recommendations provided §4
million for this purpose.

The conference recommendation pro-
vides $875,000, of a requested $1 million
requested in the Senate version as com-
pared with $750,000 of the House version
of the bill, for grants-in-aid for natural
gas pipeline safety.

The conferees agreed to the inclusion
of the $31.7 million for the Coast Guard’s
Select Reserve as provided in the House
bill. This item had been deleted for lack
of authorization at the time it was under
consideration in the Senate committee.
The authorization is contained in the
military procurement authorization bill,
which is now in conference.

The recommendations provided $4.5
million, proposed at $3 million in the
House version and $7.5 million in the
Senate version, for the Coast Guard's
State boating safety assistance grant
program to encourage greater State par-
ticipation in the reduction of boating
fatalities.

In conclusion, the conferees’ recom-
mendations totaled $2,999,118,095 in new
budget authority, which is $39,057,000
under the Senate version which totaled
$3,038,175,095; it is $76,323,000 over the
House version which totals $2,922,795,095.
It is $41,244,000 under the 1973 budget
estimates of $3,040,362,095—which ex-
cludes $37,361,000 deferred for lack of
authorization—and it is $195,496,902
under the 1972 appropriation of $3,194 -
614,997, In addition to the new budget
authority, the bill also includes $5,393,-
990,000 in appropriations to liquidate
contract authorizations—funds required
to meet commitments made under au-
thorizations contained in substantive
bills, This would include the payments
from the Highway Trust Fund for the
Federal-aid highway programs, funds
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
for airport grants-in-aid, funds for
highway traffic safety programs, as well
as amounts necessary to meet commit-
ments made under the Urban Mass
Transportation Fund. The grand tfotal
for the bill, as recommended by the con-
ferees, is $8,393,273,000.

I should call to the attention of the
Senate that funds added in the Senate
version of the bill and agreed to by the
conferees are strongly oriented toward
the safety of the traveling public, espe-
cially in the field of air transportation.
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Funds have been added for all airports
throughout the country which qualify
for instrument landing systems, airport
traffic control towers, and airport sur-
veillance radars. It is my belief—and the
conferees concurred—that we should
provide all the funds which can be
properly and feasibly spent for magne-
tometers and other screening devices to
deter aircraft hijacking and for con-
struction of airport equipment to insure
every degree of safety and protection
possible for the ever-increasing number
of air travelers. This same preoccupation
with safety considerations led to the
addition of funds for the expedited de-
velopment of an improved ground
proximity warning indicator for aircraft
and grade crossing elimination studies.

The public is entitled to such safety
and protection, and I am pleased that
the conferees share your committee’s
concern and determination to provide
the necessary funding.

I shall be pleased to answer such ques-
tions as Members of the Senate may have
with respect to any other items not
covered.

The conference report is signed by all
conferees—however, note that Senator
Arrorr “reserves” on amendment 34—
High Speed Ground Transportation,
Federal Railroad Administration—and
amendment 39—Research, Development
and Demonstrations, Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two statements by the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado (Mr.
ALroTT), also a member of the subcom-
mittee, be printed in the REcoORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ALLOTT

Mr. President, I should like to address my-
self to several specific points relating to the
Transportation Appropriations Conference
Report now presented.

My name appears as having signed the con-
ference report. I did sign it, but noted my
reservations to Amendment No. 34, relating to
appropriations for the High Speed Ground
Transportation Research and Development
program, and to Amendment No. 38, relating
to research and development funds for the
Urban Mass Transit Administration.

My reservations appeared neither in the
first printing of the Conference Report nor
in the placement of that Report in the Con-
gressional Record. Therefore, at this time, I
should like to delineate my rationale for these
specific and firm reservations.

The Senate had increased the appropria-
tion for High Speed Ground Transportation
research and development over the House
figure by $15 million. This fully restored the
substantial cut proposed by the House which
had only allocated $45 million to this project.
After a great deal of debate and discussion
in the Conference Committee, we arrived at
a figure of $562,500,000. This figure falls short
by $2 million the minimum amount of money
which prudent judgment recognizes as neces-
sary for the continued orderly development
of some of the most lmportemt transportn-
tion projects in the Nation. Whereas the
House and the Senate in their individual ap~
propriations bills appeared to accept the
breakdown in the amounts of money to be
spent on individual programs for high speed
ground transportation, the Conference Re=-
port does not specifly where the #52,5600,000
is to be spent.
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Generally speaking, however, this will give
the Federal Rallroad Administration the
flexibility it needs to go ahead with those
programs which are most important at this
particular time. I am sure the Department
agrees with me that the funds which had
been cut originally by the House for develop-
ment of the Pueblo Test facility must be
restored by the Department as it makes its
own decision. The funds for development at
Pueblo relate to the physical plant there. If
money Is diverted from this to other projects,
it would simply mean a delay in any number
of additional programs which could not be
tested or deployed as the result of the lack
of completion of the requisite facilities at
Pueblo.

I am also sure that the Federal Railroad
Administration will agree with the Congress
that swift development of the tracked air
cushion vehicle will be of great value in de-
termining where we go in the decades ahead.
Therefore, I am sure that the Department
will desire to use some of the money which
was restored toward that end.

Mr. President, I believe, in all of the proj-
ects which have been put forth by the Office
of High Speed Ground Transportation. I
fought for them with all the strength at my
command in the Conference. Unfortunately,
all of the money was not restored; therefore,
some of the long-range programs will simply
have to he deferred a bit longer. I regret this
as much as those in charge of the programs,
but I am confident that if the Federal Rall-
road Administration demonstrates real prog-
ress with the $52 million which has been ap-
propriated for this year, we can move ahead
without similar problems In the years ahead.

Now, Mr. President, I want to turn to the
appropriations for research and development
in the Urban Mass Transit Administration.

I was quite displeased with the flnal out-
come in this category. The $11,500,000 for an
urban demonstration of the PRT Systems
(the so-called “people movers”) does not
provide the type of resources which I believe
would have enabled the Department to go
full speed ahead. Nevertheless, the restora-
tion is a far cry from the House position,
which allocated only $1 million, and which
would have confined UMTA to testing the
PRT's at Dulles Airport for an additional
year.

Very frankly, one of the criticisms that I
heard brought up in the Conference Com-
mittee, which I helieve to be a justifiable
criticism to some extent, was that UMTA has
waited until the end of the fiscal year to
commit its project funds. It appeared to
some members of the Conference Committee
that UTMA was simply trying to spend for the
sake of spending in order to justify an in-
crease in appropriations for the next fiscal
year. I am satisfled that Carlo Villarreal, Ad-
ministrator of the Urban Mass Transit Ad-
ministration, has delayed committing funds
because he has wanted to be sure that the
funds were properly spent. In many cases,
he has devoted a great deal of time and effort
to a close examination of what transporta-
tion projects would best serve the needs of
the Nation. However, Mr. President, I think
that UMTA can clear up the guestion that
was raised in this regard by complying with
the language eXxpressed In the Senate Ap-
propriations Report to name the demonstra-
tion site for the PRT System within 60 days
of the adoption of the Conference Report
which we are now considering. This would be
most reasonable and would show the mem-
bers of the Senate and House Transportation
Appropriations Committees that UMTA is
ready to move forward with progressive and
innovative programs.

The $4 million for the Dual Mode Transit
Bystem development could, in all probabil-
ity, have been better used elsewhere. Never-
theless, if we are going ahead with this pro-
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gram, it must be under the jurisdiction of
UMTA alone and should not get caught in
an intra-bureaucratic struggle within the
Department. I regret that additional funds
could not he made available for the urban
tracked alr cushion wvehicle. However, the
$4,600,000 which was allocated, I am confi-
dent, is enough money to enable that pro-
gram to be tested next year.

I opposed in the Senate and I continue to
oppose any money for Service Development.
My opposition to this program is predicated
on the fact that “Service Development’ is
merely an aggrandizement for an out-and-
out subsidy. This is an example of a situation
I see all too often whereby utilizing the ploy
of a “catchy” title, a program is able to con-
tinue momentum without the careful scru-
tiny it deserves. I regret that the conference
committee agreed to the $1,750,000 for that
item. The money does not serve a useful pur-
pose and I expect to begin earlier next year,
if the voters of Colorado see fit to send me
back here, to insure that projects of this
kind are eliminated completely from the
budget.

While the conference committee did not
address itself to this point because there was
no “line item" in the budget, I wish again to
call attention to the Senate language which
directed that more resources from the rail
portion of research and development funds
be diverted into the “light rail” field. The
Senate agreed with my suggestion that “light
rail” projects should be tested at Pueblo. In
any case, I will be looking for some swift ac-
tion in this area in the coming months,

Finally, Mr. President, I wish to touch
upon the appropriation for the Civil Aero-
nautics Board for payments to air carriers.
The Senate added $11.4 million to the House
allowance of $54 million. This increase rep-
resented the short-fall of the 1972 fiscal year
appropriation. Class Rate 68 was promulgated
near the end of Fiscal Year 1972. I belleved
a wise course to follow was to appropriate in
this Appropriation Bill an amount needed
to fully fund the subsidy need for last fiscal
year.

On page 9 of the Conference Report, it
states, and I quote:

“It is the understanding of the Conferees

that the CAB can borrow forward to pay the
additional amounts due in fiscal year 1972
resulting from the promulgation of Class
Rate VL. It is, of course, the intention of the
Conferees to recognize the obligations of the
Government with respect to payments to air
carriers under the applicable law.”
Because the CAB can utilize Fiscal Year 1973
monies in order to pay the additional amount
due in Fisgcal Year 1972, all of the obliga-
tions of the Federal Government will be ful-
filled and the air carriers will receive full
funding of the amounts due them under
that Class Rate.

The CAB will be formulating a new esti-
mate of the subsidy need for Fiscal Year
1973. At such time as the PFiscal Year 1973
appropriation becomes inadequate, a sup-
plemental appropriation must be submitted,
It is clear from the Conference Report that
both the House and the Senate Committees
will be very receptive to any supplemental re-
quest along this line,

Mr. President, as many Senators know, I
believe very strongly that the Federal Gov-
ernment has a contractual obligation to
these air carriers which serve our rural com-
munities. Over-zealous attempts to econo-
mize in this area can retard the effect of
the massive sums that Congress has allocated
for rural development. Accordingly, I will
closely monitor the CAB subsidy determi-
nation for Fiscal 1973 to assure the con-
tinued viability of this program.

Mr. President, it has long concerned me
that there is a general lack of understand-
ing of this program. Accordingly, the pro-




August 15, 1972

gram has often suffered from neglect. So that
Benators may have further information avail-
able to them, I add the following statement
of mine which addresses this subject:

LOCAL SERVICE AIRLINE SUBSIDIES

(Statement by Senator Goroon ALLoTT before
the Senate Transportation Appropriations
Subcommittee)

Mr, Chairman, If you will permit me, I
would like to make a brief statement rela-
tive to the Local Service Airline Subsidy is-
sue. I think it will be useful to impose on
our later discussions an overview of relevant
issues.

As you know, the Senate recently passed
& multi-billlon dollar Rural Development
Bill. A major purpose of that legislation is
to stimulate growth in our rural areas which,
as we all know, means attracting more jobs
to those rural areas. Air service is a pre-
requisite to most any business move to a
new location; thus, an over-riding issue of
this Local Service Subsidy is rural develop-
ment.

Air transportation is vital—the life blood,
if you will—to these rural communities. This
is the reason that over the years, I have con-
tinued to express my concern regarding an
inadequate subsidy level.

Let us look at the results of inadequate
subsidy. It causes the air carriers to lose
money; the carriers tend to cut back on their
scheduling to the minimum certificate serv-
ice; and eventually, encourages the carrier
to terminate their service on subsidy-eligible
routes. This certainly is not the intended re-
sult of the expressed Congressional mandate.
Everyone loses when this occurs. First, the
citizens of rural America; secondly, the local
service air carriers and their stockholders;
thirdly, the citizens of chocked urban cen-
ters which need growth directed from them—
all lose whenever the rural development ef-
fort is retarded or impeded.

To be parochial for a moment, I wish to
translate this situation to my State of Colo-
rado. Frontier Airlines serves Colorado; and
they have been cutting back to minimum
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cerfificated service in many piaves svie—
the State. And although this action greatly
disturbs me, I cannot in good conscience
blame the Company ... because the Com-
pany has received an inadequate level of
subsidy for the past few years. Because of
this inadequate subsidy level, they had no
choice but to drastically cut costs to stay
in business. The days of inadequate subsidy
must end!

An over-zealous attempt to economize in
this local service subsidy area which nets
a savings of a few million dollars today can
negate the eflect of the billions of dollars
that we plan to spend in the next few years
for rural development. This effect is on top
of the fact that, by law, the Federal Govern-
ment has a legal obligation to provide a fair
rate of return to the local service air car-
riers—an obligation which, In my opinion,
has not been met by the Federal Government
in recent years.

CAB member, Robert T. Murphy was
quoted in the May 10, 1972 edition of Avia-
tion Daily as saying,

“Moreover, on hindsight, I believe that we
at the Board and you in the industry were
too quick to reduce subsidy after 1966 con-
sidering the commitments required for new
equipment, the time necessary to promote
and develop the new routes and the unantici-
pated turndown in traffic.”

Mr. Chairman, I would like, at this point,
to quote statistics from a March 1972 staff
study of the CAB's Bureau of Operating
Rights entitled “Service to Small Communi-
ties” Part I, “Local Service Carrier Costs and
Bubsidy Need Requirements to Serve Mar-
ginal Routes.” In 1969, according to this
staff study:

Frontler Airlines was paid $4.3 million less
than its subsidy need;
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Texas International Airlines was paid
$600,000 less than its subsidy need;

Allegheny Airlines was paid 3.8 million
less than its subsidy need.

As we approach the overall task of rural
development and this Committee’s immedi-
ate task of providing adequate air transpor-
tation to rural communities, it is most rele-
vant to look at the stockholder equity posi-
tion of the nine local service air carriers.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your con-
sent that two tables I have prepared on this
subject appear in the hearings record at
this point.

TABLE I
Local service industry retained earnings

1960 $1,088
5,263
10, 818
14, 798
21, 7M1
31,323
36, 634
28, 401
(2, 672)
(68, 650)
(79, 981)
(89, 733)

Local service industry net profit or (loss)

(63, 008)
(61, 426)
(10, 226)

Table 1 deals with the retained earnings
of the local service industry and Table 2
deals with the net profits or loss of this in-
dustry. In summary, the statistics reveal that
eight of the nine local service carriers today
have a negative cumulative net earnings po-

*--time the nne carrier
sition. As a group, moiuuiug veee —e..

out of nine which has positive net earnings,
the carriers show a $89 million net loss
through 1971.

In arriving at the level of subsidy each
year, the CAB allows the carriers a certain
“rate of return.” As I understand it, briefly,
the Board most recently has allowed the
carriers a 7.25% rate of return on their debt
capital and a 20% rate of return on its
equity. In the most recent CAB determina-
tion, I am informed that this calculation al-
lows for a 12.35% overall rate of return for
the carriers in Class Rate Six. For the record,
I want to point out that from this “rate of
return” the individual carrier must pay its
interest expenses and “disallowed expenses.”
(Disallowed expenses are those incurred
which are not allowed as a valid operating
expense in determining subsidy need. For
example, legal fees in excess of $15,000;
executive salaries in excess of $25,000, and
the payment to employees of bonuses related
to profits.)

From Information available to me, the
12.359% “rate of return” allowed in Class
Rate Six will allow most carriers approxi-
mately a 6% profit. I believe, and I hope that
Chalrman Browne will correct me if I mis-
state the fact, but I believe that a lower “rate
of return” is allowed for subsidy operations
than for fare purposes.

Mr. Chairman, you will recall this Subcom-
mittee's direction contained in the FY-T2
Committee Report:

“The Committee approves an appropria-
tion of $53,600,000 for payments to local serv-
ice air carriers, the same amount as the
House allowance. Evidence indicated that
this was the minimum amount that would
be necessary to fulfill this obligation. The
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CAEB in repeated appearances before this
Committee has stated that it has a contract
liability for such subsidy payments to the
certificated air carriers. Because estimates of
the level of subsidy needed were as high as
$82,000,000 and because this group of air
carriers has sustained net losses on these
routes for three consecutive years, the Com-
mittee directs the Board, as soon as it is
feasible, to re-evaluate the level of payments
required for this fiscal year. The Committee
will be receptive to any supplemental request
based thereon, in order to assure that large
segments of the American public will con-
tinue to receive at least minimum air serv-
ice.” (Page 27, Senate Report No, 92-271,
July 20, 1971.)

Since that time, the Board and the carriers
as a group have been negotiating on Class
Rate Six. Needless to say, I am disappointed
that the Class Rate has not been published
at this late date. As I understand it, the car-
riers submitted up-dated information on
March 31, 1971. After the Committee’s direc-
tion to which I have referred, the carriers
again up-dated information through June 30,
1971. In studying the implications of the
Presidentially invcked wage price freeze, the
Board demanded the carriers up-date
through September 30, 1971 and finally, an
up-dating was also provided through Decem-
ber 31, 1971. Thus, the Class Rate for Fiscal
Year 1972 was basically negotiated using as
a base calendar 1971. Bear in mind that these
Class Rates are supposed to be prospeciive.
Informal information I have received from
the staff of the Board indicates that the Class
Rate is now near finalization.

Prior to asking a few questions, I want
to make the record clear on one point. As
I predicted a year ago, the subsidy request
by the CAB was Inadequate to meet the
needs. Your estimation of $53.6 million has
risen to approximately $656 million. The $65
million figure is designed to produce profits
for the carriers on their subsidy eligible sys-
tem of about $5.5 million.

RESUMPTION OF STATEMENT
Those are the main matters for concern in

this legislation.

‘ -——=s~cs v anoreciation
I wish 8g8IN W Cipivew asy wu.

to the distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RoperT C. Byrn) for his unending
indulgence and cooperation as we continued
to work on a bill which, for its seeming lack
of controversy, has turned out to be one
of the most difficult appropriations bills to be
worked out this year.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move adoption of the conference report.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
1iNGs). The clerk will state the amend-
ment in disagreement.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 3 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In leu of the sum proposed, insert:
“$875,000".

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I move that the Senate concur in the
amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a table showing the budget
estimates, the House and Senate allow-
ances, and the amounts agreed to in con-
ference for each item in the bill.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to he printed in the REcorp, as
follows:
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SUMMARY OF H.R, 15097—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED AGENCIES COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (C8LIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1972 AND BUDGET
ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1973

New budget
(obligational)
authority, fiscal
year 1972

(en at‘trd to date)

@

Version of bill—

Budget estimate, ——————— Conference

fiscal year 1973
)

House Senate recommendation
) (&) ()

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETAR\' ]
Salaries and expanses ;o g £21, 552, 000

By transfer. Ry 3 (417, 000) --

Transportation planmng, research and development:
ﬂppropnalmn = e e = 22, 000, GO0
By transfer_ e 12 3 (6, 'r!u 000y
Transportation reseach a..lmt 2 as spcua! iuleign curren - g
Grants-in-aid for natural gas pipeline safety. . %
Consolidation of departmental headgquarters
Civil supersonic aircraft development termination. . ...

Total, Office of the Secretary_.. .. —_— 5, 102, 000

CDAST GUARD

Operaling expenses.. =i S et Fet - R e, # 503, 378, 000

Applied to debt (eductlun ({.edur.l] ............. : - e A e - . 003
Acquisition, construction, and |mpmvemenls M g
Alteration of bridges.. e
Retired pay. ___________
Reserve traifing. ... el

By transter = (5]‘1 000).
Research, development, test, and evaluation. .. N D e L 14, 500, 000
State boating safety assistance : S it L T L L s o : 3.00'.1. 000

Total, Coast Guard.. .. ... _......_. = 1 s 726,971,957

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
Operations. .. - e e T PP cesmeanmes 01 14D 074, 000
Reappropriation____ .. S R S (77,625, 000) .
Earmarking tor screening devices. . = R e S
Facilities and equipment (airport and airway rust Tund)__ eI B g R 1,808,300
Reappropriation. _ R (!53 741,
Research, eng ing, and develop 63, 360,700
Reappropnatmn s S 2 (!‘l 925, DDB)
Research and uuveloprnenl 15, 033, 000 _
Grants-in-ald for airporls (airpor
Airport planning grants__ 15, G0O, 000
Liguidation of contract authorization. ___________ B ek (92, 000, 000
Limitation on abligations (Sec. 302).____ by . (280, 000, 000) . .
Federal payment to the airport and airway trust fund. . = ¢ (616, 882, 000)
Operation and mainfenance, National Capital Airperts. ... = 11, 467, 000
Construction, National Capital Airperts. . __ ... e S R L B 4, 930, 000
U.S. International Agronaulical Exposition. ... _ TN Bl T [ TP vl N T 2,000, (00

Total, Federal Aviation Administration_ . _____ i AT . i 1, 552, 674, 000

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
Salaries and expenses: g il
Spplupr;atmn . 7. Lis, i
transfer Tk i &3
Highwby beauiéfication: 2 (94, 221, 000)
Adiministrative expenses. . e
Liquidation of contract authorization. £ (10, 000, DOO)
Limitation on obligations (Sec. 303). (40 000 000} .
Highway-related safety gmms(liquvlﬂmn of contfact authorizati g 0, 000)
Limitation on abligations (Sec. 304).. 2 1 (80, 000, 000).
Rall crossings—demonstration projects_. . . Sl sivaba s S ITHA= 10, UDU 000
Territorial highways (liquidation of contract authnnzatmn} B (1, 000, 000)
Limitation on obligations (Sec. 305).. - o il
Darien Gap Highway . s e e
Federal-Aid Highways (Trust Fund)..
Right-of-Way Revolving fund (liquidation of contract authorization).
Forest highways (liquidation of contract authorization). ...
Limitation on obligations (Sec, 306). . ..........
Public lands highways (liquidation 01' r.omra:l authorization).
Limitation on obligations (Sec. 30
Baltimore Washington Parkway (trust [uml)

1526 (53, 000

142, 100, 000

(7, 000, 000)
500, 000 .-

1, 000, 000

70, 510, 000

2551, DI'}D 000
~164, 905
4131, 522, 000
12, 500, 000
1%72, 789, 000
¢ 31, 735, 000

118, 256,000

? 50[} GBI]

1 1, 175, 158, D00

~1251,839, 000
774,568,000

15, 000, 000
(100, DOG, 000)

1 (6,585, 000)

11z, 522,000

1 3, 608, 000

1, 532, 783, 000

¢ (104, 410, 000)
11, 385, 000
(15, 000, 000

10, 000, 000
(2, 000, 000)

30, 000, 000
(4, 898, 000, Ulli!)

(45, 000,

(23, 000, 000)

857,000

$23,970, 000 $24, 120, 000 $23, 970, 000

30, 000, 000 38, 000, 000 31, 500, 000
(? 000, 000) (7, 000, 000) {? 000, 000)

750,000 875, 000
300 DDD 00, 0 800, 000

63,920, 000 iy 145,000

bas, s;un 000 551, 000, 000 548, 90,000
131, 550, 000 i

31,735,000

18,500 aoé""""ié.'ééé,‘ﬁﬁé""" 17,500, 600"
3,000,000 7,500, 000 4,500, 000

?96 560, 095 319 309, 095

L173,138,000  1,176,266,000 1, 1?3. 238, 000
°(3,500,000) 3,500, D00

251,939, 000 302, 650, 000 302, 650, 000

66,000,000 66,000,000 66,000,000

15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000
100, 000, 000)
280, 000, 600)
2] 200, 660"
2,600, 000

1, 520 8?? oun l 5?] ?53 UUU

13, 400, 000 13, 325, 000 13, 325, 000
(48, 400, 000) (99, 535, 000) (98, 400, 000)

965, 000

(30, 000, 000

(12, 000, 000)

(80, 100, 000)
2, 000, 000
2,000, 000;
4, 000, D00
5, 000, 000

000, 000 5, 000, D00
(4, 891, 990, UUEII; (e 893 125, 000; (4, 891, 990, 000)

(35, 000, (00 (35, 000, 000 (35, 000, 000)
23, 000, 000) (23 000, 000) 23, 000, 000
20, 000, 000 [de!etueadd 20, 000, 000
16, 000, 000 16, 00D, 000y 16, 000, 000

(12, 000, 000) |deleted] 12, 000, 000)

Total, Federal Highway Administration. ... . _....... iy B 1 35, 728, 000
NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

Tratfic and highway safely. .. e R e e L s o ol Al e e 69 33? 000

Construction of compliance facilities. . .. _..... L2

State and ceminumtg highway safe'l»s (liquidation of contract authorization). .- i (G? EIOD 000y
Limitation on obligations (Sec

56, 794, 000

£48, 268, 000
(75, 000, 000}

41, 365, 000 39, 290, 000 31, 290, 000

43, 000, 000 45, 673, 000 A4, 185, 000

LT S A R A S e Ly S S TR R e e L

E?O 000, 000) (70, 000, 000) i?n 000, 000)
80, 000, 000) |delalad] 85, 000, 000)

Total, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. .. ... ......__._.. 78,937, 000
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION ¥ :

Office of the Adim’ nistrator:

Salaries and expenses...

By transfer..

Railroad research_....
Bureau of railroad safe
High-speed ground tr
Grants to the national railroad passenger corporation_
Alaska railroad revolving fund

48, 268, 000

43 UDD OGEI 45, 673, 000 44,185, 000

2,750, 000 2,921, 000 2,835, 000

10, 350, 000 “"""10; 350, 000
B, , 000 7, 000; 000
45000000 60, 879, 000 52500000

Total, Federal Railroad inistration. PR T O 2

81, ?31 000

65, 000, 000 81, 410, 000 72, 685, 000
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New budget
(obligational)
authority, fiscal
year 1972
(enacted to date)

(2)

Budget estimate, ————
fiscal year 1973

Version of bill—

Senale
(5)

Conference
recommendation

(6)

House

(&) (4)

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION

Administrative expcnses Ta

Research, d pment and i

Earmarking language for:
Research, development, and demonsirations
University research and training
Managerial training__. .

Ligquidation of contract authorization

Limitations on obligations (Sec, 508)._____.__.__ TR T Y

Tolal, Urban Mass Transportation Administration

1957, 419, 000
118, 000, 000

(115, 000, 000)
(3 000] (2, 500,

(500, 000
(232, 000, 000)

(62, EJUIJ. 000)

36,400, 000 ¥ $6, 684, 000

74, D00, 00O 118, 000, 000

(71, 000, 00D) (115.000. 000;
(2, 500, 000) (2, 500, 000 (2, 500, ggﬂ)

(232, 000, 000) (232, 000, 000) (232, 000, l]Dil;
(1 000, 000, 000) (1, 000, DDU 000) (1, 000, 000, 000

36, 542, 000
96, 250, 000

(93, 250, 000)
000)

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Limitation on administralive expenses

Total, Department of transportation:
New budget authority__
Appropriations to 1|qu|date contract authorization .. _
Applied to debt reduction. .
Reappropriations_.. .. ..

Total, fitle |, Depariment of Transporiation__ ..
RELATED AGENCIES

Salaries and expenses

Civil Aeronautics Board
Salaries and expenses : R TR :
Payments to air carriers_.__..

Mational Transporiation Safety Board

80, 400, 000

124.634.000 1(!2 792, 000

" 8,092, 427, 000

8,158, 217, DO(]

7,785, 000

8, 017, 126, 000

7,700, 002 8, 285, 000

+ 14,123, 000
54000000 54, 000,

14, 123, 000
000

14,173, 000
, 000, 65, 400, 000

Total, Civil Aeronautics Board. .. R

Salaries and expenses___
Paymenl of loan guaranties.

Total, Interstate Commerce Commission._ .
The Panama Canal
Canal Zone Government
Operaling expenses R T e
Capital cutlay
The Panama Canal Company
Limitation on genera. and administrative expenses

Total, the Panama Canal___ .

68,123, 000 79 573, 000

Interstate Commerce Commission

33, 120, 000

33, 120, 000

1 (20, 556, 000)

(20, 556, 000} (20. 556, 000) (20, 556, 000)

60, 561, 000

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Federal contribution:
Fiscal year 1972 .
Fiscal year 1973__
Fiscal year 1974 ___

Aviation Advisory Commission

Salaries and expenses = P

""ié!'iéi'l&dﬂ' e

ion on Highway B
Salaries and expenses SRl
Total, Related Agencies_ .. __.

Grand total, new hudgel authority. .
Consrlmg of- t
ropna !OHS:
9pF|gcaI Lo L g N T O30 g
Fiseal 3908 =" T =
Fiscal 1974___
Memoranda:

Appropriations to liquidate contract
Appropriations for debt reduction
Reappropriations_._......_.___._._.

Grand total

490 ?15 ODU

3 194 EN 9‘3?
3, 020 295, 997)
( 74,321, WBJ
§, 052, 093, 000
143, 003

246, 291, 000

B, 493,142, 000

2, 310 wo
3, 040, 362, 095

(2,509, 181, 095)
(131, 181, 000)

5, 418, 000, 000
164, 905

8, 458, 527, 000

299,824, 000 n
2,922,795, 085

311 859 lIﬂ
3, 038 1}'5 095

299,959,000
2,999, 118,095
(2,791,614, 095)

(131, 181, 000)
5,393, 990, 000
164, 905

994, 095) (2, 867, 937, 095)

(2, 906,
(131, 181, 000) (131, 181, 000)

5, 395, 125, 000 5, 393, 950, 000
164, 505 154 905
8,316,950,000  § 433,465,000  B,393,273,000

budget d
1 Includes funds ided in 2d 1 pprop

t for i

d pay costs (H. Doc. 92-267).
1972 (Public Law 92-30

T Includes $989,074 000 from the airport and airway trust fund.
¢ Excludes $37,361,000 not authorized.

6).
3 Includes $21, 'SIJD 000 hudsetamendmentfm increased pay costs (H. Doc. 92-267) and $6,200,000
budget amendment for activities at Kodiak, Alaska (H, Doc. 92-289).
4 Includes $372,000 budgel amendment for increased pay costs (H. Doc. 92-267) and —$4,110,000
budget amendment (H. Doc. 92-289),
& Proposed as an indefinite appropriation.

¥ “to remain available until expended.”
10 Includes $1,500,000 contained in H. Doc. 92-267 and $760,000 contained in H. Doc. 82 271,
' Plus accrued interest.

Note: All references to General Provisions' section numbers in this tabulation relate to the

¢ Nol authorized.

Mr. GURNEY. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Epwarps). The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

House-approved version of this bill,

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

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-

dent, I move that the Senate stand in

recess, subject to the call of the Chair,

with the understanding that the recess
not extend beyond 1:30 p.m. today.
The motion was agreed to; and at
12:58 p.m. the Senate took a recess, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.
The Senate reassembled at 1:30 p.m.

when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mrs. EDWARDS.)
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INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the joint resolution (S.J. Res.
241) authorizing the President to ap-
prove an interim agreement between the
United States and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam President, I
rise to support the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from the State
of Washington.

Let me say at the outset that it is my
intention to support the interim agree-
ment which has been reported by the
Foreign Relations Committee. I feel that
it marks a significant step forward in the
effort to limit the arms race and that it
is certainly a welcome development.

My concern here, Madam President,
and my purpose in cosponsoring the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington is to put the Congress on record
in favor of an arms limitation agreement
that will in faect insure a more stable
world and a certain peace. We are not
seeking to impede SALT-II but rather
to improve its chances for success.

The measure before us is only an in-
terim understanding and leaves a great
number of important policy issues un-
resolved. I feel that the Congress has a
role to play in shaping the policy which
will be the basis for the final United
States-Soviet Arms Control Agreement
to be reached during SALT-II.

The Jackson amendment deals with
three issues of crucial significance to the
security of the United States:

First. The threat to the survivability of
the U.S. strategic deterrent forces under
the interim agreement.

Second. The need for equality in any
follow-on agreement on offensive inter-
continental strategic weapons and

Third. The need for research develop-
ment and force modernization,

Certainly, there can be little disagree-
ment with the principal thrust of any of
these three points. On the first point,
no Senator, I feel sure, would ask the
United States, for the sake of an arms
agreement, to place itself in an inde-
fensible position in which our own stra-
tegic forces would be threatened by ad-
vances in Soviet weaponry. The Jackson
amendment merely asks us to confirm
that belief in the context of this interim
agreement.

On the second point, certainly most
Senators would expect the United States
to secure an agreement in the SALT-II
negotiations that leaves the United States
on equal footing with the Soviets in terms
of strategic intercontinental weapons.

The language of the amendment does
not commit us to any numerical formula
that would tie the hands of the negotia-
tors at Helsinki. It does, however, put the
negotiators on notice that the Congress
expects them to drive a hard bargain
which will leave us at parity with the
Russians in terms of major strategic
weapons systems. This point of view con-
cerning the second round, by the way, has
been shared by every major administra-
tion witness to testify before the Armed
Services Committee on the interim agree-
ment.
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On the third point, Madam President,
I feel that a majority of the Senate would
continue to support a vigorous program
of research, development, and modern-
ization in support of a prudent strategic
posture. The Senate approved this year
an $8.5 billion authorization for research
and development within the Department
of Defense which represents the largest
amount ever approved for these impor-
tant activities by the Congress.

The language of the Jackson amend-
ment merely reaffirms the intent of the
Congress to continue to support a re-
search and development program that
will enable us to maintain technological
parity with the Sovist Union.

This language in no way commits the
Congress to support any particular weap-
ons system or research program.

Madam President, I feel that the
Jackson amendment is an imminently
correct assertion of the Senate’s right to
advise and consent in foreign policy mat-
ters. The U.S. negotiators at Helsinki, as
well as the Soviet representatives they
will face, deserve an expression from the
Congress as to what are our expectations
for the second stage of SALT. It may well
be, Madam President, that an affirmative
statement by the Congress today could
eliminate any subtle misunderstandings
on the part of the negotiators which
could jeopardize the approval of a per-
manent arms control agreement in the
future. For this reason I will support the
Jackson amendment and hope that a
majority of the Senate will share in this
view.

Mr. JACKSON. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BENTSEN. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington, who is one of the authorities on
this problem and how we should deal
with it and who has expended a great
amount of time on it.

Mr. JACKSON. Madam President, first
of all, I want to say to the Senate that
no one on the Armed Services Commit-
tee took a keener interest in connection
with the witnesses who appeared before
our committee on this particular subject
of the strategic arms limitation talks
than the able and distinguished Senator
from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN., I thank the Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. I say this in all objec-
tivity. His questions were penetrating
and to the point. He helped to bring out
many of the issues he has been bringing
out here today by his searching gques-
tions. I, as one who is sponsoring this
amendment with the Senator from Texas
and other Senators on a bipartisan basis,
am deeply in his debt for the record he
has made on this subject.

I just wanted to ask the Senator a
question. Does he not feel it is important
to consider the fact that the interim
agreement, that we are called upon to
approve upon an interim basis, is in fact
an agreement that leaves the United
States during this 5-year period on a
basis of, shall we say, subparity in the
specific subjects involved; that is, sea-
launched missiles and land-based mis-
siles? Is that not correct?

Mr. BENTSEN. I would say in partic-
ular it leaves the United States in a posi-
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tion where, without our moving ahead in
modernization and research, they could
move substantially ahead of us, because
in that area there is no limitation.

Mr. JACKSON. Beyond that, under the
agreement the Soviets are given an ad-
vantage of 50 percent in launchers and
a throw-weight capacity advantage of
4to1?

Mr. BENTSEN., Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. So the particular
amendment the Senator has addressed
himself to this afternoon does not run
in effect to what we are referring to as
the interim agreement, but runs as a
policy directive, does it not, to the nego-
tiators and the President who will have
his representatives at Geneva in October.
to say, “Look, we can approve this in-
terim agreement on a 5-year basis, but
what we want is to achieve strategic
equality as stipulated in the amend-
ment.” We got equality in the ABM
treaty, and the Russians insisted on
equality. Did they not?

Mr. BENTSEN. That is correct.

Mr. JACKSON. We got two ABM sites
and they got two ABM sites. Actually, we
will utilize only one site, All we are ask-
ing for in this declaration is that we ob-
tain equality and parity with the Soviet
Union in strategic offensive arms.

We have agreed to equality or parity
in limits on defensive arms, antiballistic
missile systems, is that not correct?

Mr, BENTSEN. That is correct. I
would say to the distinguished Senator
from Washington that what we are ask-
ing is that we tell our negotiators and
the Russians ahead of time, before ac-
ceptance of the guidelines, that we do not
want to have to come in here with 20-20
hindsight and tell them what they did
wrong, but that we believe that the exer-
cise of the power to advise ahead of time
is a part of the proper role of the U.S.
Congress.

Mr. JACKSON. And if we fail in this,
it might put our negotiators in a difficult
spot. I can hear the Russians saying,
“Congress has already agreed to an
agreement that gives the Russians 50
percent more in the way of launchers
and a 4 to 1 advantage in throw weight
or carrying capacity.” The amendment
we propose would make clear that the
interim agreement is one thing and the
permanent agreement, which will in-
volve a treaty, is another, and that in
the permanent treaty or agreement that
we hope we can negotiate, we will ex-
pect equality.

As I have said, Madam President, on
a number of occasions since the debate
got underway, I would like to see the
Soviet Union cut back their offensive
forces to where we are, that is, from
1,618 missiles down to 1,000, and I would
like to see them stop right now on their
Y-class submarine force, and agree to
either 44 or 41 submarines.

People who talk about ending the arms
race should be talking in these terms, it
seems to me. This is the kind of rough
equality that I think we are trying to
achieve. The amendment is very clear.
On page 2 of the amendment, line 9, we
have laid it out as clearly as anyone can.
What we say is this:
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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 provided
for the Soviet Union.

That is the heart of the amendment.
How in the world can there be any ob-
jection to that kind of policy guidance
to the President and to his negotiators?
I just would like to see some reductions
on the Soviet side. In the ABM treaty
that I voted for and the able Senator
voted for the United States has agreed
to reduce our ABM forces; have we not?

Mr. BENTSEN. That is correct.

Mr. JACKSON. We are dismantling
the force at Malmstrom Strategic Air
Force Base in Montana. Would it not
be wonderful, if we could make some
progress in the control and limitation
of arms by which the Soviet Union would
agree to cut their offensive strategic
forces back to the levels that we have
tried to maintain?

Mr. BENTSEN. Let me make this point
very clear: No one more than the Sena-
tor from Texas would like to see an end
to this arms race, and see those funds
diverted to things that we need for our
people in this country. But I understand
there is also the question of surviving as
a nation. In this interim agreement, we
have arrived at two kinds of numbers.
We are talking about the Russians hav-
ing the ability to have 950 SLBM launch-
ers, and we are talking about the United
States having 710 such SLBM launchers.

Mr. JACKSON. And in addition to
their 950, they get to keep the G-class
submarines.

Mr. BENTSEN. That is correct.

Mr. JACKESON. That would add 70,
if they exercise that option.

Mr. BENTSEN. We are talking about
our having some 44, maximum number
of modern ballistic missile submarines to
launch such missiles, but the Russians
having some 62.

I am willing to accept that if I am
also to understand that we are going to
work toward parity in the long run.

Mr. JACKSON. In the next round of
negotiations.

Mr. BENTSEN. Yes. If we are really
going to have an arms agreement that
can survive, then it has to be one that
finally works toward parity, where nei-
ther side has an advantage over the oth-
er. That is the only way we are going
to end this arms race, and the only way
the people of this Nation should ac-
cept it.

Mr. JACKSON. Right. In other words,
what the Senator is saying, too, is that
we want agreements that will stabilize,
not destabilize. We do not want either
side to have an advantage, and if we are
going to bring about a more peaceful
world, it has to be a world in which the
major powers, at least, can be assured
that they have the means of defending
themselves against any kind of cata-
strophic attack that the other side might
make, that they will have a survivable
and, therefore, a credible force; is that
what the Senator is saying, in part?

Mr., BENTSEN. I would concur with
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that. I say also to the Senator that the
argument can be made and should be
made, to fully understand the situation,
that while we have more missile heads
than do the Russians at this stage, and
while we have MIRV’'ed more warheads,
can the Russians be far behind? With
their technology, I am sure they will be
MIRV’ing theirs very shortly; and then,
with their additional throw-weight, with
their larger missiles, that can take more
technological advancements than ours by
their size alone, they can very rapidly
pass us in the number of missile heads
themselves.

Mr. JACKSON. And in the yield—the
size of the missiles.

Mr. BENSTEN. There is no question
about that. They are already there on
throw-weight. They have already passed
us in the yield per warhead on each of
those missiles.

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct.

Mr. BENTSEN. These are things we
have to be concerned with in attempting
to establish a parity that this Nation can
live with over the years.

Mr. JACKSON. Madam President, I
just want to say, in conclusion, with the
Senator's permission, that I think he
deserves tremendous credit for the time
that he has spent in connection with the
hearings, in digging out the critical in-
formation, when we had all of the key
witnesses there and we spent several
days with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Secretary of Defense, representatives of
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and outside experts. The record
of our hearings speaks for itself, but I
wish to express my deep appreciation
to the able Senator from Texas for his
invaluable contribution. And I might say
that what he was able to elicit, in sub-
stantial part, from the witnesses laid the
foundation for the amendment that we
all drafted, cosponsored by some 27 Sen-
ators from both sides of the aisle, and
I want to express my deep appreciation
to him.

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator
from Washington, and I yleld to the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr, BENNETT. Madam President, I am
not a member of the Committee on
Armed Services, so I have to approach
this problem without the basic technical
information that many of my colleagues,
like those who have just spoken, possess.
But I think that I can understand the
problems which underlie the need for
the amendment that has been offered by
the Senator from Washington, and I join
my many colleagues who have supported
his amendment, as I do. My colleagues,
as they have spoken, have addressed
themselves to a number of issues with
which I find myself in full accord:

The imperative that the United States
not accept a position of inferiority in
any final strategic offensive arms agree-
ment seems so obvious that I am led to
wonder why this Senate finds it neces-
sary to debate the point. If there are
those amongst us who would truly pre-
fer a position of inferiority let them so
state. I agree with those who have noted
that this is not a position which the
American public is prepared to endorse.

So too do I agree with those who have
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emphasized the importance of strictly
adhering in this agreement to intercon-
tinental strategic forces; that is, inter-
continental ballistic missiles, submarine-
launched ballistic missiles, and intercon-
tinental range bombers. To do other-
wise—implicity or explicitly—raises the
question of the integrity of our alliance
commitment. Involving systems or forces
devoted to the direct defense of the fer-
ritories of our allies in bilateral United
States-Soviet talks is certainly not ap-
propriate.

I have heard no one argue that the
subject of systems and forces in which
our allies might be involved cannot or
should not be considered separately and
on its own merits. But this should be
done in its own time and place and in
particular with the direct involvement
and participation of those allies who
would be affected.

I have also listened with great inter-
est as a number of my colleagues have
addressed the issues of the military
dangers inherent in the massive buildup
of Soviet strategic armaments. The facts
are unpleasant, but they are facts, and
we would ignore at our peril the deploy-
ment of this enormous capability by the
USSR.

All those who have testified before the
Senate committees—whatever their
political convictions and however they
may view the value of the strategic of-
fensive arms agreement—are unanimous
in their judgment that the Soviets are
deploying forces grossly in excess of
those they would require strictly for de-
terrence.

Finally, I have been equally impressed
by the arguments I have heard which
suggest that it is not merely the direct
military threat from Soviet forces with
which we must concern ourselves but the
political implications that are inherent
in the massive Soviet strategic buildup.

In this connection, I am bound to
state that the sort of commentary to be
found in the editorial in yesterday's
Washington Post strikes me as missing
a good part of the point expressed by the
Jackson amendment. It is not just the
physical danger of attack which would
concern us in viewing recent Soviet de-
ployments. We must also acknowledge
the fact that those forces might be
utilized to exert political pressures as
well, a technique whose mastery the
Soviet leadership has demonstrated.

Military power carries with it an un-
mistakable impression of political power,
and there are those who would use it
deliberately in that way. Nor can this
strategic force buildup be viewed apart
from Soviet conventional force capabil-
ities, which have been ominously large
for years.

What, for example, are those who are
dependent on military power to think
when they read in the recent edition of
the highly respected Jane's Fighting
Ships that “it is a sobering thought that
no other country in the world in this day
and age of sophistication and inflation
can possibly build as many submarines
as the Soviet Navy has at the present
time"?

In our capitalist economies we have to
account for our expenditures. Under the
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Soviet system, their Government can use
any percentage of the total output of the
people in any way it pleases, and they
have demonstrated that by their em-
phasis on the building up of their subma-
rine navy.

We cannot and must not let it be said
that the strategic relationship between
Soviet offensive forces and those of the
United States can never be redressed.

Having associated myself, therefore,
with many of my colleagues who clearly
support the Jackson-Scott amendment, I
should like to address myself to an addi-
tional point which to me is of equal im-~
portance.

The Jackson-Scott amendment pro-
vides for “the maintenance of a vigorous
R. & D. and modernization program.” 1
think it is vitally important for the Sen-
ate to express support for such a provi-
sion. It is perfectly apparent to all who
are students of military programs that
technology does not stand still. One
might wistfully yearn for the days of the
bow and arrow or the musket, but they
are gone, never to return. One might
hope, also, that at any given point in
time, two potential military opponents
such as the United States and the
U.8.8.R. might be completely equal, might
have the same number of submarines
with the same number of missiles and the
same number of men, and so forth. But,
of course, that is not what happens.

We do not plan and build our forces
on the same pattern, and there is never a
point in time when we can say that there
is actual, measurable equality. Actually,
what happens is a sort of game of leap-
frog, and I think nothing illustrates that
better than our submarine situation.

When World War II ended, we began
to build up the first fleet of nuclear
submarines; and for a generation we pos-
sessed the only effective fleet of nuclear
submarines, mounting missiles with nu-
clear warheads, in the world. The Rus-
sians waited 20-odd years before they
began their fleet, and now they are build-
ing one much more rapidly than we have
done; but they are able to capitalize
not only on our mistakes—if we made
any—but also on the increased and im-
proved technology.

So I do not think we are being unpa-
triotic when we admit that the new 1972
nuclear submarines coming out of the
Russian shipyards are better than any
nuclear submarine we have. This, I hope,
is a temporary thing; and if we can con-
tinue—again to quote the words of the
Jackson-Scott amendment—*“the main-
tenance of a vigorous R. & D. and mod-
ernization program,” we can leapfrog
over the Russians when the time comes.

That is the way arms progress goes,
because we do not all build the same thing
at the same time, on the same blue-
prints—which means, of course, that we
cannot afford to stand still, We must
continue to attempt to gain additional
knowledge, additional techniecal skill, In
order that the weapons we build—the
submarines, the airplanes, and the mis-
siles—will be better than those the Rus-
sians have because they are later and
have the benefit of the later technology.
In the meantime—and this is the mean-
time, in a sense—the Russians are ahead
of us, and we cannot afford to sit back
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and let that
indefinitely.

It is equally wistful to yearn for an
end to the process of refinement and
further development of modern military
technology. It just violates all the mean-
ing of the human attitude. We struggle
constantly to do better whatever we do.
We have tremendous curiosity, all of
us. We try to find new ways and new
things. If we require any proof of that,
we need only look back to the naval lim-
itations we tried to enter into in the
1920’s and realize how far we have gone
in the 50 years since, and realize that
that limitation failed because—for one
reason, among others—neither we nor
our allies nor the people who signed that
agreement with us could be content to
leave things as they were.

I confess that I sometimes wonder—
when I read the statements of some well-
meaning citizens and even distinguished
groups such as the Federation of Amer-
ican Scientists—whether their interest
is not first and foremost an attempt to
shackle U.S. military technology devel-
opment, leaving that of the Soviet Union
free to grow as it will. It is hard for me
to understand how a group of men who
call themselves a Federation of Ameri-
can Scientists can believe that the scien-
tific approach, the scientific mind, will
not continue to operate, because if they
are true scientists, they will never be
content with the situation as it is. It
seems to me pollyannish not to face the
fact that our future security will be de-
pendent upon our attainment of the
most advanced state of the art in mili-
tary weaponry at each step and each
point in time in our history. One might
wish that it would be otherwise. But
sadly, this is the state of the world in
which we live. If we should decide that
we have come to the end of our ability
or our interest in increasing our military
sophistication, we can be sure that there
are other men, other scientists in other
nations who will press on and continue to
seek for more effective weapons.

I can only say that I count it as a bless-
ing that American genius has kept the
quality of our military forces as nearly
in the forefront of technological capacity
as we now are. I count on them to con-
tinue to keep us abreast, in uneven steps,
perhaps, but, over time, at a pace which
will equal those of the other nations of
the world.

Mr. President, the Jackson-Scott
amendment recognizes the problems and
challenges that lie ahead. If we adopt it,
we will commit our Nation to the neces-
sary improvements and commitments
that it must make if we are, over time,
to be sure of our independence, of our
freedom, and of our place as the leader
of the free world.

I think that if the Senate approves the
Jackson-Scott amendment, as I hope it
will—and I shall vote for it—it will be
making a substantial contribution not
only to the safety of this Nation in the
future but also to the future of the peace
of the world.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the address just given by the able
senior Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT)
is a magnificent one. I wish that all the
American people could have heard it. It
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enunciated the principle of the Jackson-
Scott amendment which I think all
Americans subscribe to; namely, that
the United States must be sure it has
equality with any potential enemy in the
field of nuclear arms.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. I tried to make the
point that we cannot hope to maintain
constant parallel equality. It seems to
me that one of the important values of
this amendment is it does give us the op-
portunity to catch up in those fields in
which we might temporarily be behind.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Yes. That
is what impressed me about the Senator’s
statement. As he points out, under the
interim agreement, in some areas we
are temporarily behind and will be be-
hind during the period of the interim
agreement in certain numerical cases.

The Jackson-Scott proposal looks to
the future. It says to our future negoti-
ators that Congress feels, on the question
of nuclear weaponry, in this very dan-
gerous period in world history, that the
United States must not conclude an
agreement that would put our nuclear
forces in a subparity position vis-a-vis
the Soviet Union.

This whole debate of the past few
days has been most desirable. I believe
that the distinguished Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) deserves high
commendation for forcing the debate.
Had he not presented the amendment,
it is unlikely that the Senate would have
given detailed discussion to this interim
agreement which was signed by Presi-
dent Nixon and Chairman Brezhnev in
Moscow not long ago. It is important
that the Senate debate this matter at
some length. The vehicle for the debate
has been the Jackson-Scott proposal.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TarT). The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills of the Sen-
ate, severally with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of-the
Senate:

S. 141. An act to establish the Fossil Butte
National Monument Iin the State of Wyo-
ming, and for other purposes;

8. 1475. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to provide for the restoration,
reconstruction, and exhibition of the gun-
boat “Cairo,” and for other purposes;

S. 2166. An act to authorize the establish-
ment of the Grant-EKohrs Ranch National
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Historic Site in the State of Montana, and for
other purposes; and

8. 3159. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish the John D.
Rockefeller, Junior, Memorial Parkway, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the hill (8. 2956) to
make rules governing the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States in the
absence of a declaration of war by the
Congress, with amendments, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate;
that the House insisted upon its amend-
ments to the bill, asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
MorcaN, Mr. ZasLockr, Mr, Hays, Mr.
Fascerr, Mr, MarLriarp, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, and Mr. FINDLEY were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
and joint resolutions, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 10486. An act to make the basic pay
of the Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast
Guard comparable to the basic pay of the
senior enlisted advisers of the other Armed
Forces, and for other purposes;

H.R. 12383. An act to amend chapter 30
of title 39, United States Code, to permit a
person, in complete anonymity, to send sub-
stances in the mails which they suspect are
drugs to Government officials for analysis,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 13697. An act to amend the provisions
of title 14, United States Code, relating to the
flag officer structure of the Coast Guard, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 13792, An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to 1imit, and to provide more ef-
fective control with respect to, the use of
Government production equipment by pri-
vate contractors under contracts entered into
by the Department of Defense and certain
other Federal agencies, and for other
purposes;

H.R.13825. An act to extend the time for
commencing actions on behalf of an Indian
tribe, band, or group;

H.R. 14891. An act to amend title 14, United
States Code, to authorize involuntary active
duty for Coast Guard reservists for emer-
gency augmentation of Regular forces;

H.R. 15677. An act to give the consent of
Congress to the construction of certain inter-
national bridges, and for other purposes;

H.R. 16922. An act to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1837 to simplify admin-
istration of the act;

H.J. Res, 1211. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution providing for member-
ship and participation by the United States
in the South Pacific Commission; and

H.J. Res. 1257. Joint resolution to author-
ize an appropriation for the annual con-
tributions by the United States for the sup-
port of the International Agency for Research
on Cancer.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were severally read twice by their
titles and referred, as indicated:

H.R. 10486. An act to make the basic pay
of the master chief petty officer of the Coast
Guard comparable to the basic pay of the
senior enlisted advisers of the other Armed
Forces, and for other purposes;

H.R. 13697. An act to amend the provisions
of title 14, United States Code, relating to
the flag officer structure of he Coast Guard,
and for other purposes; and
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HR. 14891. An act to amend title 14,
United States Code, to authorize involun-
tary active duty for Coast Guard reservists
for emergency augmentation of regular
forces; to the Committee on Commerce.

H.R. 12383. An act to amend chapter 30
of title 39, United States Code, to permit a
person, in complete anonymity, to send sub-
stances in the malls which they suspect are
drugs to Government officials for analysis,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 13792. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to limit, and to provide more
effective control with respect to, the use of
Government production equipment by pri-
vate contractors under contracts entered into
by the Department of Defense and certain
other Federal agencies, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 13825. An act to extend the time for
commencing actions on behalf of an Indian
tribe, band, or group; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 15577. An act to give the consent of
Coungress to the construction of certain in-
ternational bridges, and for other purposes;

H.J. Res. 1211. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution providing for member~
ship and participation by the United States
in the South Pacific Commission; and

H.J. Res. 1257. Joint resolution to author-
ize an appropriation for the the annual con-
tributions by the United States for the sup-
port of the International Agency for Research
on Cancer; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

H.R. 15922. An act to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to simplify admin-
istration of the Act; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare,

SIGNALS FOR PEACE IN 1969

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
competing national candidates have been
engaged in a protracted controversy
over whether in the first months of his
administration President Nixon ignored
a “signal” for genuine peace talks from
Hanoi. In the course of this discussion,
Vice President Acnew has acted in char-
acter by hurling political epithets at Mr.
Shriver, while Secretary of State Rogers
has acted quite out of character by do-
ing the same. Whatever the merits of
the controversy pro and con, Senators of
both parties will surely agree that it
would be most inappropriate if the Sec-
retary of State were to demean his office
by signing on as another partisan hatchet
man for Mr. Nixon—especially since the
administration is already lavishly en-
dowed with that particular talent.

Although I have no firsthand knowl-
edge of the event, I think it likely that
the inexperienced Nixon administration
of 1969 did ignore a signal for peace
from Hanoi, as our former negotiators
in Paris, Averell Harriman and Cyrus
Vance, as well as Mr. Shriver, who was
then Ambassador in Paris, have testified.
And there is no doubt whatever that the
administration ignored an even stronger
signal for peace from the American
people. Whatever Mr. Nixon may have
lacked in diplomatic experience in early
1969, he was certainly was not lacking
in political experience. He could hardly
by that time have forgotten his explicit
campaign promise of the previous year:

If in November this war is not over after
all of this power has been at their disposal,
then I say that the American people will be
justified to elect new leadership and I pledge
to you that the new leadership will end the
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war and win the peace in the Pacific and that

is what America wants.!

Like most other Americans, I took it
for granted that Mr. Nixon intended to
honor his promise and carry out the
mandate of his election. As it twrned
out I was mistaken, but it was not yet
clear by March of 1969 that the Nixon
plan to end the war would in fact be a
plan to perpetuate it through the pro-
gram called “Vietnamization.” On the
assumption that Mr. Nixon was inter-
ested in a compromise peace rather than
a military victory for the Thieu regime,
I gave the President a memorandum of
recommendations at a private meeting
on March 27, 1969. My “peace signal”
was ignored like the others—those from
Hanoi and from the American people.
Nonetheless, my memorandum of March
1969 may be pertinent to the current dis-
cussion; I therefore ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the Recorp at
this point.

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

MEMORANDUM GIVEN To PrEsSiDENT NIXON BY
J. W. FULBRIGHT AT A PRIVATE MEETING ON
Marcsa 27, 1969
If there was any recognizable mandate

from the electorate in the November elec-

tion, it was that the Vietnam war should be
brought to an end as quickly and efficiently
as possible. How to carry out that mandate
will probably be the most important issue
to face the President during his term in office
and will have great impact on the course cf
domestic politics and foreign policy for years
to come, This memorandum is based on the
assumption that the President seeks a com-
promise settlement which will bring about
the withdrawal of United States forces and
leave South Vietnam's internal political
problems to be settled by the Vietnamese.

With this mandate the President, un-
hampered by ties to past policy, has much
room to maneuver in charting a new course
for United States policy. But it is imperative
that he act decisively before events fore-
close his options. Those options are being
foreclosed rapidly by actions in South Viet-
nam and inaction in Paris. The failure of
United States negotiators, thus far, to pursue
diplomacy in Paris on substantice issues,
plus an aggressive military and political pos-
ture in South Vietnam, agaln raise serious
questions about Unitec States objectives, res-
urrecting the doubts which doomed peace
gestures by the Johnson Administration.

Credibility has a fragile and elusive quality
and, once destroyed, is most dificult to re-
construct. If progress is to be made in Paris,
the President must make the United States
policy of seeking a compromise settlement
more credible. There are many pressures at
work to escalate our objectives, with the
aim of avoiding genuine political com-
promise which will bring about the with-
drawal of American forces. These pressures,
if allowed to go unchecked, will soon
destroy the delicate balance which brought
the parties together in Paris and dash any
hope for a early end to the war.

1. VIETNAM AND PARIS

The decision to halt the bombing signaled
admission by both sides of the existence of
a military stalemate, a situation’ in which
further escalation would not advance the
objectives of either side. That decision pre-
sumably ecarried, as a correlative to the

at Hampton, N.H.,, quoted in
“Nizxon Says He'd End War, Contends LBJ
Has Not Used Power Wisely,” Washington
Post, March 6, 1968, p. 1.

! Speech
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understanding that Hanoli would not take
military advantage of the halt, the implica-
tion that the United States and South Viet-
nam would show a degree of military
restraint in the South. If it were otherwise,
the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces,
without reinforcements from the North,
would have been subject to sure extermina-
tion by our side. One must assume that the
North Vietnamese did not intend to make
such a sacrifice,

Thus it was reasonable to assume that if
one side took undue advantage of the situa-
tion, the other side would feel compelled to
retallate in order to maintain the validity of
its negotiation position. Their current of-
fensive is a logical and predictable result of
Allied military operations in South Vietnam
since the bombing halt. There are ominous
slgns that the military war has regained a
momentum which threatens to defeat the po-
litical approach to a settlement.

Official reports and news accounts reveal
that there has been a concerted step-up in
both the military and the political aspects
of the war in the South since October. De-
partment of Defense statistics show that in
the three months following the bombing
halt the number of battalion-size operations
against the enemy increased by 33%; the
monthly toll of enemy troops killed in ac-
tion went up by 46%; enemy weapon losses
increased by 449%; and United States troop
strength increased by 12,000. News reports in-
dicate that bombing raids and other opera-
tions against long-held Viet Cong areas in-
creased substantially since the bombing
stopped. And during November and Decem-
ber, under the accelerated paclfication pro-
gram, the number of hamlets under govern-
ment control increased by 7%, while those
under Viet Cong control decreased by 4% %.

The step-up in military operations has
been accompanied by a hardening of the
Thieu government’s political policies. It has
not moved to broaden its base or take other
steps to strengthen its position for dealing
with the National Liberation Front on a
political basis. Repression rather than re-
conciliation seems to be the government's
theme. The closing of newspapers, arrests of
public figures and religious leaders, and gen-
eral coercion of those who advocate peace
evidence uncertainty and weakness, not as-
surance or a willingness to contest politically
with the National Liberation Front. This
pattern of conduct, carried out with the ap-
parent acquiescence of the United States, is
hardly conducive to creating the proper
atmosphere for negotiations and, again,
speaks far more persuasively to North Viet-
nam and the National Liberation Front about
our objectives, than do the words of our
spokesmen in Paris. If our policy makers
were In the shoes of the other side, they too
might have doubts about United States in-
tentions.

The siren song of those who would turn
that last corner, seeking the victory which
has eluded Vietnam policy makers for so
many years, will only lure the United States
into a deeper and more devastating war. Too
many United States officials equate the ob-
jectives of the Thieu government with our
own, and believe that, If we keep up the
military pressure, the negotiations will even-
tually become a forum to define the sur-
render terms for the other side. But neither
side has come to surrender, and if the Presi-
dent is to avoid becoming a prisoner of events,
he must take steps to insure that our mili~
tary actions in South Vietnam are carefully
geared to advancing a compromise solution
in Paris; that we begin the painful, but es-
sential, process of divoreing our interests
from those of the Thieu government; and
that our negotiators make every effort to be-
gin serious conversations with the other side
on political issues.
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2, THE NATIONAL INTEREST

The terms of peace we seek and the means
by which we seek them necessarily depend
upon what we conceive our interests to be
in Vietnam and what we conceive it not to
be. That has been, and remains, the con-
trolling, unresolved issue of American policy
in Vietnam. Until it is resolved, questions of
the feasibility of one plan of procedure as
against another are premature if not irrele-
vant; the question remains: feasible to what
end? Is it our aim to eliminate the Viet
Cong insurgency or to come to terms with 1t?
And, more broadly, In seeking to end the
war, are we trylng to realize a positive pur-
pose or to liguidate an unsound policy?

Although it was not always so, there is
now widespread agreement among politi-
cians, diplomats and academicians that our
policy has been ill-advised, that there is no
vital security interest of the United States
at stake in Vietnam, and, accordingly, that
the nature of the government of South Viet-
nam is not a matter of vital interest to the
United States but only one of strong pref-—
erence, The premise on which this outlook
is based is that our vital interest is a strategic
rather than an ideological one, which is to
say, that American security depends not upon
the elimination of the Viet Cong or any other
Communist movement but rather upon the
discouragement, or containment, of Chinese
expansion.

It is not my purpose to repeat the now
familiar arguments against the war in Viet-
nam. It may be useful, however, to list them
because, taken together, and representing as
they now do, the weight of informed politi-
cal and academic opinion, they constitute a
powerful—to my mind irrefutable—case
against pursuing the war toward its original
aim of eliminating the insurgent threat to
the Saigon government.

The first point to be made is that this goal
is unattainable. As Ambassador Yost wrote:

“The most decisive lesson of Viet Nam
would seem to be that no matter how much
force it may expend, the United States can-
not ensure the security of a country whose
government is unable to mobilize and main-
tain sufficlent popular support to control do-
mestic insurgency. . ."?

No less unrealistic is the concept of an
exemplary war, a war designed to prove that
“wars of national liberation” cannot suec-
ceed and to demonstrate America’s fidelity
to its alleged commitments, Mr. Kissinger
has written:

“, . . Whatever the outcome of the war
in Vietnam it is clear that it has greatly
diminished American willingness to become
involved in this form of warfare elsewhere.
Its utility as a precedent has therefore been
importantly undermined.” ¢

Equally fallaclous is the expectation that
the war in Vietnam will “contain” China.
The prevalent view among southeast Asian
specialists 15 that the Chinese challenge in
south Asia is more political and cultural
than military, that a strong independent
Communist regime is a more effective bar-
rier to Chinese power than a weak non-Com-
munist regime, that the Hanol government
is nationalist and independent, that, ac-
cordingly, once peace is restored, North Viet-
nam will serve as a barrier rather than as an
avenue to Chinese expansion. It is also
pointed out that the primary targets of
Chinese supported insurgency have been
those countries—notably Vietnam, Laos and

1 Charles W. Yost, “World Order and Ameri-
can Responsibility,” Foreign Afairs, October
1968, pp. 9-10.

2 Henry Kissinger, “Central Issues of Amer-
ican Foreign Policy,"” in Agenda for the Na-
tion (Kermit Gordon, ed., Washington: The
Brookings Institution, 1968), p. 591.
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Thailand—which have allled themselves
militarily to the United States, while those—
such as Burma and Cambodia—which have
accepted Chinese cultural and political pre-
dominance have by and large been left alone,
free to enjoy a tolerable independent exist-
ence.

Assuming still that our national interest
in Asia is strategic rather than ideological,
it follows that the United States has no
vital security interest In the preservation
of South Vietnam as an independent, non-
Communist state. We have, to be sure, a
moral obligation to those South Vietnamese
whose lives would be jeopardized by an
American military withdrawal, but this ob-
ligation can be met by any one of a number
of means as part of a peace settlement and
certainly does not in itself justify the con-
tinuing sacrifice of two hundred or more
American lives every week. The basic point
is that it Is not a matter of vital interest
to the United States whether South Vietnam
is governed by Communists, non-Commu-
nists or a coalition; nor is it a matter of
vital interest to the United States whether
North and South Vietnam are united or
divided. Our interest is in the prevalence,
whatever its form, of indigenous Vietnamese
nationalism; beyond that strategic interest
gives way to ideological preference.

C. CONDITIONS OF PEACE

Mr. Kissinger may well have had an im-
portant insight in asserting that “the sub-
ject of a coalition government is the “most
thankless and tricky area for negotiation by
outsiders.” ¥ Whether or not American rep-
resentatives actively participate in nego-
tiations for & new political regime in South
Vietnam, quite obviously the consent of the
immediate parties, the Salgon government
and the National Liberation Front, will be of
primary importance. In addition to being
impractical—and more to the point from
the standpoint of American interests—it is
unnecessary for the United States to impose
a coalition government on South Vietnam.

It is equally unnecessary—for the same
reasons of American national interest—for
the United States to put the weight of its
power behind Saigon’'s refusal to enter—or
even to discuss—a coalition government.
‘That, to all appearances, is what the United
States is now doing, thereby sacrificing Amer-
ican lives for a purpose which is not vital
to American interests. As long as the Saigon
government is allowed to believe that it can
count on undiminished American military
backing regardless of its refusal to make con-
cessions to the National Liberation Front,
there can be little prospect for the success-
ful negotiation of a compromise settlement.
The issue seems to be one not of what we
may impose on the Salgon government but
what we allow it to impose upon us. By the
same logic that the United States ought not
to impose a coalition government upon South
Vietnam, neither ought it to shield the
Saigon leadership from having to enter a
coalition government should that be the
result of the natural interplay of indigenous
forces within Vietnam.

The primary requirement is that the in-
ternal political regime of South Vietnam be
determined by the unhampered interplay
of indigenous forces. Whether this is ac-
complished by direct negotiations between
the Saigon government and the National
Liberation Front, by an internationally
supervised election as called for by the
Geneva Accords of 1954, or by some other
means is mot of critical Importance. In
extremity, should the two parties prove in-
transigent, we have the option simply to let

s Henry Kissinger, “The Viet Nam Negotla-
tions,” Foreign Affairs, January 1969, p. 228.
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them fight it out—without further American
military participation.

We have that option because our own vital
security interests are not at stake in Viet-
nam. Nor indeed is the political and personal
prestige of the new Administration at stake,
although continued delay in the initiation
of a new policy cannot but have the effect
of associating the new Administration with
the old policy, and is likely, moreover, to
result in the loss of the broad domestic
political support which the Administration
now commands.

I recommend_ accordingly, that the Amer-
ican negotiating position in Paris be adjusted
to comply with the {following general
principles: (1) that the United States has no
vital security interest at stake in Vietnam;
(2) that, accordingly, it is the invention of
the United States to withdraw its forces
from Vietnam as soon as circumstances
allow; (3) that these circumstances can best
be brought about by the conclusion of a
direct agreement between the Saigon gov-
ernment and the National Liberation Front;
and (4) that, to this end, the Saigon govern-
ment must be advised and kept aware that
the United States is not prepared to secure
for that government a military victory and,
indeed, is not prepared to take any further
military action beyond the requirements of
American security interests.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 241) authorizing the President to
approve an interim agreement between
the United States and the Union of So-

viet Socialist Republics.
Mr, FANNIN. Mr. President, I am very

pleased to speak in support of the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Washington, Senator
Jackson for himself, Senator Scort and
25 other cosponsors. The amendment is
a sensible way to establish basic policy
guidelines for the second round of the
SALT talks.

Representatives of the United States
are being asked to meet with representa-
tives of the Soviet Union in October to
begin negotiating what may be a long-
term agreement limiting offensive nu-
clear weapons. I maintain that it was one
thing for our negotiators to accept as a
temporary measure an agreement which
was designed to freeze the deployment
of forces, without regard to the long-term
consequences of such deployment—in-
deed, the consequences of such deploy-
ments over the next 5 years. It is quite
another matter, I maintain, to ignore the
fact that our negotiators must reengage
representatives of the Soviet Union in
hammering out an agreement which
could affect the interest of both nations
well into the future. When our represent-
atives undertake these negotiations, I be-
lieve it imperative that they speak with
a clear and strong voice. That voice must
convey the message that this country,
while seeking an equitable agreement,
will not tolerate permanent inferiority,
inferiority in terms of the limits set upon
our strategic armaments. I believe it im-
portant—indeed vital—for our negotia-
tors to understand that they speak not
merely for the executive branch of this
Government but for the Congress as well.
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Surely, the approval of this amend-
ment will offer an opportunity for the
Senate of the United States to reassert
its rightful role in sharing responsibility
with the President for formulating our
foreign policies. Moreover, this amend-
ment provides us with an opportunity to
join in an expression of support for the
general objectives sought by the ad-
ministration. The White House and the
Secretaries of State and Defense have
made clear the administration’s support
for the Jackson-Scott amendment.

I am surprised that some of my col-
leagues—Senators that I would have ex-
pected to be in the forefront of those
supporting Senatorial prerogative—
were prepared to approve the resolution
on the interim agreement without in-
cluding the advice of the Senate, indeed,
almost without comment, That is re-
markable.

Mr. President, I should like to call at-
tention to one consideration not ex-
plicitly covered by the pending amend-
ment but one which I take to be one of
the concerns leading to its introduction.
This has to do with the issue of verifica-
tion. I remind my distinguished col-
leagues that the interim agreement
provides for no on-site inspection—
despite the fact that a requirement for
on-site inspection has been a central
fixture of all major U.S. arms control
proposals. We have felt that this re-
quirement was essential to give confi-
dence to both parties that arms control
agreements would be adhered to in all
respects. Considering the closed nature
of the Soviet society, as contrasted to
the very open nature of our own, I would
have felt that insistence on a similar
provision in this agreement would have
been in the U.S. interest. Indeed I still
feel that, and I would hope that our
negotiators will find it incumbent upon
themselves to explore, to the maximum
extent possible, on-site inspection as
part of the next SALT agreement.

But should we fail in that objective,
we shall presumably be forced to rely
upon so-called national means for pur-
poses of verification. It is common
knowledge that these national means do
in fact provide a very high degree of
verification. But they are by no means
infallible, The systems themselves have
inherent shortcomings and they are,
moreover, subject to external environ-
mental circumstances over which they
have no control. Finally, and in my view
most importantly, they are subject to a
degree of reliance on proper conduct and
good faith on the part of those whose
territories are the subject of this verifica-
tion.

We should note, in this regard, that
aﬁticle V of the present agreement states
that:

Each Party undertakes not to use delib-
erate concealment measures which impede
verification by national technical means . ..

Are we entirely clear on what is meant
by deliberate concealment measures? I
am not confident that we are. There are
perhaps some such measures which
would be perfectly recognizable as delib-
erate concealment, but others might not
be. Yet, verifying the present interim
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agreement depends upon the effective-
ness of our national means, in the face
of ambiguity about what constitutes
deliberate concealment.

If a follow-on SALT II agreement is
basically sound, if it provides limits
under which neither side is frozen into
a position of inferiority, we may perhaps
have somewhat less concern over the in-
herent limitations in our capability to
verify. Conversely, if the terms of the
agreement itself permit gross disparity in
levels of intercontinental strategic weap-
ons allowed the two sides, we may be
operating closer to the margins if cheat-
ing takes place. Thus a sound agreement,
as called for by the terms of the Jackson-
Scott amendment in itself, should make
the agreement, if and when reached,
more stable and long lasting.

We are here dealing with a matter
central to the future security and welfare
of this Nation. Our Founding Fathers es-
tablished a Constitution under which
the general security and welfare were
vested in the elected representatives. We
are duty-bound to discharge that respon-
sibility and it is apparent to me that the
Jackson-Scott amendment makes a
major contribution to this end.

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

Mr. FANNIN. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
congratulate my senior colleague on a
very well thought out argument for the
Jackson-Scott amendment. I want to join
him in supporting this amendment be-
cause I feel it is vital if we are going to
enter into this agreement as the Presi-
dent has suggested.

This agreement the President has sug-
gested sounds as if it makes a lot of sense.
If one wants to confine himself to the
basic arguments that if we do not enter
into this agreement, that at the end of
5 years even if we continue our present
productivity and the Soviets continue
theirs, we will not be able to get together
in the same ball park because they will be
so far ahead of us. That argument can be
brought by anyone in this Chamber even
though we have reached a terrible time
in our history when we have to admit that
any country in this world can surpass
the United States in armament and the
development of new ideas, and continue
to do so.

I cannot understand the argument in
this body against the language that
merely says in effect that this “would
not limit the United States to levels of
intercontinental strategic forces inferior
to the limits provided for the Soviet
Union.” This to me is, as we say in the
West, common horse sense. As a matter
of fact, I wish more parts of this country
had more horse sense; we might have
more horse sense.

But any agreement that we make—the
Soviets are our only potential enemies as
of now—the advantage over us not only
is now, but also for the 5 years until
1977, which is the running time of this
agreement, and on into perpetuity, if it
works out to be a big mistake.

I have seen some propaganda put out
by the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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Again, I am reminded of a book I once
saw on how to lie with statistics. In this
case I think it might have been objected
to by some Members of this body, but
nevertheless the figures are completely
misleading. For example, we are talking
about the importance of the Jackson
amendment and giving the United States
an opportunity to maintain equality.
The Committee on Foreign Relations
pamphlet shows an inferiority in bom-
bers. If we want to count heavy bombers
that we have against the heavy bombers
the Soviets have, we are ahead of them
by quite a bhit and probably will remain
that way. However, what we fail to rec-
ognize is that quite a few years ago the
United States in a completely unilateral
way mothballed every one of our B-47's
which constituted our intermediate range
bombers. What the Committee on For-
eign Relations and its chairman care-
fully overlooked is the fact that the So-
viets have a vast number of intermedi-
ate range bombers that can reach the
United States. It is true they might not
get back, but we have known enemies
that did not care, and I think if it ever
came to war with the Soviets we would
find an enemy that did not care if its
bombers got back or not.

So if we want to be realistic from an
air standpoint, we are at a standoff vis-
a-vis the intermediate range bombers
and long range bombers. They have a
number that will not only equal but
will surpass ours. I am not aware of the
megatonnage but I am sure that they
could inflict damage on most cities of the
United States and then either land, if
they care to, or carry to a friendly coun-
try, like Cuba.

In submarines, a fleld where I am sure
the Senator from Washington is most
concerned, we have given the Soviets the
richt to outnumber us in submarine
launched ballistic systems by over 20,
and we are not even yet in production
with our submarine, the Trident, which
will come in the inventory some time in
the 1980's.

In the meantime, we have given the
Soviets the right to continue building
eight a year. This is another sad com-
mentary to me on our situation in this
country. We could not build eight a year
unless we undertook a crash program,
and under testimony from the Navy De-
partment it might take 5 or 6 years to
reach that. The Soviets can do it today.

My next point, and this will be the end
of my remarks today, is in the general
field of missiles, which again I know the
distinguished Senator from Washington
(Mr, JacksoN) is most disturbed about.
I am sure nry senior colleague is dis-
turbed about it, because in our State we
happen to house some of the old Titan
missiles. They outnumber us in land-
based missiles by 600. They will outnum-
ber us in submarine missiles by quite a
number when they finish their 62 mis-
siles they are allowed to build.

It is true they do not have the MIRV.
I do not know whether I am disclosing
any secret information, but it seems to
me that I have read in a technical paper
from a foreign source that we have had
the footprint of a MIRV launched by the
Soviets. If they do not have it now, they
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can have it. It is not a complicated type
of missile to build.

Again, in this general field, we are told
by the Foreign Relations Committee not
to worry, because we have warheads.
That might be true, but I would like to
inform members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee that screwing another
warhead on another missile is not like
loading a .30-caliber rifle. It takes quite
a long time. Then it takes a long time to
insure the accuracy of the aiming that
is put into these devices. So that, on the
whole, no matter how many warheads
we have stored, the Soviets outnumber
us in deliverable missiles and certainly
outweigh us in deliverable megatonnage.

Again, I can remember the little
chart in that foreign policy comic book,
I would like to call it, that pooh-poohs
the idea that a 25-megaton device is
any more effective than a 1.2-megaton
device. Let me repeat, a 1.2-megaton
device could miss Washington by 10
miles. We would feel it, but Washington
would remain. A 25-megaton device
could miss Washington by 10 miles, but
there would not be any Washington. A
lot of people might say, “That is a good
idea.” I do not agree with that. We did
not build a lot of megatonnage bombs,
because we thought we did not need
them.

Another point made by the foreign
policy paper is that they stress the ex-
treme accuracy of our Minuteman. I
remind my colleagues that we have
never tested a warhead on a Minute-
man. We do not know whether a war-
head will even ride on it, because it sets
up vibrations. We do not know what
the accuracy is. We figure a CEP, which
is a measure of accuracy, of a mile, or
perhaps even a half-mile. These are the
figures that a computer would give us.
That is what we got from Robert Mc-
Namara, whose middle name was
Strange—which was very accurate, I
may say. I would bet my money that
they are accurate, even though we never
tested them, but we were denied the
opportunity to find the answer by going
into the Test Ban Treaty. So we do not
know what the answer is about our anti-
ballistic missiles, because these answers
cannot be found underground. The So-
viets have all the answers they need to
prevent our attacking them, because
again we do not know what our missiles
will do.

I apologize to my senior colleague for
taking so long to ask what should have
been a question. Instead, it turns out to
be a compliment to him for this thought-
ful message that the least this body can
do, I think, is support the Jackson
amendment before it goes on and says to
the Soviet Union, “We are going to stop.
You stop it, even though you are football
fields ahead of us. We hope you are
honest this time.” We certainly hope
they are.

My decision has not been made as to
how I will vote on this measure unless
the Jackson amendment is in it. I am
tempted strongly to vote against it, be-
cause I do not think, without the Jack-
son amendment, it would be in the best
interests of the United States.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I wish to
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express my appreciation to my distin-
guished colleague. I know of his exper-
tise in this field. There is no Mem-
ber in the U.S. Senate, or in all of Con-
gress, who can speak with as great an
expertise in this particular area. I agree
with him. I know of his long study in the
field of aviation and his long and dedi-
cated service to the Armed Services Com-
mittee. He realizes that we are in a seri-
ous position what with the Russians con-
tinuing to go forward while we are stand-
ing still—in fact, going backward. My
colleague has brought out that much of
our equipment is becoming obsolete and
some of that equipment is stored in our
State of Arizona. I wholeheartedly agree
with him.

I appreciate the fact that the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona has
brought out these facts which are so im-
portant in the decisionmaking process
of this body. I know the information he
has disclosed here today will be read
with a great deal of interest by the other
Members of this body, as well as by
Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

I yield the fioor.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I share many of the concerns ex-
pressed so ably by the two distinguished
Senators from Arizona. I have been in-
clined to support the interim agreement
signed by President Nixon and Chairman
Brezhnev. I am convinced, however, that
it would be greatly improved should the
Jackson amendment be adopted.

The longer this debate goes on, the
more convinced I am of the service which
the Senator from Washington is giving
the American people and the Congress in
airing so fully the problems connected
with the limitation of nuclear weapons.

The two Senators from Arizona just
brought out some extremely important
points in this regard. For the life of me,
I cannot see how any Member of the
Senate could object to voting for an
amendment such as that presented by
the Senator from Washington (Mr.
JacksonN) and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Scort), which says that,
in the oncoming discussions with the
Soviet Union in regard to nuclear weap-
ons, the United States must not accept
an inferior position. How in the world
could anyone object to that? How could
any Member of Congress vote against
an amendment to the pending-legislation
saying that the United States, in the
question of nuclear weapons, should have
parity and should have equality? That
is all the Jackson proposal does.

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

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield.

Mr. FANNIN, Mr. President, I want to
commend the distinguished Senator
from Virginia for stating his position so
eloquently. I agree that not to insist upon
equality would be a great mistake. In
fact, I am sure the Senator agrees, be-
cause he has so stated, that we should
have superiority. To forgo both superi-
ority and equality would be tragic.

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

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from Louisiana.
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Mr. LONG. I am compelled to concur
with the Senator. I, for the life of me, do
not see why, in an arms limitation agree-
ment between the two great powers, the
United States and the Soviet Union, the
United States should negotiate for any-
thing less than equality, equal power, pos-
sessing vast weapons which we hope
neither will ever use. The idea of limi-
tation generally is to allow both powers
to have that which they deem necessary
for their defense and that which they
would need in case one attacks the other
by surprise, for instance.

Does the Senator think it is possible
that we ought to enter into a limitation
where the other fellow has far more
power to strike us than we have to strike
him in return? For my part, I cannot see
that.

Mr. FANNIN. I certainly agree with the
distinguished Senator; we have always
talked about negotiating from a position
of strength. Here we are negotiating a
treaty that is important not only to us,
but to the entire free world. If we do not
undertake to negotiate from a position
of strength we are not being fair to the
people of America or the other free na-
tions of the world.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield.

Mr. LONG. It occurs to me that if we
are not going to ask for it, we are cer-
tainly not going to get it. What is the
point of not asking for it?

Mr. FANNIN. I agree we must ask for
it. I think we would be very negligent in
our obligations, as I say, not only to the
American people but to the free nations
of the world, if we did not ask for it, and
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana.

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

Mr. FANNIN. I am very pleased to yield
to the distinguished Senator from New
York.

Mr, BUCKLEY. I have been very puz-
zled, over the past few days, as to why
there should be any objection whatever
on the part of any Senator to the Jack-
son amendment. I wonder if the Senafor
could enlighten me as to what there is
in that amendment that is inconsistent
with what the negotiators of the SALT
agreements have told us is the official
policy of the United States.

Mr. FANNIN. I would say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York that
the Members of the Senate have over
and over again expressed that this is
the position to which the administration
agreed. I feel just like the Senator from
New York in wondering why we are de-
bating this issue when it is so evident
that it is the desire of most of the Mem-
bers of the Senate? But we just cannot
bring it to a vote.

It surprises me to hear some of the
Senators who were thought perhaps to
be against this treaty neglect to discuss
on the floor why they are against this
amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. As yet, I have not been
able to find out.

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

Mr, FANNIN. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from Arizona.
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Mr., GOLDWATER. I do not know :f
I can shed a lot of light on what the
Senator from New York has asked, but
I detected, as long ago as 1960, a very
strong movement in this country toward
unilateral disarmament. I have watched
this movement grow. I have watched it
grow on the floors of Congress. I have
watched it become evident in the amend-
ments that we have been asked to sup-
port on both floors of Congress, “hat
would take away from the President his
powers of war, I have watched it in the
arguments made by Members of this
body and by groups like Peace Througzh
Law, that we ought to destroy the arma-
ment of our country.

While I do not like to think for one
moment that a Senate committee bear-
ing the title of Foreign Relations would be
interested in the unilateral disarmament
of our country, I would like to be around
in 150 or 200 years, because I think the
answer to the Senator's question will be
quite obvious. Yet there continue to be
groups of people in this country who
would like to see the United States re-
duced in armament and reduced in power,
not only its military power but its power
in the world to work for good. I think
those forces are working to the end that
amendments such as the Jackson amend-
ment will be defeated. I see no other
reason for activity against this amend-
ment.,

The amendment makes sense. It is
something that we all, as Americans, have
called for in every other action we have
ever taken with a foreign country, and
to suddenly find this body even faintly
considering entering into negotiations
without this guarantee seems patently
to be ridiculous.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I was interested in the
Senator’s analysis about the impulses of
the last 10 or 12 years, because as a
matter of fact they must have been to a
degree successful, or we would not have
found ourselves in a posture where we
would have to face this awful alternative
of continuing as we are doing, with the
Russians overtaking us on such a massive
scale, especially on these weapons of mas-
sive destruction, or, in the alternative,
agree to an interim agreement which
would slow that down but not stop it,
which will freeze us for a 5-year period
into a position where they will have a
significant quantitative advantage over
us in the weapons affected.

This, of course, is a quandary which
we have to face one way or the other,
but it has resulted from this antimilitar-
ism which has pervaded this country,
an antimilitarism which does not under-
stand that it is precisely our strength
which has maintained world peace since
the Russians started flexing their mus-
cles back in the 1950’s.

I really believe that one of the prob-
lems we have is to communicate to the
American people—and this is why I think
this debate is so hopeful, if it will be
reported—that we are entering a period
in which we face greater danger than
in any other since the end of World
War I, if we enact these accords, because
when the Russians will come to the end
of that 5-year period, they will have had
the opportunity to develop and install
those qualitative refinements which will
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give them an overwhelming superiority
to the United States in the weapons of
terror.

Therefore, it is important to telegraph
to the Russians and now to the American
people that we must begin looking now
to see to it that should the Interim
Agreement fall apart, should we not suc-
ceed in achieving a new agreement which
imposes true parity, we will then be in
a position far behind. but at least we
will have the option to try to protect the
United States by going ahead and devel-
oping the weapons we need.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senator will
yield, I might remind the Senator once
again that the United States, as have
many, many other countries prior to this
country, is going through the same thing
that civilization after civilization has
gone through; namely, reaching that af-
fluent point in their history where they
felt that that in itself, with the goodness
of themselves, the beneficence of them-
selves, would keep other powers away,
when the history of the world is abso-
lutely replete with example after ex-
ample of countries falling through the
middle, through loss of morale and their
willingness to be taken over by or fall
under the influence of countries which
became strong.

I think our present dilemma stems, to
a great degree, from the fact that we
emerged from World War II as the lead-
er of the world, without many people in
this country, except maybe five or six
in Washington, realizing that it was com-
ing, or why we were becoming the world
leader.

I think also the enactment of the mas-
sive retaliation concept, which has al-
ways been sort of a dirty word or phrase
to many, but nevertheless a correct one,
did not really begin, with the American
people, until about 1960, when they began
to become aware of the great number of
treaties that we had entered into in the
1950's, that not only took us to war but
took us up to the approaches of war.

I think it was about that time that
opinion in the country began to be di-
vided—I do not believe the division
started in Congress, though I think it
has been helped by Congress—until today
we find the American people sorely puz-
zled, not understanding why it is neces-
sary for us to maintain our position of
leadership, naively feeling that we can
pull in our horns to the days of the 1920's,
and 1930's, when we were a completely
isolated counfry. Those people, I fear,
will be terribly disappointed to find out
the reaction within the coming days of
history to any negative action on the
part of the United States that would re-
sult in our giving up any more of the
military power that we have held in the
past, and I would hope that the Jackson
amendment would indicate to the rest
of the world that Congress realizes the
seriousness of making an agreement with
the Soviets, and wants to reserve for it-
self the power of decision that can, at
some later date, enable us to act in the
best inferests of the United States.

Mr. FANNIN. I thank my colleague
and the distinguished Senator from New
York for their valuable contribution to
this colloquy; they have brought out
facts that are very important to the con-
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sideration of this amendment. I whole-
heartedly agree with them that the fu-
ture of this Nation and the free world
depend to a great extent on the decisions
that will be made here in the next few
days. We are dependent upon the power
and the ability of this Nation to face up
to the obligation we have as a leader in
this world, and we certainly cannot af-
ford to fall behind. If we do not go for-
ward with what is contemplated by the
Jackson amendment, we no doubt will
fall behind further and further.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TarT). The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, several more Senators wish to
participate in this debate. They are at
a meeting at the present time and are
not available. I understand that the
Senator from Arkansas would like to
speak.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I would like to say
a few words. I have not had an oppor-
tunity.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor from Virginia.

Mr. President, it has been said by the
junior Senator from Washington that
the proponents of this treaty and the
opponents of the Jackson amendment
have not taken much time, so I think it is
appropriate to say a few words about
the matter.

Mr. President, as Senators undoubt-
edly know, there were lengthy negotia-
tions yesterday and much of today be-
tween the Senator from Washington and
those who are supporting his position
and those of us who support the agree-
ment as signed and as accepted by the
President and as presented to the Mem-
bers of Congress in the meeting at the
White House upon the return of Presi-
dent Nixon from Russia. Up to this time,
there has been no tangible agreement re-
sulting from these negotiations.

I feel that the Rules of the Senate, at
least as they used to be followed and
applied, encourage full and free debate
on important issues. That is the proper
course to follow.

I think agreements to limit time on
routine legislation are quite proper, and
they do facilitate the work of the Sen-
ate. But the Senate is given a special
responsibility in the field of foreign pol-
jcy; and when a matter is brought up
that is as important as the interim
agreement is for the relations of this
country with Russia, I believe we are en-
tirely justified in reverting to the tradi-
tional rules of the Senate, the traditional
practice of the Senate, to engage in full
and free debate on an issue. Much too
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much is riding on the subject of this de-
bate for us to accept the restrictions we
apply to ordinary routine legislation.
Therefore, I make no apologies for not
agreeing to limit debate to a few min-
utes on each amendment or on the
agreement itself. I think we are entitled
to a full opportunity to discuss this mat-
ter.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator from Arkansas be good
enough to yield at that point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, I yield. For a
question?

Mr. CHURCH. I merely wanted to
comment on the position taken by the
chairman and to quote the President in
support of that position. As I understood
the Senator from Arkansas, he feels that
the present agreement, and any language
that the Senate may add to it, is a mat-
ter of such importance, it should be fully
examined through extended debate,
which is the normal practice of the
Senate when faced with issues of gravity.

I would simply point out to him that
President Nixon took the same view in
his address before the joint session on
June 1, which was broadcast to the Na-
tion on television and by radio, when
he explained the agreements that he had
entered into between the United States
and the Soviet Union at the Summit Con-
ference in Moscow.

This is what he said about the interim
agreement and the role of Congress with
respect to it:

I ask from this Congress and I ask from
the Nation the fullest scrunity of these
accords. I am confident such examination
will underscore the truth of what I told
the Soviet people on television just a few
nights ago, that this is an agreement in the
interest of both nations. From the stand-
point of the United States, when we con-
sider what the strategic balance would have
looked like later in the 1970's if there had
been no arms limitation, it is clear that the
agreements forestall a major spiraling of
the arms race, one which would have worked
to our disadvantage since we have no cur-
rent building programs for the categories of
weapons which have been frozen, and since
no new buillding program could have pro-
duced any new weapons in those categories
during the period of the freeze.

My colleagues in the Congress, I have
studied the strategic balance in great de-
tall with my senior advisers for more than
3 years; and I can assure you, the Members
of the Con and the American people to-
night, that the present and planned strategic
forces of the United States are without ques-
tion sufficient for the maintenance of our
security and the protection of our vital in-
terests.

No power on earth is stronger than the
United States of America today, and none
will be stronger than the United States of
America in the future.

Mr. President, I call this to the Sen-
ator’s attention because it seems to me
that the President not only invited the
fullest scrutiny of Congress, which our
distinguished chairman advocates, but
he also went on to reassure the country
and the Congress that, in his estimation,
the accords reached in Moscow fully pro-
tected the security of the United States.
He declared most forcefully that the ac-
cords placed the deterrent power of the
United States, in no jeopardy whatever,
Does the Senator agree?
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. It was on that assump-
tion that the Committee on Foreign
Relations, after thorough hearings unan-
imously approved the agreement. Our
hearings to which the Senator from
Washington says we paid no attention,
are on the desk of each Senator in this
Chamber and they total 400 pages, in-
cluding the actual hearings plus sup-
porting documents. They were good hear-
ings. We heard 24 witnesses representing
all shades of expertise and opinion. We
voted unanimously to report this agree-
ment for approval without any amend-
ments. Subsequent to that, this question
has arisen. The committee met again. It
felt that no amendment was necessary.
It was the intervention of the Senator
from Washington and his amendment,
with some kind of endorsement by the
White House—and I have never seen
anything specific from the President di-
rectly, only from his spokesmen—that
has led to this controversy.

Mr. CHURCH. The very confusion that
has been created by the ambivalent posi-
tion of the White House is, to my mind,
most regrettable. I have read into the
Recorp the affirmative endorsement the
President gave the agreements when he
returned from the summit. There is no
question that he was fully satisfied, then,
that the agreements protected the vital
security interests of the United States in
all respects. He had no doubts about it
when he delivered his message to the 2
bodies of Congress and to the American
people.

Now, for reasons that are quite baffling,
he endorses the amendment suddenly of-
fered by the Senator from Washington
which, when read, can only be construed
as raising serious doubts about the ac-
cords entered into in Moscow and laying
down guidelines which, in effect, say,
“Don’t do it this way again.”

Yet his spokesmen, while affirming
that the President endorses the amend-
ment of the Senator from Washington,
are at great pains to say that the ad-
ministration disassociates itself from the
interpretation given the amendment by
the author himself. That is bafing. It
can only lead the public and Congress
to wonder where the President does
stand. Does he favor the accord entered
into, as he said so positively to the
Congress only a few weeks ago, or does
he himself now have doubts about that
agreement, or is this merely a political
game in which he is undertaking to be
all things to all people?

I do not know where the President
stands. No one can say for sure what he
means by endorsing an amendment
which, at the very least, is highly critical
of the accords and, at most, repudiatory
of them, and then carefully disassociates
himself from the interpretation laid on
that very amendment by the author
himself.

What a compromising position for the
President to take. What a vacillating
position on a matter of such crucial im-
portance to the country.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. May I say to the
Senator, too, that this amendment pro-
posed by Mr. JacksoN is rather an odd
document. It does not undertake to
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change the text of the agreement signed
by the President. It is, in form, simply
advice given to the President. The Presi-
dent could say on his own, “It is my in-
tention to be much tougher in the next
negotiation. I will insist upon equality”—
whatever that may mean. The President
does not need any amendment to do that.

This is not a law. It does not affect the
President’s constitutional powers. It does
not affect anyone’s power. It is merely
a vague guideline.

On the very issue of equality, what
kind of equality does the Senator from
Washington have in mind? Now, if the
President has a different view of the
meaning of “equality” than the author
of the amendment, it is very easy for him
to say so. He did say so in the briefing
at the White House in which he said in
effect that neither side won, neither side
lost. This agreement is to the advantage
of both sides.

The words he used to describe equality,
it seems to me, are much more accurate
than to say that equality consists only of
equal numbers of ICBM's, which I think
is the thrust of the language of the Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator from Arkansas agree that
if the Senate approves the Jackson
amendment, the country and the world
will of necessity assume that the Senate
is dissatisfied with the results of the
President’s Moscow accords and harbors
some idea that they would place the
United States at a strategic disadvan-
tage?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I do
not see how it could be interpreted in
any other way. Attaching this language
to our resolution of approval leaves the
implication that the Senator describes,
that there is something inadequate in the
agreement signed by the President.

If the Senator from Washington
wishes to give the President the views
of the Senate, he could bring in a sep-
arate resolution and say, “Resolved, that
it is the sense of the Senate that in the
negotiations the Senate wants to be much
tougher.”

That is the point the Senator seeks
to accomplish by his amendment. I think
the procedure of using an amendment to
express his view of what he believes
should happen in the future is very un-
fortunate, because under all the circum-
stances it necessarily leaves the impli-
cation that there is something wrong
with this present agreement. I do not
think there is anything wrong with it.
Neither did the committee. Neither did
the President. This is what is so wrong
with the approach of the Senator from
Washington. The committee unani-
mously thought that there was nothing
wrong with the agreement. We voted
unanimously for it.

Mr. CHURCH. The statement was
made by Mr. Kissinger. I have already
quoted from the President himself, from
his address to the Congress and to the
Nation on June 1, but let me quote from
the statement of Mr. Kissinger, who
spoke on behalf of the President on this
very question of whether the accords en-
tered into with the Russians place the
United States at any strategic disad-
vantage.
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This is what Mr. Kissinger had to say:

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.5. and the Soviet Union. But, this only
examines one aspect of the problem. To
assess the overall balance it is necessary to
consider these forces not in the agreement;
our bomber force which is substantially larg-
er and more effective than the Soviet bomb-
er force, and our forward base systems.

The quality of the weapons must also be
weighed. We are confident we have a major
advantage in nuclear weapons technology
and in warhead sccuracy. 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 agreement,
even if the Soviets develop and deploy
MIRV's of their own.

Then there are such factors as deploy-
ment characteristics. For example, because of
the difference in geography and basing, it
has been estimated that the Soviet Union
requires 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.

So we have both the assurance of the
President and his chief spokesman on
foreign affairs, Mr. Kissinger, to the ef-
fect that the present agreement places
the United States at no strategic disad-
vantage. For what reason, therefore,
should the Senate adopt language which
would call the wisdom of the accords
into question?

I think this is precisely what the Jack-
son language would do. Does the Senator
agree?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree completely
with the Senator. And I think in that
connection that it would be interesting
to read into the record part of what Mr.
Kissinger stated on May 26, 1972, while
he was still in Moscow. This matter was
fresh on his mind. I read from what he
said in Moscow:

The first point to make is that in an agree-
ment that involves the central armaments
on both sides, it is foolish or shortsighted to
approach the negotiations from the point
of view of galning a unilateral advantage.
Neither nation will possibly put its security
and its survival at the hazard of its oppo-
nent and no agreement that brings disad-
vantage to either side can possibly last and
can possibly bring about anything other
than a new cirele of insecurity. Therefore,
the temptation that is ever present when
agreements of this kind are analyzed as to
who won is exceptionally inappropriate,

Mr. President, there is much more that
was sald in support of this position.
What the Jackson amendment implies
is that in this case the agreement was to
the advantage of the Russians. And that
this is what is so puzzling to all of us,
that the messages from the White
House-—and I see no direct statement of
the President—subscribe to that view.
This is against human nature. I cannot
believe that the White House believes the
agreement was to the advantage of the
Russians.

There is something behind the White
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House support of the amendment that
does not meet the eye. This is why it
is so necessary that there be some de-
bate and some effort to clarify exactly
what the situation is.

I personally still subscribe to the com-
mittee's view that this is a good agree-
ment and that the reasons given earlier
by the President and by Mr. Kissinger
are sound, that it ought to be approved
without any amendment.

After we approve the agreement, then
we could take up, if someone wishes, the
question of giving advice to the Presi-
dent under the advice and consent
clause of the Constitution. If the Sena-
tor from Washington wishes to initiate
a sense of the Senate resolution, I would
certainly not object to it. Whether I
would agree with what his views would
be is another matter. But I strongly dis-
agree with his effort to encumber this
particular resolution approving the
agreement with an amendment which
raises doubts about the walidity of the
agreement itself. This undermines the
agreement as the Senator so well put
it. This is why it is so difficult to re-
solve this question of getting to a vote,
because the sponsor of the amendment
apparently wishes to bring about a vote
very soon and quickly with a minimum
amount of debate under controlled time.
I cannot help believing that this is
partly because if this matter were thor-
oughly understood it would raise serious
gquestions in the minds of many Members
as to whether it should be approved.

The Jackson Amendment sounds
plausible on its face. He speaks of
equality but he limits it only to equality
in limited classes of weapons as he
defines them.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I would
like to explore with the Senator the lop-
sided concept of equality embraced in
the Jackson amendment, because the
distinguished Senator from Washington
has so frequently emphasized equality as
the reason why the Senate should adopt
his amendment, If he has said once, he
has said a hundred times, that all he is
seeking is equality; who can be against
that? Indeed, who can? Who is?

I have just quoted from the President
and Mr, Kissinger to demonstrate that,
in their judgment—and they are hardly
uninformed—we have here an accord
that fully protects the United States and
gives no advantage to the Soviet Union.

But I would think, beyond anything
that either the President or Mr. Kis-
singer have said, that no Member of the
Senate would want to endorse or sub-
scribe to some future accord with the
Soviet Union on the subject of nuclear
weapons which did not preserve equal-
ity, in terms of the overall nuclear
strength of the two countries.

Indeed, it is hard for me to envision
any kind of agreement being reached
with the Soviet Union which did not
seem to the two sides to observe that
principle.

Having said that, and I want to get to
the guestion of what the Senator from
Washington means by “equality,” which
is the core of the argumen.. I subscribe to
the principle of equality fully as much
as the Senator from Washington, or any
other Member of this body. Nevertheless,
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I would like to explore with the Senator
from Arkansas the mystery of what hap-
pened to the doctrine of sufficiency.

A couple of years ago, it was the Presi-
dent, himself, who said that all we
needed, insofar as our nuclear forces
were concerned, was a sufficient deter-
rent; that when you reach the point
where the nuclear arsensal has grown so
large on either side that, in a full-scale
thermonuclear exchange, both parties
can be incinderized many times over,
and the populations in both countries ut-
terly destroyed, then what meaning do
such terms as *equality,” “preponder-
ance,” and “superiority’’ have any more?
We are not talking about the kind of
cannon fired at Waterloo. We are talk-
ing about weapons that have the awe-
some capacity of wiping out the entire
populations of both the United States
and the Soviet Union.

So I thought that a ray of light had
finally begun to penetrate the fog and
sophistry that surrounds the nuclear
weapons argument, when the President
of the United States said, 2 years ago,
that all we need is a sufficient deterrent.
That word “sufficiency” looked to me like
a robust, healthy, pink-cheeked, new
guest brought in, along with a gust of
fresh air, through a door thrown open to
the roundtable of high-nuclear strategy,
heretofore surrounded by the generals
who alone passed judgment on how much
is enough.

But whatever happened to that young,
robust, healthy, pink-cheeked new oc-
cupant at the table? He has disappeared.
Presumably, he is dead. He has been in-
terred, and not a single Senator, let
alone anyone downtown, has even drop-
ped a withered flower on his grave.

I ask, what was wrong with the doc-
trine of sufficiency ? If we have a retalia-
tory force that can survive any first
strike directed against us, and the sur-
viving force possesses sufficient power to
incinderize the Soviet Union, what more
deterrent do we need? Why is not suf-
ficiency enough?

Suppose the Senator from Arkansas,
for a moment, were to personify the
Soviet Union. And suppose the Senator
from Idaho were to personify the United
States. Both of us are in a closet to-
gether. The Senator from Arkansas holds
a .45 caliber pistol at my temple and I
hold a .38 caliber pistol at his temple.
Both of us know, if he ever pulls the
trigger of his pistol, I automatically pull
mine, What difference does it make if
mine is a .38 caliber pistol, the Senator
from Arkansas is going to be just as dead
as I am, if ever he pulls the trigger of
his .45 caliber pistol.

None of the experts have ever told
us why the doctrine of sufficiency was
not sound. Nobody has ever explained
why that young, new participant at the
nuclear roundtable, was suddenly yanked
away and buried in an unmarked grave.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator will
yield, that argument could go solely to
the ICBM's, which is what the Senator
from Washington is talking about. In
other words, if you do exclude all other
weapons except 1,054 ICBM's on one side
and 1,618 on the other, it is as the dis-
tinguished Senator said with respect to
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the .38 and the .45 caliber pistol. But
the argument proceeds beyond that and
ignores aircraft carriers with all their
nuclear arms, and capacity for delivery,
and forward-based planes with thou-
sands of warheads deliverable by fighter-
bombers, and all the bomber force—these
should not be considered at all.

As a matter of fact, if those are added
to the other forces you get a great advan-
tage in warheads, a deliverable advan-
tage for destruction. So I think the Sena-
tor’s analogy is correct. I regret the
departure from the concept of sufficiency.
There is something peculiar about this
idea that the administration supports
this amendment because it runs so coun-
ter to the things they said in support of
it and so counter to the previous concept
of sufficiency, which the Senator so well
discussed. It does not add up. There is
something fishy about this whole busi-
ness. This has to be explored because it
would be a great tragedy to leave an
agreement as important as this in an
ambiguous situation where the people of
this country and, equally important, the
people of Russia did not understand the
meaning of the Jackson amendment and
its effect on the basic agreement. It is
very necessary that this be clarified.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I would like to examine
into this matter further, but at this time
I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Missouri for a question.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Thank you, I would
comment and guestion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Very well.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have been reading
the debates and doing my best to under-
stand this strange development.

It was stated recently on the floor that
the nuclear capability of the United
States in Europe is potentially limited so
far as reaching the Soviet Union is con-
cerned. We have approximately 40 air
bases it was said, whereas the Soviets
have some 600 IRBM’s, and 100 of the
latter could reach every one of these
bases, we were told.

There is no reason why, however, if
considered important enough, that we
could not have some form of alert at far
less cost, comparable to what was
planned for the Strategic Air Force some
time back when an air alert was con-
sidered important.

I have always felt that, with our for-
ward base system in Europe, when one
of our fighters could drop—with one re-
fueling, in itself no problem—a nuclear
weapon on Moscow many, many times
more lethal than the Hiroshima
bomb——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What the Senator
calls tactical bombing?

Mr. SYMINGTON. In the Battle of the
Bulge, B-17 bombers, the largest we had
in Europe, performed a tactical mission
in aiding our troops in the Battle of the
Bulge. The P-51, a short range fighter,
when it left Iwo Jima at the end of the
war to destroy plants in southern Japan,
was performing a strategic mission.
Therefore, the words “strategic” and
“tactical” are secondary to what the
plane does in the way of mission,

August 15, 1972

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The size and nature
of the bomb is what makes it considered
to be tactical or strategic.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The size of the
modern bomb on a fighter would be
many, many times stronger than the
Hiroshima bomb, and the Hiroshima
bomb killed, almost instantaneously,
some 68,000 people. One could ask, how
many people have to be killed before a
weapon becomes strategic rather than
tactical. If the criterion is destruction,
certainly this bomb on our fighters
would be a strategic weapon performing
a strategic mission.

If we have that additional deterrent,
that capacity, would it not be logical to
include those fighter systems in any
agreement on strategic force levels, re-
gardless of whether we call said planes
strategic or tactical? The Soviets have as
much knowledge about this as we do.
There is no secret about our true posi-
tion in Europe.

Carrying the thought on further, if
these forward air bases do not add to our
nuclear deterrent capability, why do we
waste billions of dollars of our taxpay-
ers’' money maintaining them? Surely we
do not plan on some form of nuclear tac-
tical war with such tremendously pow-
erful nuclear weapons in Europe. Does
anybody honestly think this is not part
of our strategic picture? What would we
think, what would be our position, if the
Soviets had such a position against us, in
countries on or close to our boundaries.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Many of those
bombs are under the direct control of
this government. Not all of them are
there dedicated to NATO so that we could
not use them?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Very few are under
any joint control. Nearly all are entirely
under U.S. control.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A statement has
been made by the Senator from Wash-
ington that, in some way, these are
dedicated to NATO and that we could
not use them in our calculations because
they are under NATO jurisdiction. That
is only in regard to a few of them; is
that not correct?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator brings
up an important point. If we arbitrarily
eliminate these worldwide nuclear forces
which to my knowledge, after some 30
years in this town directly connected
with the subject of defense, I believe the
Soviets will think, if we have all that
and also want equality on ICBM’s and
SLEM's, that we are going for superior-
ity, not just equality. We now have these,
our nuclear weapons, in some 12 coun-
tries. If they are mot to be considered
part of our strategic assets, let us get
them out promptly and save the tax-
payers many billions in installation cost,
as well as running the dangers involved
in protecting such weapons with our
troops. To me they are part of our stra-
tegic nuclear deterrent and should be
considered so in any equation of com-
parison of United States-Soviet strength.

It is also important that the Soviets
think about all this. We reacted very
rapidly indeed when they tried to put
nuclear missiles 90 miles from this coun-
try, but they know we have nuclear
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weapons in countries not 1 inch from
their borders.

Why is not what is sauce for the goose
also sauce for the gander? The Senator
from Washington says the standard is
equality, not superiority.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I must say I have been
unable to follow the argument of the
Senator from Washington when he gets
beyond the appealing generic terms of
“gquality” and “parity,” in which we all
concur. When it comes down to what the
Senators means by these terms, I lose
him. For example, just the other day we
had a colloguy—it is in the Recorp for
anyone to read—and I asked the Senator
if a B-52 bomber was an intercontinental
strategic weapon to be placed, in any fu-
ture equation, on our side of the scale.
He said yes, because the B-52 has a stra-
tegic capahility; namely, it can reach the
Soviet Union and deliver a warhead, and
therefore has to be counted as a strategic
weapon to be placed in the balance in any
future agreement.

Now, it is true the B-52 has tactical
capabilities, as well as strategic. We are
using some 200 B-52's to deliver an inces-
sant rain of bombs on Vietnam, and have
done so for years, as the Senator well
knows. But the fact that the B-52 has
tactical capability should not prevent it
from being placed in the equation as a
strategic weapon, and I agree.

So then I asked the Senator from
Washington, What about aircraft car-
ries? We have around 15 aircraft carriers,
and the Russians have none, except for
helicopter carriers. Aircraft carriers can
also approach the shores of the Soviet
Union and launch aircraft that can
travel at supersonic speeds and deliver
nuclear bombs over the Soviet Union.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is
ahead of me on that. I have read the
questions he asked, also the constructive
testimony he gave. As I understand it,
the proponents of this amendment say
they would not include aircraft carriers
that have nuclear weapons capability as
part of our strategic forces. What would
they consider enemy aircraft carriers
to be 500 miles off our coast, carriers that
had supersonic planes and also missiles?

Mr. CHURCH. As I say, I cannof fol-
low the logic of the BSenator from
‘Washington. On the one hand, he says
B-52’s, though they have tactical capa-
bility as well as strategic, should figure
in the balance in any future agreement,
but on the other hand, he says aireraft
carriers should not, because he views
them as tactical weapons primarily, even
though they have strategic capability.

If it does not make sense to me, how
is it ever going to make sense to the
Raussians, and what chance is there going
to be of ever reaching any further
accords

Mr. SYMINGTON. If they have only
a tactical use, why are our carriers in
the Mediterranean equipped with nu-
clear weapcns?

Mr. CHURCH. The question answers
itzelf. The test of whether they are part
of our strategic forze is whether they
are capable of reaching the Soviet Union
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with nuclear warheads. Anybody who
talks about equality and says, “Oh, but
we exclude aircraft carriers,” is not talk-
ing about cquality at all. He is talking
about a formula which is designed to
assure the United States a preponder-
ance of nuclear power in the future.
The trouble with that is, as long as we
insist upon a prependerance, we are not
going to reach any further agreements.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is the main
point that the Senator makes. This all
adds up that if this amendment is
adopted and the President follows it, if
he should follow it, it would mean no
more progress in SALT II, because the
Russians cannot be expected to accept
any such idea of equality, distorted as it
is, as the Senator has shown.

Mr. CHURCH. All we need to ask our-
selves is, if we reversed our position with
that of the Russians, would we accept the
Jackson concept of equality?

Mr. SYMINGTON. As I have read the
Recorp over recent days, it has often
been mentioned that Soviet IRBM's
could knock out our bases in Europe, and
therefore, the billions we have in those
bases would be useless. But our bases
are all over the world. They are not just
in Europe.

What would be the answer about the
bases that have on them our nuclear
weapons which could not be knocked out
by IRBM's in the Soviet Union? Should
not they also be taken into considera-
tion? Should not the number of locations
of our nuclear weapons in the Far East,
for example, be a part of our strategic
position? If they should not, then why do
we have them at all?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And there are
thousands of them.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It has already
been announced that there are over
7,000 in Europe. Of course, all around
the world there are a lot more than that.

During the debate on Friday, there was
discussion of the Polaris-Poseidon sub-
marine bases, in such places as Spain,
Scotland and Guam. It was stated at one
point that the Soviets do not need com-
parable submarine bases abroad, because
they have an operational 3,000-mile mis-
sile. However the range of Poseidon is
very close to 3,000 miles, so why then do
we need these sub bases abroad?

In addition, it is now known that the
so-called ULMS-1, the first Trident mis-
sile, would have a range of around 4,500
miles, and we are told by the experts
that the Poseidon submarine can be
retrofitted with the ULMS-1 missile. All
the arguments seem to be built upon the
importance of getting equality. Looking
at this objectively, however, it would now
appear we are asking for, not equality,
but superiority. This can only guaran-
tee trouble in any future SALT talks.

Mr. CHURCH. That is precisely the
objective. It is the inevitable objective of
the adoption of the Jackson language.
It would cause the country, if the Presi-
dent were to adhere to it, to conform to
guidelines that do not result in equality
at all, but in inequality; and if we expect
to make any further progress in bring-
ing this nuclear arms race under control,
then it is obvious that we are going to
have to nmegotiate on the basis of true
equality. That means we have to take the
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entire mix of strategic nuclear weapons
on both sides, and put them on the scale.
We cannot say, “No, put all of yours on
the scales here, and we will put part of
ours on the scales there,” and expect to
get an agreement.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, let
me make this observation, then I shall
be through: Yesterday or Friday, when
we were discussing our operations in Laos
in conference with the House, a letter
was produced which gave us the position
of the President with respect to Laos.

That letter resulted in a decision which
in my judgment was not the right deci-
sion with respect to our vast expendi-
tures in Laos. But if the President can
sign a letter about Laos, surely he can
sign a letter that bears on the future of
the world.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With respect to
Russia.

Mr. SYMINGTON. We are told by the
Senator from Washington that the White
House agrees with his pesition. But I put
in the Recorp yesterday a statement
which was printed in the State Depart-
ment. That printed brochure said that,
as of now, we have 6,000 nuclear war-
heads, the Soviet Union 2,500. It adds
that, after taking into consideration the
SALT talks, at the end of 5 years we will
have 10,000 nuclear warheads, the So-
viets 4,000.

I cannot believe the State Department
would dare put that out unless they had
checked first with the White House staff,
Dr. Kissinger, and so forth. That has
been characteristic of all such operations
in the recent past.

Why is it not possible for us to receive
a comparable letter from the President
stating in effect that “The agreements
which I arrived at in Moscow were not
in the best interests of the United States,
therefore I ask you to support the Jack-
son amendments”?

If it is correct, and I am sure the able
Senator from Washington believes it cor-
rect, that the President does support his
position, would it not be logical for him
to express his support in writing. This
problem affects the security of the world.
Again, he expressed his opinion in writ-
ing with respect to the problem of Laos?
Does not the able Senator agree?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly do. This
is a much more important issue to the
future of our country than whatever
happens in Laos.

Mr. President, yesterday, August 14,
there were exchanges between the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. Jackson)
and Senators PASTORE and SYMINGTON on
the subject of the degree of support
which the President or the White House
has given the amendments which have
been proposed by the Senator from
Washington.

In an effort to clarify the situation, I
wish to put a series of documents and
statements in the Recorp so that Mem-
bers of the Senate may satisfy them-
selves as to the degree of support which
the President has given the Senator from
Washington.

First, on August 3, the Committee on
Foreien Relations received informally
from the Department of State a copy of
what was stated to be an amendment to
Senate Joint Resolution 241 which the
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Senator from Washington expected to
offer. J

Later on the same day, we received a
copy of the proposed amendment from
the office of Senator Jackson, with the
notation that the amendment was “to
be proposed by Senator JAcksoN, Sena-
tor Scorrt, and others.”

I refer to this proposed amendment
as Jackson version No. 1, and I ask
unanimous consent that the proposed
amendment, including a “Memorandum
of Explanation,” be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point.

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

[Jackson Amendment No. 1, Aug. 3]
8.J. Res. 241
Authorization of the Fresident to approve an
interim agreement between the United

States and the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Government and the people of the United
States ardently desire a stable international
strategic balance that maintains peace and
deters aggression. The Congress would con-
sider action or deployment by the Soviet
Union, having the effect of endangering the
survivability of the strategic deterrent forces
of the United States, whether or not such
action or deployment was undertaken within
the terms of the interim agreement referred
to in section 2, to be contrary to the supreme
national interests of the United States; the
Congress recognizes the difficulty of main-
taining a stable strategic balance in a period
of rapidly developing technology; the Con-
gress recognizes the principle of United
States-Soviet Union equality reflected in the
antiballistic missile treaty, and urges and
requests the President to seek a Tuture treaty
that, inter alia, would not limit the United
States to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces inferior to the limits provided for the
Soviet Union; and the Congress considers
that the success of these agreements and the
attainment of more permanent and compre-
hensive agreements are dependent upon the
maintenance of a vigorous research and de-
velopment and modernization program lead-
ing to a prudent strategic posture.

Sec. 2. The President is hereby authorized
to approve on behalf of the United States the
interim agreement between the United States
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on certain measures with respect
to the limitation of strategic offensive arms,
and the protocol related thereto, signed at
Moscow on May 26, 1872, by Richard Nixon,
President of the United States of America,
and Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary
of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union,

AvgusT 3, 1972.
MEMORANDUM OF EXPLANATION OF JACKSON

AMENDMENT TO SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION

241, VemsioN No. 1

The Senate will soon have hefore it S5.J.
Res. 241 authorizing the President to sign
the interim agreement on offensive weapons
concluded in Moscow. It is our intention to
offer an amendment to S.J. Res. 241 that, in
addition to approving the agreement would
express the view of the Congress with respect
to the present agreements and our attitude
toward further agreements in SALT II. In
this effort we are joined by a bipartisan group
of Senators.

Our amendment bears on three things:
(1) the objective of equal limits on both
countries in SALT II; (2) the survivability
of our strategic deterrent under the terms of
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the SALT I agreement; (3) the importance of
research, development and force moderniza-
tion in a period of rapidly changing weapons
technology.

1. THE OBJECTIVE OF EQUAL LIMITS IN SALT IT

A, Our amendment notes the principle of
U.8.-Soviet equality that is reflected in the
identical limits imposed on both countries
in the ABM treaty and urges the President
to seek a future treaty that, inter alia, would
provide for similarly equal limits on offensive
forces.

B. We are confident that the Senate would
not wish to see the United States undertake,
in an international treaty, limits on U.S.
defenses that are inferior to the levels per-
mitted for the Soviet Union.

2. THE SURVIVABILITY OF THE U.S. DETERRENT
UNDER SALT

A, Testimony before the Armed Bervices
Committee and discussion with Administra-
tion officlals has made clear the fact that the
Soviets could, without actually breaking the
terms of the interim agreement, create a stra-
tegic force that would leave major elements
of the U.8. deterrent extremely vulnerable.
Since the purpose of the SALT agreement is
to reduce the threat to our deterrent and
thereby Increase strategic stability, our
amendment merely puts the Soviets on no-
tice that action or deployment endangering
the strategic deterrent forces of the United
States is contrary to our supreme national
interests.

B. Soviet action or deployment that could
have the effect of endangering the survivabil-
ity of our deterrent forces might include such
measures as extensive anti-silo MIRV deploy-
ments, massive retrofitting of existing Soviet
silos with a view to increasing their lethality
against our hardened strategic installations,
etc.

3. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND MODERNIZATION

A, Our amendment adds language express-
Ing the view of the Congress that our efforts
to obtain more comprehensive agreements
must be accompanied by a sound national
program of research and development and
modernization leading to a prudent strategic
posture.

B. This last point in no way reflects on
any procurement item, all of which will have
been disposed of before the Senate takes up
consideration of the SALT authorizing reso-
lution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Jackson version No.
1 contained these words:

The Congress would consider action or de-
ployment by the Soviet Union, having the
effect of endangering the survivability of the
strategic deterrent forces of the United
States, whether or not such action or de-
ployment was undertaken within the terms
of the interim agreement referred to in sec-
tion 2, to be contrary to the supreme na-
tional interests of the United States.

Jackson version No. 1 was apparently
circulated to various Members of the
Senate who indicated they would join
with Senator Jackson in sponsoring the
amendment.

I do not know whether Jackson version
No. 1—either in its precise language, or
the interpretation thereof—was ever ap-
proved by anyone in the White House, al-
though I have heard references to the
fact that Jackson version No. 1 did re-
ceive some form of White House ap-
proval.

There was such an uproar when the
Jackson version No. 1 became public that
its revision was necessary. Over the week-
end of August 5 and 6, it was reported
in the press that Senator JAckson, work-
ing closely with the White House, had
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devised a new version of the Jackson
amendment which I refer to as Jackson
version No. 2.

It is Jackson version No. 2 which was
introduced on August 7. It had at least
the merit of omitting the sentence fo
which I earlier referred, thus toning
down to some extent the impact which
that earlier language might have had on
future negotiations.

I am prone to believe that when the
White House read the Jackson version
No. 1, it was appalled and found it nec-
essary to beat a hasty retreat from its
support of the earlier version.

Even prior to the Senator’s introdue-
tion of the Jackson version No. 2, the
White House issued a statement, begin-
ning:

We are informed that Senator Jacksow
will today present to the Senate his amend-
ment to the resolution approving the Interim
Agreement,

I ask unanimous consent that the
White House statement of August 7 be
printed in the Recorp at this point,
along with a copy of the Jackson ver-
sion No. 2 (amendment No. 1406).

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

WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT, AUGUsT T

We are informed that Senator Jackson will
today present to the Senate his amendment
to the resolution approving the Interim
Agreement with the Soviet Union limiting
strategic arms. He did so after consulting
with the Administration regarding its word-
ing.

Senator Jackson's purpose in which he is
joined by Senators Scott, Allott and others
is to insure the broadest possible under-
standing of and support for the agreement
in the United States Senate.

The Administration is in sympathy with
that purpose. In view of Senator Jackson's
prestige as an authority on defense and
strategic matters and his gquestions about
some aspects of the Interim Agreement we
are gratified at his willingness to support
the agreement and we worked with him to
that end.

The Jackson amendment is consistent with
the undertakings in Moscow, It reflects what
we believe to be broad Senate support for
statements made by the Administration in
connection with the understanding accom-
panying the agreements and previously trans-
mitted to the Congress. It does not constitute
a "reservation” or an “interpretation™ to the
agreement in any legal sense.

It is clearly the business of Congress to
decide on the wording of the Joint Resolution
of approval which we have requested. It is
our hope that the resolution will receive the
support of the maximum number of Senators.

We believe the Jackson amendment will
help achieve that. The President also hopes
that the Senate leadership will proceed now
to take action on this matter without delay.
Without timely and favorable action by the
Congress on the Interim Agreement as well
as the treaty the second phase of BALT
negotiations will be delayed.

We should not lose the momentum which
the Moscow agreements have given to our
efforts to limit strategic arms.

The President is deeply appreciative of the
prompt action of the Senate in giving its
overwhelming approval to the ABM treaty.

S.J. Res. 241
On page 1, between lines 2 and 3, insert the
following: “That the Government and the
people of the United States ardently de-
sire a stable international strategic balance
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that maintains peace and deters aggresson.
The Congress supports the stated policy of
the United States that, were a more complete
strategic offensive arms agreement not
achieved within the five years of the interim
agreement, and were the survivability of the
strategic deterrant forces of the United States
to be threatened as a result of such failure,
this could jeopardize the supreme national
interests of the United States; the Congress
recognizes the difficulty of maintaining a
stable strategic balance in a perlod of rapidly
developing technology; the Congress recog-
nizes the principle of United States-Soviet
Union equality reflected in the antiballisic
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 in-
ferior to the limits provided for the Soviet
Union and the Congress considers that the
success of chese agreements and the attain-
ment of more permanent and comprehensive
agreements are dependent upon the main-
tenance of a vigorous research and develop-
ment and modernization program leading to
a prudent strategic posture.”.

On page 1, line 3, strike out “That the”
and insert in lleu thereof “Sec. 2. The".

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I quote further
from this White House statement to in-
dicate that on August 7, the White
House thought the amendment unobjec-
tionable.

The Jackson amendment is consistent
with the undertakings in Moscow—It does
not constitute a ‘“reservation’” or an “in-
terpretation’” to the agreement in any legal
sense.

That White House statement was good
for about 24 hours—until the White
House began to read the interpretations

the Senator from Washington and his
colleague Senator Arrorr began to put
on the new language. The Senator from
Washington explained his amendment
to the Senate on August 7, at page
27050. The Senator from Colorado at a
press conference of August 8 set forth
his views, which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GORDON ALLOTT

The three purposes of the Jackson-Allott
amendment (1) it puts the Russians on
notice that if the threat to the survivability
of U.S. strategic forces is not limited by a

follow-on agreement within five years, then

our supreme national interest could be
jeopardized, with all that implies.

(2) it calls upon the President to hchieve
a treaty involving numerical equality in the
aggregate, taking account of throwweight.
Technology cannot substitute for numbers,
You cannot freeze technology. Therefore, we
must have equality measured in terms of
numbers and throwweight.

(3) it calls for vigorous research and de-
velopment and modernization.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On August 9, the
White House spokesman found it neces-
sary to clarify the situation again—to
back away from what had seemed to be
its August 7 unqualified support of the
Jackson amendment.

Mr, Ziegler said:

What we have said is that we endorse the
Jackson amendment and feel that that is
consistent with our position, but we do not
endorse separate elaborations of that amend-
ment. We feel the amendment, as offered,
speaks for itself. (Italic supplied.)
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all relevant portions of the
August 9 White House news conference
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

Also, the President today is transmitting to
the Congress, as required by law, a report on
the status of negotiations with the States of
New York and New Jersey regarding a Com-
pact for the Hudson River Basin. The report
is made by the Secretary of the Interior and
copies of it are available for those of you
who would like to pursue that story in the
press office.

The President today is transmitting to the
Congress the Seventh Annual Report of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. There will be a limited number of cop-
ies of that report available in the press office
following the briefing.

Those are all the announcements that we
have today.

There is one subject I would like to cover
with you briefly this morning. It relates to
the interim agreement on offensive weapons
that was, as you know, agreed to between the
President of the United States and the lead-
ers of the Soviet Union during the President's
visit to Moscow in May.

There has been some speculation, as I am
sure you are aware, which emanates from
discussions in the Senate with respect to the
Jackson Amendment dealing with the offen-
sive weapons interim agreement with the
Soviet Union.

There have been reports of consultations
here in Washington with Soviet officials with
respect to the text of the Jackson Amend-
ment, which, as you know, has been offered
in the Senate. I think that point should be
clarified.

In talking to Jerry, these reports may be
attributed to Jerry's comments yesterday on
the subject. It should be understood, and I
think Jerry did point this out, that his com-
ments were given in the context of the dis-
cussions held during the SALT I negotia-
tions, the strategic arms limitation talks that
were held prior to the Agreement reached in
Moscow, and not in reference to discussions
held here in Washington with Soviet officials
regarding the language of the Jackson
Amendment.

Q. Would you say that again? I am sorry,
but I got lost. You sald it should be under-
stood that Jerry's comments——

Mr. ZiecLER, Were given or made in the the
context of discussions that were held during
the strategic arms limitation talks, Bob, and
not in relation to discussions held here in
Washington following the Agreement reached
in the Soviet Union.

In other words, Jerry was referring to the
very thorough discussions that were held in
Moscow, in the course of the talks, relating to
the understandings which you recall we sent
to the Senate.

Q. Ron, I asked the question at the time
that elicited the response and the question
had to do specifically with discussions of the
Jackson Amendment. It had nothing to do
with discussions held in Moscow or prior to
that.

Mr. ZiecLER. Will you hold your questions
for a moment, s0 I can make my point?

The point I am making, so that it is clear
in your mind, is that there were no con-
sultations with officials of the Soviet Un-
ion regarding the language of the Jackson
Amendment. That is the context in which
you should take the White House remarks
yesterday relating to the discussions of the
understanding that were held in the Soviet
Union and also during the course of the
SALT talks.

The language of the Jackson Amendment
is consistent with the language of the uni-
lateral United States statement that de-
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veloped during the discussions held in con-
junction with the SALT I phase of the talks,
which, as I mentioned before, were subse-
quently conveyed to the Congress at the time
the Agreements were submitted for Congres-
sional consideration.

Therefore, the Soviet Union was aware of
the U.8. view and the matter which is con-
tained in the Jackson Amendment and the
Jackson Amendment represents a Congres-
sional endorsement of views already pre-
sented by the Administration to the Soviet
side.

S0, the point I am making is that the
Jackson Amendment is consistent with the
unilateral statement made by the United
States in relation to the interim offensive
agreement. That unilateral statement which
was submitted to the Senate was thorough-
ly discussed with the Soviet Union during
the course of the strategic arms limitation
talks and again in Moscow. So the Soviets
were fully aware of the United States view
on this matter which is also represented in
the Jackson Amendment. The two are con-
sistent.

Secondly, there has been considerable dis-
cussion about interpretations made by vari-
ous Senators, Including Senator Jackson,
with respect to the language of his amend-
ment. For example, Senator Jackson said the
other day that his amendment excludes the
consideration of European nuclear forces in
future SALT mnegotiations for achieving
equality of intercontinental strategic sys-
tems.

That Interpretation given by Senator
Jackson has given rise to the question as
to whether or not the Administration sup-
ports that particular interpretation. The Ad-
ministration’s views of Senator Jackson's
Amendment was stated by Jerry Warren on
August Tth and at that time, he said we do
not endorse any elaboration or interpreta-
tions of the language of that amendment.

In other words, what we have said is that
we endorse the Jackson Amendment and feel
that that is consistent with our position,
but we do not endorse separate elabora-
tions of that amendment. We feel the Amend-
ment, as offered, speaks for itself.

It is our future view that the second phase
of the strategic arms limitation negotiations
will be the proper occasion to deal with the
matters raised by Senator Jackson similar
to the one I just referred to. The appropriate
place to deal with those matters would be
in the second phase of the strategic arms
limitation talks.

Finally, I should say that the President be-
lieves that the fundamental issues relating
to that Agreement have been fully aired. Of
course, we welcomed this. We requested this.
The important point to remember is that
we want to proceed with the next phase of
the strategic arms limitation negotiations.
This, of course, required approval of the in-
terim agreement which is now before Con-
gress and approval by the Congress before
they recess, so that preparation for the next
phase of the SALT talks can go forward with
that approval.

It is the President’s strong hope that the
interim agreement will now move to a vote
in the Senate and that the support which
he has requested from the Senate be acted
on quickly.

Q. Ron, are you open for questions now?

Mr. ZrecLER, Yes, Bob.

Q. You obviously have received some heat
from the Soviet Union on this. Can you be a
little more forthright in telling us exactly
what transpired here because if I misunder-
stood Jerry—and I think perhaps a number
of the others in this room did at the time—
we are now being asked to roll back on the
story, is that correct, because the Soviet
Union has contacted you?

Mr. ZiecLer. I think the point I want to
make here, Bob, is that I don’'t know if mis-
interpretation was involved or not. I would
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not accept the premise of your statement
that we have received, as you referred to in
your question, and they are your words,
“heat from the Soviet Union.” Those are not
my words.

I simply repeat them to say that is not the
appropriate context for what I said. What we
want to do this morning is to point out that,
first of all, the Jackson Amendment is con-
sistent with the unilateral statement that
we have submitted to the Congress which you
have copies of.

The United States unilateral statement
which was talked about during the SALT
talks and again in the Soviet Union and sub-
mitted to the Congress, we feel, is consistent
with the Jackson Amendment which is being
offered.

Based upon the fact that the Soviets un-
derstood our position as stated in the uni-
lateral statement, they were already aware
of our opinion and our position which is
consistent with the Jackson Amendment.

Therefore, there was no need for consulta-
tion with Soviet officials on this matter and
therefore there was no consultation with So-
viet officials on the matter of the Jackson
Amendment. That is the number one point
I am making.

The second point I am making is that we
feel that the Jackson Amendment is con-
sistent and we feel there should be a Senate
vote, which I think there will be soon so that
we can receive Senate and Congressional en-
dorsement of the interim agreement so that
we can proceed with preparation of SALT 2.

What we are attempting to do this morn-
ing, Bob, is to put into proper context the
discussion that has been held and to make
sure that our position on thiz matter is
clearly understood.

Q. You have not had any heat from the
Soviet Union, to use Bob Pierpoint's phrase,
that has impelled you to come out here and
rewrite yesterday's briefing?

Mr. Z1eGLER. It is not an attempt to rewrite
yesterday's briefing. It is an effort to put into
perspective our position and attitude regard-
ing the discussion that is occurring in the
Senate.

Q. Nothing has happened in the interven-
ing hours between yesterday's 11:00 o'clock
briefing and now, other than the fact some-
body here in the White House feels that there
has been a little lack of perspective.

Mr. ZiecLErR. I am sorry, it was Monday
afternoon’s briefing, not yesterday's. Well,
there have been stories written and there are
continuing questions in the Congress as to
what our position is.

I would say those events have happened
and that is why I wanted to make the com-
ments I made to you this morning.

Q. I don't quite understand this. You were
saying that you don't agree with some of the
elaborations offered by Senator Jackson him-
self.

Mr. ZiecLER. And other Senators.

Q. Yes, and you specifically named one.
‘Would you go over that again?

Mr, ZiecLEr. Apart from the Jackson
Amendment, Senator Jackson, and I think
some other Senators, as individual Senators,
have elaborated on and given interpretations
as to their feelings as to what the amend-
ment means. I referred to one by Senator
Jackson who said his amendment excludes
the consideration of European nuclear forces
in future SALT negotiations for achieving
equality of intercontinental strategic sys-
tems.

The point I was making there is that we
do not endorse any elaborations or interpre-
tations of the language of that amendment.
What we accept as consistent with the United
States view is the Jackson Amendment itself.

Q. So we don't get hung up on semantics,
could we substitute for “heat”, an “inquiry
from the Soviets"?

Mr, ZrecLER. No, That would be an incorrect
assumption. That is why I responded as I
did to Bob Pierpoint's questions.
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Q. Aside from the question of heat, has
the American Government conveyed to the
Soviet Union its contention that the Jackson
Amendment is consistent with unilateral
statements?

Mr. ZiecrEr. The point I was making is
that the Soviet Union is already aware of
that. They are aware of the Jackson Amend-
ment and also our unilateral statement which
has been widely reported on and is before
the Congress.

Q. Have you been in touch with them,
nevertheless, to point this out, to refresh
their memory, if you will?

Mr. ZiecLer. I am not prepared to talk
about the contact we have with the Soviet
Union. Those happen on # frequent basis.

The point I am making is that we had no
consultation with Soviet officials regarding
the Jackson Amendment specifically.

Q. Did Senator Jackson himself object to
the suggestion that there may have been some
consultation on the language?

Mr. ZIEGLER. No, not at all.

Q. I am a little puzzled as to why the
Administration wanted the Jackson Amend-
ment and backed it if, in fact, it did net
change anything.

Mr. ZiecLEr. As we said at the time the
President submitted the offensive interim
agreement to the Congress, we did that for
the purpose of having healthy discussions
on the matter. He sought the views of the
Congress on this interim agreement. He want-
ed their views.

We have had that discussion which the
President called for and wanted. He wanted
the views of the Senate on the matter which
can only occur through debate and discus-
sion on the subject. That has been held now.
We note the points that are made in the
course of that discussion, but we do that in
the context which I have just stated.

Q. Aside from the Russians having been
aware of our unilateral position on this,
have they raised no objections? They have
not been asked for any further consultation
on the Jackson Amendment being accepted
by the Administration?

Mr. ZrecLER. There has been no official dis-
cussion with the Soviet Union in any way on
any aspect of misunderstanding about the
Jackson Amendment or anything of that
sort. That is the point I am making because
the unilateral statement of understanding
which you have before you, or we have coples
available for you, is consistent witk the Jack-
son Amendment.

Q. So they raised no objectira .
cluding in this Agreement?

Mr. ZiecrLer. That is a moot point. That
was not even a point before us.

Q. Let me rephrase what I think Helen
is trying to get at. Did the Soviet Union in
any way get in touch with us seeking clari-
fication of this entire situation after the
Jackson Amendment was made public?

Mr. ZieGLER. No. I think I sald earlier there
official? Was ther: any unofficial consulta-
tion on this.

Q. You sald official. What do you mean by
official? Was there any unofficial consulta-
tior on the matter?

Mr. ZrecLER. You never have unofficial con-
sultation on matters such as this.

Q. Why do you qualify it?

Mr. ZrecLER. It was not meant as a quali-
fication. It was meant to make a point. The
statement this morning is not being offered
for any other reason than to make sure that
this matter is put Into proper context and
perspective because there has been some
confusion that has surrounded the Jackson
Amendment and some confusion about the
United States position on this matter.

The Jackson Amendment, as I said earlier,
is consistent with our unilateral statement
of understanding. The Jackson Amendment
and what is being discussed in the Senate
now is consistent with the United States view.
It is this step which will lead to the action

its in-
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which the President requested when he sub-
mitted the interim agreement to the Con-
gress, and that is their thoughts, their dis-
cussions and also their approval and endorse-
ment of the interim agreement.

We want that to go through the process
in proper context and not through the proe-
ess in the context of the fact that there
was some misunderstanding or confusion
that surrounded it because it 5 not that
complicated.

Q. It was not the stories that were con-
fusing. The Senators were confused as to
what the Administration’s position was, Ful-
bright, and others who felt the White House
was being very ambiguous. Have you tried
to convey what is truly the White House pr-
sition?

Mr. ZieGLER. We ar. doing that now in the
course of Congressional contact with Mem-
bers of the Senate.

Q. To go to the other part of your state-
ment, your point that the elaboration of
the Jackson Amendment by Senator Jackson
himselfl and others—and you have twice cited
the guestion of the European nuclear force.

Mr. ZiEGLER. I did that because I was re-
quested to do it.

Q. Right. But are we to get the impres-
slon that you are saying that the elabora-
tion such as what Senator Jackson has had
to say about a European nuclear force would
prejudge SALT 2 and limit the President's
action? 3

Mr. ZieGLER. Qur position is that the Sen-
ators are free to state their views. When I
make a statement about that amendment
being consistent with our unilateral under-
standing, I am referring to the language of
the Jackson Amendment. I am not referring
to elaborations or interpretations of the
amendment. It is our view, as I stated earller,
that the second phase of the SALT negotia-
tions will be the proper occasion to deal with
such matters as Senator Jackson raised and
some of the other Senators have raised, not
only to the matter I referred to in relation
to the European nuclear forces, but also, for
example, to forward base systems, etc.

Q. Then I rather get the impression that
they are not disagreeing with the interpre-
tation. Do you think that these elaborations
would prejudge SALT 2 and limit the Presi-
dent’s freedom of action?

Mr. ZrecLER. We feel the appropriate place
to deal with any expansion or discussion of
this type should take place in SALT 2.

Q. Are you saying that if this misunder-
standing persists that that could jeopardize
those discussions in BALT 2 or complicate
them unnecessarily in some way.

Mr. ZiecLER. No, because I don’t believe a
misunderstanding does exist. What I am
saying is that the Jackson Amendment which
is now -being considered, together with a
resolution of support in the Senate, is con-
sistent with the United States Government's
view and would constitute support of the in-
terim agreement.

The place to talk about any elaboration of
or interpretations of the amendment, any
interpretations of what should apply to the
SALT 2 negotiations on offensive weapons,
the proper place to explore those matters is
at the negotiating table during SALT 2.

Q. If the Russians did not complain or
Senator Jackson did not complain, will you
tell me why the sensitivity about what could
not have been mueh more than a line or two
in the stories we wrote, that the White House
had discussed this matter with the Soviet
Union? What would be so wrong?

Mr. ZiecLER. I think, as much as anything
else when you are dealing with very compli-
cated negotiations and specific documents of
endorsement from the United States Senate
that relate to very complicated negotiations
that have not even gotten under way yet, we
have an obligation and Indeed a responsibil-
ity within the public record, as the Senate
action goes in the public record, to make that
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record clear and as precise as we can in terms
of what our view is at that given time.

‘That is what we are attempting to do this
morning.

Q. Were there any contacts, whether
initiated by the Soviets or the United States,
between the two countries on the question
of the elaborations?

Mr. ZeGLER. Not that I am aware of.

Q. Ron, on this question of discussions be-~
tween Senator Jackson and the White House,
which apparently took place over the week-
end, there were some NSC and Congressional
leaders here. The Senator feels very strongly
that his amendment guaranteed a right to
equality of offensive weapons which is an in-
terpretation you are rejecting. My question
is: Did the Senator raise this so-called
elaboration or interpretation with the NSC
people and the Congressional liaison people
with the White House over the weekend and
if so, what did the White House tell him at
that time?

Mr. ZmEcLER. Of course, we have had dis-
cussions with Senator Jackson about his
amendment. My reference to the elaboration
or interpretation that I made earlier does
not relate to the specific language of the
amendment.

Now whether or not those elaborations
were discussed with him one way or another,
I dont’ know. But I want to make sure you
are clear on this point. When I made refer-
ence to the fact that in a private elaboration
of his amendment, Senator Jackson said that
his amendment excludes a consideration of
European nuclear forces in future SALT
negotiations for achieving equality of in-
tercontinental strateglc systems, what I am
saying there is that the United States does
not endorse that elaboration.

The Senator has made that elaboration as
others have also, as other Senators have made
elaborations in terms of the amendment. We
accept the amendment as consistent with the
position that we have already taken. But any
elaboration of the type I just referred to,
we feel, is something that should be properly
discussed and determined at the negotiating
table as we proceed to SALT 2.

What I am saying is that we note those
points. We note the discussion that has taken
place and indeed, we encouraged it. Now what
our position will be at the time the SALT 2
begins, I am not prepared to say. We have
the process of preparation to proceed with.

Q, When do you expect SALT 2 to begin?

Mr. ZrecreEr. I would say in the near
future.

Q. In October?

Mr. ZiecLErR. We have made reference to
October. Perhaps it can be under way by that
time.

Q. The suspicion, of course, lingers among
some members of the Senate that there is a
supposition here in the Jackson Amendment
of equality, in addition to what Jackson him-
self said and that this is some subtle change
in terms from the agreed unilateral state-
ment in Moscow,

Are you now saying there is no suggestion
of equality in line with the Jackson Amend-
ment?

Mr. ZrecLEr, No. That is why I want you
to be very careful on the use of that word.
I would suggest that you reread the uni-
lateral statement of understanding that we
issued which basically says that we feel that
we should proceed with a long-term agree-
ment on offensive armaments and that as we
proceed with the question of armament talks,
that it is important the environment not
change that has led to the agreements that
we have reached at this point.

Q. Ron, when you say the future of the
European nuclear forces ought to be de-
termined in Phase 2, what do you mean with
Eurcopean nuclear forces? The umpteen thou-
sand U.8. nuclear warheads deposited over
there or the two European nuclear forces?
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Mr, ZmEcLER, We don't mean anything by
that. Those are questions that are reserved
for step 2.

Q. What did Jackson say in his elabora-
tion, European nuclear forces or European
based nuclear forces?

Mr. ZiecrLEr. European nuclear forces.

Q. Can you tell us what the President, his
Cabinet and political advisers discussed last
evening?

Mr. ZiegLEr. I am not prepared to give
you an extensive rundown on that. I think
Jerry told you yesterday that the President
wanted to have the Cabinet up to Camp
David for an informal evening, It was that.
I think you will recall that in the same
month of 1969, the President also had an
informal dinner at Camp David. They talked
about a lot of things during the course of
the evening, legislation in the coming months
ahead, the convention, the campaign. They
talked about things that the Administra-
tion had accomplished. They had a very, very
general far-ranging talk about things.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
appreciate the comments of the Sena-
tor from New York and the Senator from
Idaho on the critical question of what
is equality.

With respect to the glib assumption
that equality is self-evident, that every-
body knows what it is, obviously, that is
not true. There are many variations of
what constitutes equality. The specifie
and detailed concept of equality that is
involved in the Senator from Wash-
ington’s view as to the meaning of his
amendment is the question at issue.

I agree with the Senator from Idaho
and the Senator from Missouri that if
we accept Mr. Jackson's concept of
equality, it means no further progress in
any further SALT talks with the Rus-
sians.

I can imagine that the Senator from
Washington feels so strongly, that his
distaste and distrust of the Russians is
so great, that he may think it is not
in our interest to have any further
agreement with the Russians, and that
is his right. It is his privilege to feel that
way. But I do not believe that is the feel-
ing of the people of this country, and I
certainly have been led to believe that it
is not the feeling of the President of the
United States. It is so important that
this issue be carefully and fully explored.
The Senate and the country should know
that the Russians will be disposed to
put an interpretation on the Jackson
amendment, perhaps more drastic than
the Senator from Idaho does. Russia is
very likely to do so, in view of the long
history of 25 years of the colc war. It
will not be easy to overcome their
suspicion.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. It has been called to
my attention that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, whose knowledge of military af-
fairs is great, addressed the Senate this
morning. I want to quote from his ad-
dress concerning his evaluation of the 5-
year accord between the Soviet Union
and the Unitec States.

The Armed Services Committee held
hearings, as did the Committee on For-
eign Relations. Much testimony was
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taken. The Senator from Mississippi had
this to say about his appraisal of the ac-
cords after he had evaluated all the
testimony:

Our SALT hearings strengthened my con-
viction that we now have a credible deter-
rent—that we have a force so strong that
potential enemies would not risk attacking
us.

Our hearings also persuaded me that our
deterrent will still be strong and wholly cred-
ible five years hence if we continue to mod-
ernize our weapons and Improve our tech-
nology—as we are permitted to do under the
agreements.

Our hearings convinced me that we do have
the means to know what the other side is
doing while the treaty is in force.

In short, I concluded that the treaty and
the interim agreement are sound and that
we can safely approve them as the basis for
new negotiations aimed at tighter limitations
on offensive strategic arms.

That is a quote directly from the ad-
dress of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. Stennis) which represents the ap-
praisal of the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee on the accords.

He then goes on to refer to the Jack-
son amendment. His understanding of
the Jackson amendment is expressed in
the following words, again taken from
the address of the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr, STENNIS) :

Further, the present five year agreement
gives certain numerical advantages to the
Boviet Union based, in part at least, on tech-
nological advantages which we now enjoy.
Those technological advantages cannot be
assumed to continue for all time. A perma-
nent treaty, therefore, must take this into
account and balance the level of strategic
forces on both sides by considering numbers
of launchers, numbers of warheads, destruc-
tive power of weapons and potential growth
within the terms of the treaty. This, as I
understand it, is the aim of the second por-
tion of the Jackson amendment.

I must say, this demonstrates the mis-
chief done by adopting the Jackson lan-
guage. The interpretation placed on it
by the Senator from Mississippi is not,
I dare say, the interpretation of its own
author. The Senator from Mississippi
does not say “intercontinental strategic
forces,” he says “strategic forces.” Yet
the Senator from Washington insists up-
on the limiting term, “intercontinental.”
That is quite a different concept.

The Senator from Mississippi says that
in any future negotiation, the numbers of
warheads should be taken into account.
I have heard hardly any mention of the
number of warheads in the argument
presented by the Senator from Washing-
ten. In other words, see the confu-
sion——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me say that the
other day, in an exchange, we mentioned
warheads and the Senator from Wash-
ington specifically said, “Oh, those in Eu-
rope would not be counted."” He says,
“They are there but they should not be
counted because they are subject to de-
struction.” In other words, he dismisses
them.

Mr. CHURCH. The point I wish to
make is that every Senator may have a
different interpretation of the Jackson
amendment. It is clear that there is con-
fusion as to its exact meaning between
the author and the chairman of the
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Armed Services Committee. All we will
do, if we pass this amendment, is create
a climate of suspicion, confusion, and
distrust concerning the purposes of the
Government of the United States.

The President himself has contributed
to the econfusion in a most disappoint-
ing way. This is his own agreement that
he is in the act of sabotaging. If the
Senate approves the Jackson amend-
ment, then the confusion will be com-
pounded. If we cannot agree among our-
selves as to what it means, how can we
expect the Russians to know? And, why
should we create for ourselves more ob-
stacles as we look ahead toward the sec-
ond phase of these negotiations?

Everyone knows it will be difficult
enough to reach an agreement that be-
gins to reduce the heavy burden of nu-
clear weapons on either side. With
vested interests on each side keeping the
arms race alive, such negotiations are
extremely difficult at best. Passing this
amendment would create another obsta-
cle for ourselves and greatly jeopardize
the success of the upcoming SALT
talks.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree completely
with the Senator from Idaho. He has de-
scribed very well what is involved here.

I can only comment further that this
agreement was 3 years in fthe proec-
ess of negotiation. It was not suddenly
thought up. The language agreed to was
very thoroughly examined during that
period, as the Senator well knows.

It seems to me very unwise for us,
here within a few days of discussion of

this matter, to undertake to vote on this
amendment by the Senator from Wash-
ington, in view of the confusion that

already obviously exists as to its
meaning.

I may say, in that connection, that
during the past 2 or 3 days—really, since
last Friday, intermittently—but very
strongly yesterday and today—there
has been an effort to force a vote, to
restrict the time.

The more I think of it and the more I
hear the kind of discussion and infor-
mation that the Senator from Idaho has
just given the Senate, the more I think it
is wise for us to take the time to try to
understand what is involved and to en-
able the rest of the Senate and the
country to understand the concern we
have about the Jackson amendment.

There are some one-third of Senators
legitimately and necessarily absent in
connection with the Republican Con-
vention. I do not think it is wise for
them to be brought back, without hav-
ing heard any of this debate, and to be
asked to vote on the issue which will
be presented to them as simple equality,
that is, “You are for equality, or are
you not?” That is all they will know.
They will be told, when they come in,
having heard no discussion, “‘Are you for
or are you against equality?” They will
all say, “Sure, I am for equality,” and
therefore they would vote for it.

I should like time to explain why some
of my associates, including the Senator
from Idaho, have felt that added time is
required to focus on the national interest
on this issue, and we have resisted an
agreement for a very limited time to
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vote on this issue this week. That again
does not mean we do not approve the
basic interim agreement.

I repeat that the committee voted
unanimously in favor of it. I am in favor
of it. The Senator from Idaho is strongly
in favor of it. However, we do not wish
for it to be undermined in its validity
by any quick and superficial examination
and vote on it and attaching to it an
amendment which undertakes indirectly
to interpret it and to give guidance for
the future. There is no place in the
agreement at all for the amendment.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator has referred to hasty and simplistic
notions of equality that might easily mis-
lead the Senate when it comes to voting
on the Jackson amendment. I could not
agree with the Senator more.

Some could be misled as a result of
what is going on right now out in the
Vice President’s office. I was faken in
there a few minutes ago and shown two
models. One model is of the SS-9. It
stands about this high, fully 2 feet off
the table. It is a very menacing looking
weapon. One is especially struck by the
size of the scale model of the SS-9 when
it is compared with the model, also to
scale, of the Minuteman missile which
sits next to it.

Senators are led into this room to look
at these two models. The conclusion they
easily could reach is that the Russians
must certainly have an advantage over us
because the S5-9 is so much larger than
the Minuteman.

When I was shown this exhibit, I asked
why we built the Minuteman so much
smaller when we could have built a mis-
sile that is the equivalent of the SS-9.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have the Titan.

Mr. CHURCH. We have the technology
to build a big missile. However, we choose
to build a smaller missile. This was not
because we were hoodwinked by the Rus-
sians. It was because we have a different
strategic concept of the use of nuclear
weapons than the Russians. They have
put great store in the building of larger
missiles with larger throw weight capac-
ity, with larger nuclear warheads, while
we have put emphasis upon a greater
number of smaller warheads.

We had a reason for doing this. If a
Senator walks into that room and looks
at the two models and decides that there
is an obvious inequality, he overlooks the
fact that we decided as a matter of effi-
cient utilization of nuclear strength that
it is better to have many warheads that
can blanket the Soviet Union and have a
more complete devastating effect upon
the target than to have fewer warheads
that make larger holes. In other words,
we prefer fo make many smaller craters,
each one being roughly the area of a
city.

Many smaller craters can be more ef-
fectively used against an enemy in a nu-
clear exchange than fewer larger cra-
ters.

Mr FULBRIGHT. The Senator is quite
correct. The official analysis says that
four 1-megaton weapons are equal ap-
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proximately to one 16-megaton weapon.
It is 4 to 1 more efficient and effective
destructive capacity per megaton.

That is why we did it, because it is
a more efficient way.

Mr. CHURCH. The very people who
decided our course and told us that this
is the most efficient way to develop our
nuclear power—because it would result in
more complete destruction of enemy
cities, harbors, and population—are now
showing us two models in the Vice Presi-
dent’s room. The intention to show that
their decision was in error and that the
Russians now have an advantage be-
cause the SS-9 is so much larger than
the Minuteman.

What they do not tell us is the in-
formation that I had printed in the
REecorp of August 14 having to do with
the number of deliverable warheads.
That is the critical question. These
charts appear on pages 28066 and
28067 of the Recorp, A very brief exam-
ination shows that the United States
has an estimated 5,746 deliverable
warheads in its strategic nuclear force
now while the Soviet Union has less than
half of that number or about 2,492,

The charts also show that by the end
of the 5-year interval covered by the
accords, the United States could increase
the number of warheads to more than
10,000. If the Trident and B-1 bomber
are built—and it looks as though they
will be, for they have already been ap-
proved by the Congress—in the early
1980°’s we could have perhaps 14,564
deliverable warheads against 3,869 for
the Soviet Union.

So, we begin with 2 2-to-1 advantage.
And we could conclude the 5-year period
covered with about a 3-to-1 advantage.
If we look forward into the 1980’s, we
could have a 5-to-1 advantage in the
number of warheads of the type which
our own military command has told
us is the most efficient way to inflict the
greatest possible damage upon the
enemy.

For the life of me, I cannot see how
it makes sense, in light of these figures,
to argue that the Senate should adopt
the Jackson amendment in order to as-
sure us equality and parity with the
Soviet Union in the future.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the
Senator. And I think there is an inher-
ent inconsistency between the Jackson
amendment and the agreement itself.

May I ask the Senator, since I have
not been invited into the Vice President’s
room, whether the Vice President’s room
is now a substation of the National Se-
curity Council? Is it used for the purpose
of influencing the votes of Senators? I
have not, been in there. Is this an exhibit
hall?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. I suggest to the
Senator that he go and knock at the
door and ask if they will let him in.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is that what the
Senator did?

Mr. CHURCH. No. I was led by the
hand.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator was
invited in.

hgr. CHURCH. The Senator is cor-
Tect.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
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thought that was a ceremonial hall for
the Vice President. However, it is now
an exhibit hall for the National Security
Council. Is that what it is now?

Mr. CHURCH. Apparently so.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this
is rather peculiar in view of the fact that
officials of the National Security Council,
including Mr, Kissinger, refuse to come
to the Hill for committee hearings. Now
instead of coming to the Hill to testify,
they have the exhibits here and ask Sen-
ators into the Vice President’s room so
that they can see these models.

Mr. CHURCH. It is a very eloquent
exhibit. If one does not ask questions it
conveys the impression that the Russians
are so far ahead that any of us would
vote for the Jackson amendment. Of
course, that impression does not bear up
under more careful analysis.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Do they have ex-
hibits of the Poseidon, the B-1, and air-
craft carriers?

Mr. CHURCH. Just the two missiles—
the S5-9 and the Minuteman.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, They do not have
a complete array of all the various mis-
siles?

Mr. CHURCH. No.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I suppose they
would not promote their case if they did.

Mr. CHURCH. Apparently not.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
know if it is customary that that room
is used for this purpose on all legisla-
tion?

Mr. CHURCH. I do not know.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Has the Senator

ever been invited there before?

Mr. CHURCH. I have never been in-
vited before to see this kind of exhibit,
but this suits the purpose of the ad-
ministration.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not know that
room was provided for that purpose, an
administration substation for lobbying
the Senate. I do not think it was used
for that purpose in the past. It used to
be for ceremonial purposes. Is that cor=-
rect?

Mr. CHURCH. That is correct, as far
as I know.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wonder if we
could have another room set aside for
lobbyists on the other side so that we
could have other witnesses, such as Mr.
Panofsky and other witnesses come in.
They could set up an exhibit.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator knows that
an effort of that kind would cause a great
uproar.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator not
for equality? Does not the Senator sus-
tain the principle of equality in this area
as well as in others?

Mr. CHURCH. I think the exhibit re-
flects the kind of argument the Senator
from Washington is talking about in his
amendment. It does not present the
whole picture. Two missiles are shown to
us as if these two missiles constituted the
equation on the balance between the nu-
clear strategic strength of the United
States and the Soviet Union.

The irony is that the very size of the
Minuteman missile is the size prescribed
to us by our military command because
of their belief that a larger number of
smaller warheads constituted the best
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method of inflicting maximum damage
on the enemy.

Are they retreating from their own
doctrine? Are they confessing they were
in error? If so, we should know it. We
have spent many billions of dollars
adopting, approving, and financing the
strategic recommendations of our own
military command, It is a curious world,
and it gets “curiouser and curiouser” as
we examine more fully the implications
of the Jackson amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with the
Senator. I think his discussion of this
matter has done a great deal to sharpen
the issue and enlighten my colleagues
and the country with respect to what is
involved in this issue.

Now, Mr. President, there are some
other items I would like to discuss.

It strikes me that the views of the
Senator from Washington and his asso-
ciates completely ignore the significance
of the ABM Treaty which we approved
here just a few days ago. That treaty, as
we know, was an undertaking without
any dissent, or without any serious criti-
cism, that each one is giving up volun-
tarily the effort to create a defense
against the use of nuclear weapons. I
think it is a very significant matter.

A very perspective writer said that we
and the Russians had agreed to put our
people and our cities as hostages to each
other’'s nuclear capability. This, he wrote,
would contribute more to a stable deter-
rence, a stable nuclear relationship be-
tween the two great powers than any-
thing he could think of.

I think the Senator from Washington
and his associates also ignore the state-
ment of basic principles signed in Mos-

"cow by President Nixon and Mr. Brezh~

nev. Those general principles have not
attracted a great deal of attention. In
essence, however, they are indications
of a mutual desire and intention on the
part of our two great countries to co-
operate in various fields of endeavor. I
think those principles recognize a new
attitude and approach on the part of the
greatest military powers in the world.

Twenty-five years of antagonism and
hostility have distinguished the cold war.
I think those statements of a growing
new relationship are extremely impor-
tant.

I am afraid the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. JacksoN) is so blinded by his
suspicions and hatred of the Russians
that he is incapable of understanding
the significance of these statements of
principle, together with the ongoing
negotiations for trade and other new
relations, For example, within recent
days there has been the sale of wheat. In
the last statement which I saw, it is an-
ticipated the Russians will purchase $1
billion worth of wheat from us in coming
months. Then there is the move toward
settlement of the lend-lease account
and the possibility that we and the Rus-
sians may engage in joint ventures.

These new opportunities are described
in this morning's New York Times in an
article entitled “ ‘Promise’ Seen by Pe-
terson in Operations by Companies.”
I will read part of the article and ask
unanimous consent that the entire article
may be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

“ProMISE" SEEN BY PETERSON IN OPERATIONS
BY COMPANIES

WasHINGTON, August 14—Commerce Sec-
retary Peter G. Peterson said today that he
saw “great promise" in the possibility of
American companies engaging in joint ven-
tures with Soviet enterprises to exploit the
Soviet Union’s untapped energy and raw ma-
terials, such as natural gas, oil, platinum,
copper, chrome, zine and timber.

In the strongest Administration endorse-
ment yet of joint ventures by which the
Soviet Union could find the means to pay for
its anticipated large-scale increases in im-
ports from this country, Mr. Peterson said
it was necessary to think in “large and un-
conventional terms.”

Mr. Peterson's views were contained in a
lengthy report on his recent visit to the
Soviet Union that was released today. It was
called “U.S.-Soviet Commerclal Relationships
in a New Era,” and, in addition to his com-
ments, contained explanatory material and
tables about the Soviet economic system.

In a telephone interview, Mr. Peterson ex-
panded on his report to disclose that the
United States was glving considerable atten-
tion to the possibility of joint ventures to
exploit the Soviet Union's vast natural gas
reserves in western Siberia.

He said three American companles were
presently engaged in talks with the Russians
on possible ventures to export liquefied nat-
ural gas to the United States. One concern,
the El Paso Natural Gas Company, was dis-
cussing collaboration with the Japanese to
export liquefled gas to the United States
West Coast from Soviet Far Eastern ports.
Two others, Tenneco, Inc., and the Texas
Eastern Transmission Corporation, were dis-
cussing the export of liquefied gas to the
American East Coast via the port of Mur-
mansk.

In addition, Mr. Peterson said, there were
discussions with the Russians on the export
to the United States of platinum because of
the need for that metal in anti-pollution
devices in automobiles.

The principal problem is to find the needed
capital for these ventures. The natural-gas
ventures would require capital inputs of more
than $5-billion, Mr. Peterson sald. This
would exceed the ability of the United States
Government's Export-Import Bank, and
would require private investment as well.

In his report, Mr. Peterson listed many
of the questions that were being asked now,
such as how much of a return should Amer-
fcan companies receive, and what recourse
would there be against a failure of the Soviet
side to live up to its commitments.

In summary, he said, “I belleve that these
types of joint projects are potentially the
single most important product of the new
commercial relationship in which fthe two
largest economies in the world each adjust
their ways of doing business to the mutual
benefit of both.”

He cited, in addition to natural gas and
platinum, oil, copper, chrome, zinc and tim-
ber as possible areas. He also said other proj-
ects might include the manufacture of such
products as fertilizers, farm implements and
cellulose.

Mr. Peterson was in Moscow last month as
head of the joint BSoviet-American trade
commission, negotiating a possible trade
agreement. That pact has still not been ap-
proved, largely because of the inability of the
two sides so far to compromise differences
over the Soviet Union's lend-lease debts dur-
ing World War IL

He gave a very optimistic outlook, how-
ever, for long-range prospects on trade based
on mutual benefit to the two countries. The
Russians, in recent weeks, have already Indi-
cated that they will buy $1-billion worth of
agricultural products over the next 12




28240

months, and have been purchasing indus-
trial equipment as well.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
article states in part:

Commerce Secretary Peter G. Peterson sald
today that he saw ‘“great promise” in the
possibility of American companies engaging
in joint ventures with Soviet enterprises to
exploit the Soviet Union’s untapped energy
and raw materials, such as natural gas, oil,
platinum, copper, chrome, zinc and timber.

In the strongest Administration endorse-
ment yet of joint ventures by which the
Soviet Union could find the means to pay
for its anticipated large-scale increases in
imports from this country, Mr. Peterson said
it was necessary to think in “large and un-
conventional terms.”

Mr. Peterson's views were contained in a
lengthy report on his recent visit to the
Boviet Union that was released today. It was
called “U.S.-Soviet Commercial Relationships
in a New Era,” and, in addition to his com-
ments, contained explanatory material and
tables about the Soviet economic system.

In addition, Mr. Peterson said, there were
discussions with the Russians on the export
to the United States of platinum because of
the need for that metal in anti-pollution de-
vices in automobiles.

In summary, he said, “I believe that these
types of joint projects are potentially the
single most important product of the new
commercial relationship in which the two
largest economies in the world each adjust
their ways of doing business to the mutual
benefit of both."

He cited, in addition to natural gas and
platinum, oil, copper, chrome, zine, and tim-
ber as possible areas. He also said other proj-
ects might include the manufacture of such
products as fertilizers, farm implements and
cellulose.

He gave a very optimistic outlook, however,
for long-range prospects on trade based on
mutual benefit to the two countries. The
Russians, in recent weeks, have already in-
dicated that they will buy #1-billion worth
of agricultural products over the next 12
months, and have been purchasing indus-
trial equipment as well.

Some years ago—I suppose nearly 10
vears ago—I entered into this effort to
reach a compromise by submitting some
advisory suggestions as to how we might
settle the lend-lease accounts. At that
time the Russians had offered $300 mil-
lion; we had demanded $800 million, and
the negotiations came to a stalemate. I
suggested then if we would agree on $500
million as a comprimise, the $500 mil-
lion to be advanced by the Russians for
the purpose of creating a joint enter-
prise. Russia would agree to pay us the
$500 million. It would be invested in a
joint enterprise, similar to these de-
scribed here; we would ultimately be paid
out of the proceeds of the products of
those joint enterprises so that in effect
it would constitute no drain on the So-
viets’ balance of payments, but we would
be paid from the new products of the
joint enterprise.

I think there is great promise in move-
ment in this direction. The point of it is
that this program, as described by Mr.
Peterson, it seems to me, is utterly incon-
sistent with the basic assumption of the
Senator from Washington. The basic as-
sumption of Mr. JacksoN as is quite
clear in his major statement, is that the
Soviets are straining at the leash to take
advtantage of every opportunity to in-
crease their capacity to create a first
strike capability.
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His description of what they are going
to do with MIRV's and many of the vari-
ous weapons they will build is frighten-
ing, of course, and it is intended to be
frightening to all of us so that we will
support his amendment. But it is obvi-
ously inconsistent with the basic assump-
tions of the Peterson negotiations. You
cannot have it both ways, Mr. President.
If the Soviets are interested in joint
ventures that involve large amounts of
capital going over many years, how is it
possible to assume at the same time, and
as a part thereof, that they are making
plans to do everything possible to do us
in? It seems to me there must be some
degree of confidence in their purpose if
we are to go through with these joint
ventures about which Mr. Peterson is so
very optimistic,

As a nation we cannot proceed on
these two tracks at the same time with-
out creating great confusion and schizo-
phrenia in our own policy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota without losing my right to the
floor, for the purpose of bringing up a
conference report.

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

EQUAL EXPORT OPPORTUNITY
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr., MONDALE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on 8. 3726, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (8.
3726) to extend and amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1960 to afford more equal
export opportunity, to establish a Council on
International Economic Policy, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses this
report, signed by a majority of 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, which
reads as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
3726) to extend and amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 to afford more equal
export opportunity, to establish a Council on
International Economic Policy, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
fecommend to their respective Houses as fol-

OWS:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the House amend-
ment insert the following:

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE EXPORT
ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1969

Sec. 101, This title may be cited as the
“Equal Export Opportunity Act".
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Sec. 102. Section 2(3) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969 is amended by inserting
before the period at the end thereof a comma
and the following: “particularly when export
restrictions applied by the United States are
more extensive than export restrictions im-
posed by countries with which the United
States has defense treaty commitments™.

Sec. 103, Section 3 of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1969 Is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“(6) It is the policy of the United States
that the desirability of subjecting, or con-
tinuing to subject, particular articles, ma-
terials, or supplies, including technical data
or other information, to United States export
controls should be subjected to review by and
consultation with representatives of appro-
priate United States Government agencies
and qualified experts from private industry.”

Sec. 104. (a) Section 4(b) of the Export
Administration Act of 1969 is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" atter “(b)"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“{2) The Secretary of Commerce, in co-
operation with appropriate United States
Government departments and agencies and
the appropriate technical advisory commit-
tees established under section 5(c), shall
undertake an investigation to determine
which articles, materials, and supplies, in-
cluding technical data and other informa-
tion, should no longer be subject to export
controls because of their significance to the
national security of the United States. Not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph
(1) the President shall remove unilateral
export controls on the export from the
United States of articles, materials, or sup-
plies, including technical data or other in-
formation, which he determines are available
without restriction from sources outside the
United States in significant quantities and
comparable in quality to those produced in
the United States, except that any such con-
trol may remain in effect if the President
determines that adequate evidence has been
presented to him demonstrating that the
absence of such a control would prove det-
rimental to the national security of the
United States. The nature of such evidence
shall be included in the special report re-
quired by paragraph (4).

“{3) In conducting the investigation re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) and in taking
the action required under such paragraph,
the Secretary of Commerce shall give priority
to those controls which apply to articles,
materials, and supplies, including technical
data and other information, for which there
are significant potential export markets.

“(4) Not later than nine months after the
date of enactment of the Equal Export Op-
portunity Act, the Secretary of Commerce
ghall submit to the President and to the
Congress a special report of actions taken
under paragraphs (2) and (3). Such report
shall contain—

“(A) a list of any articles, materials and
supplies, including technical data and other
information, which are subject under this
Act to export controls greater than those
imposed by nations with which the United
States has defense treaty commitments, and
the reasons for such greater controls; and

*“(B) a list of any procedures applicable to
export licensing in the United States which
may be or are claimed to be more burden-
some than similar procedures utilized In
nations with which the United States has
defense treaty commitments, and the reasons
for retaining such procedures in their pres-
ent form.".

(b) (1) Section 4(e) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) The authority conferred by this sec-
tion shall not be exercised with respect to
any agricultural commodity, including fata
and oils or animal hides or skins, without the
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approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. The
Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve
the exercise of such authority with respect
to any such commodity during any period
for which the supply of such commodity is
determined by him to be in excess of the re-
quirements of the domestic economy, except
to the extent the President determines that
such exercise of authority is required to ef-
fectuate the policies set forth in clause (B)
or (C) of paragraph (2) of section 3 of this
Act.”

(2) Any rule, regulation, proclamation, or
order issued after July 1, 1972, under section
4 of the Export Administration Act of 1969,
exercising any authority conferred by such
section with respect to any agricultural com-
modity, including fats and olls or animal
hides or skins, shall cease to be effective
upon the date of enactment of this Act.

SEc. 105. Section 5 of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

*“{c) (1) Upon written request by repre-
sentatives of a substantial segment of any
industry which produces articles, materials
and supplies, including technical data and
other information, which are subject to ex-
port controls or are being considered for such
controls because of their significance to the
national security of the United States, the
Secretary of Commerce shall appoint a tech-
nical advisory committee for any grouping
of such articles, materials, and supplies, in-
cluding technical data and other informa-
tion, which he determines is difficult to eval-
uate because of questions concerning techni-
cal matters, worldwide avallability and
actual utilization of production and tech-
nology, or licensing procedures. Each such
committee shall consist of representatives of
United States industry and government. No
person serving on any such committee who
is representative of industry shall serve on
such committee for more than two consecu-
tive years.

*“(2) It shall be the duty and function of
the technical advisory committees estab-
lished under paragraph (1) to advise and
assist the Secretary of Commerce and any
other department, agency, or official of the
Government of the United States to which
the President has delegated power, authority,
and discretion under section 4(d) with re-
spect to actlons designed to carry out the
policy set forth in section 3 of this Act.
Buch committees shall be consulted with

to questions involving technical
matters, worldwide availability and actual
utilization of production and technology, and
licensing procedures which may affect the
level of export controls applicable to any
articles, materials, or supplies, including
technical data or other information, and in-
cluding those whose export is subject to
multilateral controls undertaken with na-
tions with which the United States has
defense treaty commitments, for which the
committees have expertise. Such committees
shall also be consulted and kept fally in-
formed of progress with respect to the in-
vestigation required by section 4(b) (2) of
this Act. Nothing In this subsection shall
prevent the Becretary from consulting, at
any time, with any person representing in-
dustry or the general public regardless of
whether such person is a member of a tech-
nical advisory committee. Members of the
public shall be given a reasonable opportu-
nity, pursuant to regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Commerce, to present evi-
dence to such committees.

*(8) Upon request of any member of any
such committee, the Becretary may, if he
determines it appropriate, reimburse such
member for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred by him in con-
nection with his duties as a member.

“(4) Each such committee shall elect a
chairman, and shall meet at least every
three months at the call of the Chairman,
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unless the Chairman determines, in con-
sultation with the other members of the
committee, that such a meeting is not nec-
essary to achieve the purposes of this Act.
Each such committee shall be terminated
after a period of two years, unless extended
by the Secretary for additional periods of
two years. The Secretary shall consult each
such committee with regard to such termina-
tion or extension of that committee.”

Sec. 106. Section 14 of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969 is amended by striking
out “August 1, 1971" and inserting in lieu
thereof “June 30, 1974",

Sec. 107. Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued to require the release or publication
of information which is classified pursuant
to Executive order or to affect the confiden-
tiality safeguards provided in section T(c) of
the Export Administration Act of 1969.

Sec. 108. The provisions of this title take
effect as of the close of July 31, 1972.
TITLE II—COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL

ECONOMIC POLICY
SHORT TITLE

Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the

“International Economic Policy Act of 1872,

STATEMENT OF FURFOSES

SEc. 202, It is the purpose of this title to
provide for closer Federal interagency co-
ordination in the development of a more ra-
tional and orderly international economic
policy for the United States.

FINDINGS AND POLICY

SEc. 203. The Congress finds that there are
many actlvities undertaken by various de-
partments, agencies, and instrumentalities
of the Federal Government which, in the
aggregate, constitute the domestic and inter-
national economic policy of the United
States. The Congress further finds that the
objectives of the United States with respect
to a sound and purposeful international eco-
nomic policy can be better accomplished
through the closer coordination of (1) do-
mestic and foreign economic activity, and
(2) in particular, that economic behavior
which, taken together, constitutes United
States international economic policy. There-
fore this Act establishes a Council on Inter-
national Economic Policy which will pro-
vide for—

(A) a clear top level focus for the full
range of international economic issues; deal
with international economic policies includ-
ing trade, investment, balance of payments,
and finance as a coherent whole;

{B) consistency between domestic and for-
eign economic policy; and

(C) close coordination with basic foreign
policy objectives.

The Congress intends that the Council shall
be provided with the opportunity to (1) in-
vestigate problems with respect to the co-
ordination, implementation, and long-range
development of international economic pol-
icy, and (ii) make appropriate findings and
recommendations for the purpose of assist-
ing in the development of a rational and
orderly international economic policy for the
United States.

CREATION OF COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC POLICY

BSEc. 204. There is created in the Executive
Office of the President a Council on Inter-
national Economic Policy (hereinafter re-
ferred to in this title as the “Council”).

MEMBERSHIP

Bec. 205. The Council shall be composed of
the following members and such additional
members as the President may designate:

(1) The President.

(2) The Secretary of State.

(3) The Secretary of the Treasury.

(4) The Secretary of Defense.

(6) The Secretary of Agriculture.

(6) The Secretary of Commerce.

(7) The Secretary of Labor.
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(8) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

(9) The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers,

(10) The Special Representative for Trade
Negotiations.

The President shall be the Chairman of the
Council and shall preside over the meetings
of the Council; in his absence he may desig-
nate a member of the Council to preside in
his place.

DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL

BEc. 208. Bubject to the direction of the
President, and in addition to performing
such other functions as he may direct, the
Council shall—

(1) Assist and advise the President in the
preparation of the International Economic
Report required under section 207.

(2) Review the activities and the policies
of the United States Government which in-
directly or directly relate to international
economics and, for the purpose of making
recommendations to the President In con-
nection therewith, consider with some degree
of specificity the substance and scope of the
international economic policy of the United
States, which consideration shall include ex-
amination of the economic activities of (A)
the various agencies, departments, and in-
strumentalities of the Federal Government,
(B) the several States, and (C) private in-
dustry.

(3) Collect, analyze, and evaluate au-
thoritative information, current and pros-
pective, concerning international economic
matters. Such evaluations shall include but
not be limited to the impac* of international
trade on the level, stability, and financial re-
wards for domestic labor and the impact of
the transnational corporation on interna-
tional trade flows.

(4) Consider policies and programs for
coordinating the activities of all the de-
partments and agencles of the United States
with one another for the purpose of accom-
plishing a more consistent international eco-
nomic policy, and make recommendations to
the President in connection therewith.

(5) Continually assess the progress and
effectiveness of Federal efforts to carry out
a consistent international economic policy.

(6) Make recommendations to the Presi-
dent for domestic and foreign programs
which will promote a more consistent inter-
national economic policy on the part of the
United States and private industry. Recom-
mendations under this paragraph shall in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, policy
proposals relating to monetary mechanisms,
foreign investment, trade, the balance of
payments, foreign ald, taxes, international
tourism and aviation, and international
treaties and agreements relating to all such
matters. In addition to other appropriate
objectives, such policy proposals should be
developed with a view toward—

(A) strengthening the United States com-
petitive position in world trade;

(B) achleving equilibrium in international
payment accounts of the United States;

(C) increasing exports of goods and serv-
ices;

(D) protecting and improving the earn-
ings of forelgn investments consonant with
the concepts of tax equity and the need for
domestic investment;

(E) achieving freedom of movement of
people, goods, capital, iInformation, and tech-
nology on a reciprocal and worldwide basis;

(F) Increasing the real employment and
income of workers and consumers on the
basis of international economic activity; and

(G) preserving the diversified industrial
base of the United States.

REPORT

Sec. 207. (a) The President shall trans-
mit to the Congress an annual report on the
international economic position of the
United States. Such report (hereinafter re-
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ferred to as the “International Economic Re-
port’) shall be submitted not later than
sixty days after the beginning of each reg-
ular session of the Congress, and shall in-
clude—

(1) information and statistics describing
characteristics of international economic ac-
tivity and identifying significant current and
foreseeable trends and developments;

(2) a review of the international economic
program of the Federal Government and a
review of domestic and foreign economic con-
ditions and other significant matters affect-
ing the balance of international payments of
the United States and of their effect on the
international trade, investment, financial,
and monetary position of the United States;

(8) a review of the impact of international
voluntary standards, the foreign investments
of United States based transnational firms,
and the level of foreign wage rates on the
level, stability, and financial reward Tfor
domestic employment; and

(4) a program for carrying out the policy
objectives of this title, together with such
recommendations for legislation as he may
deem necessary or desirable.

(b) The President may transmit from time
to time to the Congress reports supplemen-
tary to the International Economic Report,
each of which may include such supplemen-
tary or revised recommendations as he may
deem necessary or desirable to achieve the
purposes and policy objectives set forth in
this title.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF THE COUNCIL

Sec. 208. (a) The staff of the Council shall
be headed by an Executive Director who shall
be appointed by the President, and he shall
be compensated at the rate now or hereafter
provided for level II of the Executive Sched-
ule (5 U.8.C. 5313). He shall keep the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate, the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate, the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of the House of Representatives, the Commit-
tee on Finance of the Senate, the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the Joint Economic Commit-
tee fully and currently informed regarding
the activities of the Council.

(b) (1) With the approval of the Counecil,
the Executive Director may appeoint and fix
the compensation of such staff personnel as
he deems necessary. Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the staff of the Council shall
be appointed subject to the provisions of title
5, United States Code, governing appoint-
ments in the competitive service, and shall be
paid in accordance with the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter ITI of chapter 53
of such title relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates.

(2) With the approval of the Council, the
Executive Director may appoint and fix the
compensation not to exceed the rate provided
for level IV of the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule, and appoint and fix the compensa-
tion of two officers at rates of basic compen-
sation not to exceed the rate provided for
level V of the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule.

(¢) With the approval of the Council, the
Executive Director may procure temporary
and intermittent services to the same extent
as is authorized by section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, at :ates not to exceed the
daily equivalent of the rate provided for
GB-18.

(d) Upon request of the Executive Director,
the head of any Federal agency is authorized
to detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of its
personnel to the Council to assist it in carry-
ing out its duties under this title.

Sec. 209, The provisions of this title shall
expire on June 30, 1973, unless extended by
legislation enacted by the Congress.
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AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS
Bec. 210. For the p of carrying out
the provisions of this title, there are author-
ized to be appropriated not to exceed $1,400,-
000 for fiscal year 1973.

And the House agree to the same.
That the House recede from its amendment
to the title of the bill.
JOHN SPARKMAN,
H. A. WILLIAMS,
W. F. MONDALE,
WaLLACE F. BENNETT,
Birn BrROCKE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
WRIGHT PATMAN,
WM. BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
HenNrY 5. REUss,
THaOoMAS L. ASHLEY,
FERNAND J, ST GERMAIN,
Wiiriam B. WipNALL,
AvserT W. JOHNSON,
GareY BROWN,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent that requirement
for printing the conference report as a
Senate report be waived.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
measure returns from conference in al-
most identical form as was adopted by
the Senate sometime back. It is a two-
part measure, designed fo promote

American exports and increase employ-
ment here in the United States.

Title I of the bill amends the Export
Administration Act and requires that
the Secretary of Commerce move swiftly

to end unilateral U.S. controls on the
export of peaceful, nonstrategic goods.
This amendment was largely the work
of the distinguished Presiding Officer
(Mr. TarT).

I believe that these unilateral controls
are largely self-defeating. Their removal
would be particularly helpful to our high
technology industries and will allow
them to compete on a much more fa-
vorable basis in the rapidly growing
Eastern European market.

Title IT of this measure creates in the
White House a Council on International
Economic Policy. We are very hopeful
this council can provide a better focus on
the problems, as well as the solutions,
which bear on the aggravating and diffi-
cult problems of the U.S. balance of
trade.

I now yield to the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
(Mr. BENNETT) .

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would
like to express my support for the con-
ference report on 8. 3726, containing
amendments to the Export Administra-
tion Act. In addition to extending the
authority of the act, the amendments
more clearly define the policy of the
Congress with regard to export controls,
and establish by statute a Council on
International Economic Policy in the
Executive Office of the President for a
period of about 10 months. Appropria-
tions of $1,400,000 for funding its opera-
tions for fiscal year 1973 are also au-
thorized. This Council will serve as an
important coordinating mechanism for

August 15, 1972

the more than 60 agencies now engaged
in international economic affairs. The
Council is established to review the pol-
icies of these agencies and make recom-
mendations to the President for-improv-
ing and assuring consistency in our
international economic policy.

I believe that it is important to as-
sure that there be no misunderstanding
of the requirement that the Executive
Director of the Council keep various
committees of the Congress fully and
currently informed of the activities of
the Council. It is especially important
so that a constructive and cooperative
relationship may be maintained on in-
ternational economic policy between the
Congress and the executive branch, a re-
lationship which is beneficial and which,
I am sure, both are anxious to preserve.

As a member of the conference
committee I can say that the conference
committee considered this question at
some length during the three sessions
which were held on the bill. It was agreed
that the “fully and currently informed”
provision does not require the Executive
Director of the Council to testify for-
mally before congressional committees.
While the conference committee deleted
the requirement that the Executive Di-
rector be an Assistant to the President,
it is certainly a possibility that the Pres-
ident would appoint a Presidential As-
sistant to that position. In such an e/ent,
it is not intended that the long-standing
tradition that those who hold such a po-
sition have a personal, confidential staft
relationship to the President and are not
required to testify be altered. When the
President seeks and receives advice from
his assistants, both must have the assur-
ance that their communications with
each other will remain confidential. The
conference committee specifically re-
jected a proposition that the Executive
Director be required to testify. It also
rejected a proposal that such an under-
standing be included in the statement of
managers, This does not mean however,
that the Council may operate without
keeping the Congress fully informed of
its activities.

The legislation specifically requires
that the appropriate congressional com-
mittees be kept “fully and currently in-
formed regarding the activities of the
Council.” Furthermore, this is a specific
responsibility of the Executive Director
of the Council.

I have been assured that the Execu-
tive Director will make himself available
for informal meetings and briefings with
members and committees of the Con-
gress. Beyond that, of course, there are
additional ways to keep the Congress
appropriately informed. The annual re-
port by the President on international
economic matters which is required by
the legislation, is one of those ways. In
addition, those members of the Council
who are heads of departments such as
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, Agri-
culture, and Commerce will of course be
available for testimony before wvarious
congressional committees.

On most matters of international eco-
nomic policy, congressional action is
necessary to effectuate policy, either by
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ratification of treaties, enactment of
substantive legislation, by appropriation
of funds, or extension of Presidential au-
thority. There can be little doubt that
the Congress will receive the informa-
tion it needs from the Executive Director
in order to carry out its responsibilities.

Equally as important as the need for
the executive branch to cooperate with
the Congress in order fo obtain con-
gressional cooperation for its recommen-
dations is the congressional control re-
tained in this legislation by providing a
statutory life only until June 30 of next
year. Assuming that this legislation is
approved by the Congress this week and
that it is accepted by the President, it is
still necessary to obtain appropriations
to fund the Council. By the time funding
is received and the Council is staffed and
becomes operative, its authorized life will
be only several months. During that
period, because of the Executive Branch’s
strong desire to have such a Council in
order to properly coordinate interna-
tional economic policies and realizing
that if satisfactory cooperation is not
forthcoming the Congress will likely not
act to extend the life of the Council, I
believe that we can expect the greatest
effort on the part of the Executive Di-
rector to provide all of the information
possible to the interested committees and
Members of the Congress.

Mr, President, I look forward to good
cooperation and a satisfactory relation-
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ship between the Congress and the Coun-
cil. I believe that on such a basis, the
Council can fulfill an important function
for both the executive branch and for
the Congress, and that the result will be
better coordination in the development
of international economic policy and
better coordination of domestic and for-
eign economic policies.

I recommend that the Senate accept
the conference report.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Utah for his sup-
port of this measure, and for his assist-
ance in the consideration of the confer-
ence report now before the Senate.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POLICE
AND FIREMEN'S SALARY ACT—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. EAGLETON., Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on H.R. 15580, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Tart). The report will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
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agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
155680) to amend the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to
increase salaries, and for other purposes, hav-
ing 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 con-
ference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report, which
reads as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
15580) to amend the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’'s Salary Act of 1958 to
increase salaries, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be In-
serted by the Senate amendment Insert the
following:

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA POLICE AND FIREMEN'S
SALARY ACTS
Skc. 101. The salary schedule contained in

section 101 of the District of Columbia Police

and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code,
sec, 4-823) is amended to read as follows:

“Salary class and fitle

Service step—

7 8

Class 1: Fire private, police private. .. ... ... ... ...,
Class 2: Firei

Class 3: h
Class 4: Fire sergeant, police
Class 5: Fire lieut , police [

Class 6: Marine engineer, pilot

Class 7: Fire captain, police captai

Class 8: Battalion fire chief, police inspector. .. _.___
Class 9: Deputy fire chief, deputy chief of police.

t pilot, assist

fire chiel, Gommandin

19, 530
22,640
27,015

Class 10: Assistant chief of police,
of the i tective service, «

 officer
ding officer of the U.S. Park

32, 000
36, 800

12,400  $13,900
s15:301}

Sec. 102, Section 101 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of
1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823) is amended (1)
by striking out “The” and inserting in lieu
thereof “(a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b), the”, and (2) by inserting after the
salary schedule in that section the follow-
ing:

*“(b) Compensation may not be paid, by
reason of any provision of this Act, at a rate
in excess of the rate of basic pay for level V
of the Executive Schedule contained in sub-
chapter II of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code.”

Sec. 103. Section 201 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of
1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-824) is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 201. The rates of basic compensation
of officers and members in active service on
the effective date of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen's Salary Act Amendments
of 1972 shall be adjusted as follows:

“(1) Each officer or member receiving basic
compensation immediately prior to such
effective date at one of the scheduled service
step rates of subeclass (a) or (b) of salary

class 1 in the salary schedule in effect on the
day next preceding such effective date shall
be placed in and receive basic compensation
in salary class 1 in the salary schedule in
effect on and after such date, and each such
officer or member shall be placed at the re-
spective service step in which he was serving
immediately prior to such date. Each officer
or member receiving basic compensation im-
mediately prior to such date at one of the
scheduled longevity step rates of subclass
(a) or (b) of salary class 1 in the salary
schedule in effect on the day next preceding
such effective date shall be placed in and
receive basic compensation in salary class 1
in the salary schedule in effect on and after
such date, and each such officer or member
shall be placed in a service step as follows:

“From— To—
Class 1, subclass (a) or (b): Class 1:
Longevity step A Service step 1.
Longevity step B Service step 8.
Longevity step C Service step 9.

*“(2) Bach officer or member receiving basic
compensation Iimmediately prior to such
effective date at one of the scheduled service

step rates of subclass (a) or (b) of salary
class 2 in the salary schedule in effect on
the day next preceding such effective date
shall be placed in and receive basic compen-
sation in salary class 2 in the salary schedule
in effect on and after such date, and each
shall be placed at the respective service step
in which he was serving immediately prior to
such date. Each officer or member receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to
such date at one of the scheduled longevity
step rates of subeclass (a) or (b) of salary
class 2 in the salary schedule in effect on the
day next preceding such effective date shall
be placed in and receive basic compensation
in salary class 2 in the salary schedule in
effect on and after such date, and each such
officer or member shall be placed in a service
step as follows:

“From—

Class 2, subclass (a) or (b):
Longevity step A
Longevity step B Service step 6.
Longevity step C. Service step 7.

“(3) Each officer or member receiving basic
compensation immediately prior to such ef-

To—
Class 2:
Rervice step 5.
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fective date at one of the scheduled service
step rates of salary class 3, 5,6, 7, 8, or 9 in
the salary schedule in effect on the day next
preceding such effective date shall receive
a rate of basic compensation at the cor-
responding scheduled service step and salary
class in the salary schedule in effect on and
after such date. Each officer or member re-
ceiving basic compensation immediately prior
to such date at one of the scheduled longev-
ity step rates of salary class 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, or
9 in the salary schedule in eflect on the day
next preceding such effective date shall re-
ceive basic compensation at the correspond-
ing salary class in the salary schedule in ef-
fect on and after such date, and each shall be
placed In a service step as follows:

“From—
Class 3:
Longevity step A
Longevity step B__
Longevity step C

“From— To—
Class 5: Class 5:
Longevity steps A and B___. Service step 5.
“From-— To—
Class 6, 7, 8, or 9: Class 6, 7,8, or 9:
Longevity steps A and B__. Service step 4.

“(4) Each officer or member receiving basic
compensation immediately prior to such ef-
fective date at one of the scheduled service
step rates of subclass (a), (b), or (¢) of
salary class 4 in the salary schedule in ef-
fect on the day next preceding such effective
date shall be placed in and receive basic com-
pensation in salary class 4 in the salary sched-
ule in effect on or after such date, and
each shall be placed at the respective service
step in which he was serving immediately
prior to such date. Each officer or member
receiving basic compensation immediately
prior to such date at one of the scheduled
longevity step rates of subclass (a), (b), or
(c) of salary class 4 in the salary schedule
in effect on the day next preceding such ef-
fective date shall be placed in and receive
basic compensation in salary class 4 in the
salary schedule in effect on and after such
date, and each shall be placed in a service
step as follows:

“From—
Class 4, subclass (a), (b),
or (c): Class 4:
Longevity step A Service step b.
Longevity steps B and C_. Service step 6.

*“(5) Each officer or member receiving ba-
sic compensation immediately prior to such
effective date at one of the scheduled serv-
ice step rates of salary class 10 or 11 in the
salary schedule in effect on the day next
preceding such effective date shall receive a
rate of basic compensation at the corre-
sponding scheduled service step and salary
class in the salary schedule in effect on and
after such date, except that any such officer
or member who immediately prior to such
date was serving in service step 4 of salary
class 10 or in service step 3 of salary class 11
shall be placed in and receive basic compen-
sation in a service step as follows:

“From—
Class 10:
Service step 4
“From—
Class 11:
Service step 3

Sec. 104, Section 202 of the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-825) 1s amended to
read as follows:

“Sgc. 202. Each officer or member of the
Metropolitan Police force, Executive Pro-
tective Service, and United States Park Police
Torce assigned on or after the effective date

To—
Class 3:

To—

To—
Class 10:
Service step 3.

To—
Class 11:
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of the District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men's Salary Act Amendments of 1972—

“(1) to perform the duty of a helicopter
pilot, or

““(2) to render explosive devices ineffective
or to otherwise dispose of such devices,
shall receive, in addition to his scheduled
rate of basic compensativn, $2,100 per an-
num so long as he remains in such assign-
ment. The additional compensation author-
ized by this section shall be paid to an officer
or member in the same manner as he is
paid the basic compensation to which he is
entitled. No officer or member who receives
the additional compensation authorized by
this section may receive additional compen-
sation under section 302."

Sec. 105. (a) Section 203 of the Distriet
of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act
of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-826) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 203. The aide to the Fire Marshal
shall be included as a Fire Inspector in sal-
ary class 2.”

(b) Section 204 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 (D.C.
Code sec. 4-826a) is repealed.

Bec. 106. Section 302 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act
of 1958 (D.C. Code. sec. 4-828) s amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 302. (a) The Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, in the case of the Met-
ropolitan Police force and the Fire De-
partment of the District of Columbia, the
Secretary of the Treasury, in the case of the
Executive Protective Service, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, in the case of the
United States Park Police force, are author-
ized to establish and determine, from time
to time, the positions in salary classes 1, 2,
and 4 to be included as technicians' posi-
tions.

“(b) Each officer or member—

*{1) who immediately prior to the effective
date of the District of Columbia Police and
Firemen's Salary Act Amendments of 1972—

“(A) was in a position assigned to sub-
class (b) of salary class 1 or 2 or subclass (c)
of salary class 4, or

“(B) was In salary class 4 and was per-
forming the duty of a dog handler, or

“(2) whose position is determined under
subsection (a) to be included in salary class
1, 2, or 4 on or after such date as a tech-
nician’s position,

shall on or after such date receive, in addi-
tion to his scheduled rate of basic compen-
sation, $680 per annum. An officer or mem-
ber described in paragraph (1) (A) or (2)
shall receive the additional compensation
authorized by this subsection until his posi-
tion is determined under subsection (a) not
to be included in salary class 1, 2, or 4 as a
technician's position or until he no longer
occupies such position, whichever occurs
first. An officer or member described in para-
graph (1) (B) shall receive such compensa-
tion so long as he performs the duty of a
dog handler. If the position of dog handler
is included under subsection (a) as a tech-
nician’s position, an officer or member per-
forming the duty of a dog handler may not
receive both the additional compensation
authorized for an officer or member occupy-
ing a technician’s position and the addi-
tional compensation authorized for officers
and members performing the duty of a dog
handler,

“(¢) Each officer or member who immedi-
ately prior to the effective date of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Police and Firemen's Sal-
ary Act Amendments of 1972 was assigned
as a detective sergeant in subclass (b) of
salary class 4 shall on or after such date,
receive, in addition to his scheduled rate of
basic compensation, $500 per annum so long
as he remains in such assignment. Each
officer or member who is promoted after
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such date to the rank of detective sergeant
shall receive, in addition to his scheduled
rate of basic compensation, $500 per annum
50 long as he remains In such assignment.

“(d) The additional compensation author-
ized by subsections (b) and (¢) shall be paid
to an officer or member in the same manner
as he is paid the basic compensation to which
he is entitled.”

Sec. 107. Section 303 of the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-820) is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 303. (a) Each officer and member, if
he has a current performance rating of
‘satisfactory’ or better, shall have his service
step adjusted in the following manner:

“(1) Each officer and member in service
step 1, 2, or 3 of salary class 1 shall be ad-
vanced in compensation successively to the
next higher service step at the beginning of
the first pay period immediately subsequent
to the completion of fifty-two calendar weeks
of active service in his service step.

“(2) Each officer and member in servica
step 4 or 5 of salary class 1 shall be advance1
in compensation successively to the nest
higher service step at the beginning of the
first pay period immediately subsequent to
the completion of one hundred and four
calendar weeks of active service in his serv-
ice step.

“(3) Each officer and member in service
step 6, 7, or 8 of salary class 1 shall be ad-
vanced in compensation successively to the
next higher service step at the beginning ot
the first pay period immediately subsequent
to the completion of one hundred and fifty-
six calendar weeks of active service in his
service step.

“(4) Each officer and member in salary
classes 2 through 11 who has not attained
the maximum service step rate of compensa-
tion for the rank or title in which he is
placed shall be advanced in compensation
successively to the next higher service step
rate for such rank or title at the beginning
of the first pay period immediately subse-
quent to the completior of one hundred and
four calendar weeks of active service in his
service step, except that in the case of an
officer or member in service step 4, 5, or 6 of
salary class 2 or 3, service step 4 or 5 of salary
class 4, and service step 4 of salary class 5,
such officer or member shall be advanced
successively to the next higher service step
at the beginning of the first pay period im-
mediately subsequent to the completion of
the one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks
of active service in his service step.

“(b) As used in this title, the term ‘calen-
dar week of active service' includes all pe-
riods of leave with pay, and periods of non-
pay status which do not cumulatively equal
one basic workweek."”

Sec. 108. Section 304 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act
of 19568 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-830) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 304. (a) Except as otherwise pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section, any
officer or member who is promoted or trans-
ferred to a higher salary class shall receive
basic compensation at the lowest scheduled
rate of such higher salary class which ex-
ceeds his existing scheduled rate of basic
compensation by not less than one step in-
crease of the next higher step of the salary
class from which he is promoted or trans-
ferred.

“(b) Any officer or member receiving ad-
ditional compensation as provided in section
302 of this Act who is promoted or trans-
ferred to a higher salary class shall receive
basic compensation at the lowest scheduled
rate of such higher class which exceeds his
existing scheduled rate of basic compensa-
tion by at least the sum of one step increase
of the next higher step of the salary clasa
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from which he is promoted or transferred
and the amount of such additional compen-
sation.”

Sec. 109. Section 305 of the Disirict of
Columbia Police and Piremen's SBalary Act
of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-831) is amended
by (1) striking out *“Commissioners” and
inserting in leu thereof “Commissioner”,
and (2) striking out *“or Subclass” imme-
diately after “Class".

Sec. 110, Section 401 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
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1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-832) is amended to
read as follows:

“Src, 401, (a) (1) In recognition of long
and faithful service, each officer and mem-
ber in the active service on or after the ef-
fective date of the District of Columbia Po-
lice and Firemen’'s Salary Act Amendments
of 1972 shall receive per annum, in addition
to the rate of basic compensation prescribed
in the salary schedule contained in section
101 of this Act, an amount computed in
accordance with the following table:

“If an officer or member has completed
at least:
15 years of continuous service

20 years of continuous service
25 years of continuous service..
30 years of continuous service

He shall receive per annum an amount, fixed
to the nearest dollar, equal to:

5 per centum of the rate basic compensa-
tion prescribed for service step 1 of the
salary class of such salary schedule which
he occupies.

10 per centum of such compensation.

15 per centum of such compensation.

20 per centum of such compensation.

*{2) For purposes of paragraph (1), con-
tinuous service as an officer or member in-
cludes any period of his service in the Armed
Forces of the United States other than any
period of such service (A) determined not to
have been satisfactory service, (B) rendered
before appointment as an officer or member,
or (C) rendered after resignation as an offi-
cer or member.

*(3) Each officer and member shall receive
additional compensation in accordance with
paragraph (1) only as long as he remains in
the active service. Such compensation shall
be paid in the same manner as the basic
compensation to which such officer or mem-
ber is entitled, except that it shall not be
subject to deduction and withholding for
retirement and insurance, and shall not be
considered as salary for the purpose of com-
puting annuities pursuant to the Policemen
and Firemen's Retirement and Disability Act
and for the purpose of computing insurance
coverage under the provisions of chapter 87
of title 5, United States Code.

“{b) Notwithstanding any other provi-
gion of this or any other law, individuals
retired from active service prior to the ef-
fective date of the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen's Salary Act Amendments of
1972, and who are entitled to receive a pen-
sion relief allowance or retirement compen-
sation under the Policemen and Firemen’'s
Retirement and Disability Act, shall not be
entitled to receive an increase in their pen-
sion relief allowance or retirement compen-
sation by reason of the enactment of this
section.

“(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this or any other law, each deputy chief
of the Metropolitan Police force and of the
Fire Department of the District of Columbia
shall, upon completion of thirty years of
continuous service on the police force or fire
department, as the case may be, be placed
in, and receive basic compensation at, the
highest service step in the salary class to
which his position is assigned in the salary
schedule contained in section 101. For pur-
poses of this subsection, in computing a dep~
uty chief’s continuous service on the police
force or fire department, there shall be in-
cluded any period of his service in the Armed
Forces of the United States other than any
period of such service—

(1) determined not to have been satis-
factory service,

“(2) rendered before appointment as an
officer or member, or

“(3) rendered after resignation as an offi-
cer or member.”

Sec. 111. Section 501 of the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act od
1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-833) is amended by
(1) adding “and the Executive Protective
Service” immediately after “United States
Park Police”, and (2) striking out “or Sub-
Classes” at the end of such section.

SEec. 112, The act approved May 25, 1926

(D.C. Code, sec. 4-131), is amended (1) by
inserting “(a)” immediately after “That”,
and (2) by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(b) The Chief of Police of the Metro-
politan Police force, the Commanding Officer
of the Executive Protective Service, and the
Commanding Officer of the United States
Park Police force, are each authorized to
provide a clothing allowance, not to exceed
$300 in any one year, to an officer or member
assigned to perform duties in ‘plainclothes’.
Such clothing allowance is not to be treated
as part of the officer’s or member's basic
compensation and shall not be used for the
purpose of computing his overtime, promo-
tions, or retirement benefits, Such allowance
for any officer or member may be discon-
tinued at any time upon written notification
by the authorizing official.”

Sec, 113. Subsection (h) of the first sec-
tion of the Act approved August 15, 1950
(D.C, Code, sec. 4-904(h)), is amended by
striking out “class 1€” wherever it appears
therein and inserting in lieu thereof “the
salary class applicable to the Fire Chief and
Chief of Police".

Bec. 114. Bection 301 of the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
1953 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-518) is amended—

(1) by striking out “Such” in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this section,
such’;

(2) by striking out the third sentence;

{(3) by inserting "(a)" immediately after
“Sec. 301.” and by adding the following at
the end thereof:

“(b) The increase prescribed by subsec-
tion (a) of this section in the pension relief
allowance or retirement compensation re-
ceived by an individual retired from active
service before the effective date of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Sal-
ary Act Amendments of 1972 under the Po-
licemen and Firemen’'s Retirement and Dis-
ability Act as a result of the increase in sal-
ary provided by the District of Columbia Po-
lice and Firemen's Salary Act Amendments
of 1972 shall not be less than 17 per centum
of such allowance or compensation.

“(c) Each individual retired from active
service and entitled to receive a pension relief
allowance or retirement compensation under
the Policemen and Firemen’s Retirement and
Disability Act shall be entitled to receive,
without making application therefor, with
respect to each increase in salary, granted
by any law which takes effect after the effec~
tive date of the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen's Salary Act Amendments of
1972, to which he would be entitled if he
were in active service, an increase in his pen-
sion relief allowance or retirement compensa-
tion computed as follows: His pension relief
allowance or retirement compensation shall
be increased by an amount equal to the prod-
uet of such allowance or compensation and
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the per centum increase made by such law
in the scheduled rate of compensation to
which he would be entitled if he were in
active service on the effective date of such
increase in salary.

“(d) Each increase in pension relief al-
lowance or retirement compensation made
under this section because of an increase in
salary shall take effect as of the first day of
the first month following the effective date
of such increase in salary.”

Sec. 115. (a) Section 2 of the Act of Septem-
ber 8, 1860 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823b) is re-
pealed.

(b) Bection 2 of the Act of October 24,
1962 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823c) is repealed.

(c) Section 102 of the Act of September 2,
1964 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823d) is repealed.

(d) Section 102 of the District of Columbia
Policemen and Firemen's Salary Act Amend-
ments of 1966 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823d-1) is
repealed.

(e) Section 2 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act Amendments
of 1968 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823d-2) is re-
pealed.

(1) Section 103 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act Amendments
of 1970 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823d-3) is re-
pealed.

Sec. 116. (a) Retroactive compensation or
salary shall be paid by reason of the amend-
ments made by this title only in the case of
an individual in the service of the District of
Columbia government or of the United States
(including service in the Armed Forces of
the United States) on the date of enactment
of this Act, except that such retroactive com-
pensation or salary shall be paid (1) to an
officer or member of the Metropolitan Police
force, the Fire Department of the District of
Columbia, the United States Park Police
force, or the Executive Protective BService,
who retired during the period beginning on
the first day of the first pay period which be-
gins on or after May 1, 1972, and ending
on the date of enactment of this Act for
services rendered during such period, and
(2) in accordance with the provisions of sub-
chapter 8 of chapter 56 of title 5, United
States Code (relating to settlement of ac-
counts of deceased employees), for services
rendered during the period beginning on the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after May 1, 1972, and ending on the
date of enactment of this Act, by an officer
or member who dies during such period.

(b) For the purposes of this section, sery-
ice in the Armed Forces of the United States,
in the case of an individual relieved from
tralning and service in the Armed Forces of
the United States or discharged from hos-
pitalization following such training and serv-
ice, shall include the period provided by law
for the mandatory restoration of such indi-
vidual to a position in or under the Federal
Government or the municipal government of
the District of Columbia.

(c) For the purpose of determining the
amount of insurance for which an officer or
member is eligible under the provisions of
chapter 87 of title 5, United States Code (re-
lating to government employees group life
insurance), all changes in rates of compen-
sation or salary which result from the en-
actment of this title shall be held and con-
sidered to be effective as of the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Bec. 117. (a) If an officer or member of
the Metropolitan Police Force, the Fire De-
partment of the District of Columbia, the
Executive Protective Service, or the United
States Park Police force engages in educa-
tional course work in police or fire science
or administration and if he is eligible for
payments or reimbursements under section
4109(a) (2) (O) of title 6 of the United States
Code for tuition expenses for such course
work, the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia, the Secretary of the Treasury, and
the Secretary of the Interior shall, in accord-




28246

ance with such section 4109(a) (2) (C), pay
or relmburse each such officer and member
under their jurisdiction for all his tuition
expenses for such course work.

{b) Subsection (a) of this section shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act.

Sec. 118. Except as provided in section 117
(b), the effective date of this title and the
amendments made by this title shall be the
first day of the first pay period beginning
on or after May 1, 1972.

Sec. 119. This title may be cited as the
“District of Columbia Police and Firemen's
Salary Act Amendments of 1972".

TITLE II—POLICEMEN AND FIREMEN'S
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY ACT
AMENDMENTS
Sec. 201. (a) The Policemen and Firemen's

Retirement and Disability Act (section 12 of

the Act of September 1, 1916, D.C. Code, sec.

4-521 et seq.) is amended as follows:

(1) Subparagraph (5)(B) of subsection
{a) of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-521) is
amended by striking out “or” immedi-
ately after “residence”.

(2) Paragraph (5) of subsection (c) of
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-523) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “No deposit shall
be required for days of unused sick leave
credited under subsection (h) of this
section.".

{(3) Subsection (h) of such Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 4-528) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(4) In computing an annuity under this
subsection, the police or fire service of
a member who has not retired prior
to the effective date of this paragraph shall
include, without regard to the limitation
imposed by paragraph (3) of this sub-
section, the days of unused sick leave cred-
ited to him. Days of unused sick leave shall
not be counted in determining a member’s
eligibility for an annuity under this
subsection.”

(4) The first paragraph of subsection (k)
of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-531) 1is
amended to read as follows:

“(k) (1) If any member—

“(A) dies in the performance of duty and
the Commissioner determines that (i) the
member's death was the sole and direct
result of a personal injury sustained while
performing such duty, (i) his death
was not caused by his willful misconduct or
by his intention to bring about his own
death, and (iii) intoxication of the
member was not the proximate cause of his
death; and

#(B) is survived by a surviver, parent, or
sibling, a lump sum payment of $50,000 shall
be made to his survivor if the survivor re-
ceived more than one-half of his support
from such member or if such member is not
survived by any survivor (including a sur-
vivor who did not receive more than one-half
of his support from such member) to his par-
ent or sibling if the parent or sibling received
more than one-half of his support from such
member. If such member is survived by more
than one survivor entitled to receive such
payment, each such survivor shall be entitled
to receive an equal share of such payment; or
if such member leaves no survivor and more
than one parent or sibling who is entitled to
receive such payment, each such parent or
sibling shall be entitled to receive an equal
share of such payment.”

(b) The amendments made by paragraphs
(1) and (4) of subsection (a) of this section
shall be effective on and after November 1,
1870. The amendments made by paragraphs
(2) and (3) of such subsection shall be ef-
fective on the first day of the first pay period
beginning on or after the date of enactment
of this title.
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Sec. 202. (a) Section 3 of the Act of July
11, 1947 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-183a), is amended
by striking out “on the effective date of this
section”.

(b) Section 4 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
4-183b) 1s amended by striking out “on Sep-
tember 22, 1959".

(¢) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Sec. 203. (a) Subsection (m) of the Police-
men and Firemen's Retirement and Disabil-
ity Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-533) is amended by
inserting “(1)" after “(m)" and by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“{2) If a member is retired under subsec-
tion (f) or (g) of this section and is em-
ployed on or after the effective date of the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen's
Salary Act Amendments of 1972, such mem-
ber shall, In accordance with such regula-
tions as the Commissioner shall prescribe,
notify the Commissioner of the employment;
and the Commissioner shall, as soon as prac-
ticable after the receipt of such notice, re-
quire each such member to undergo & medi-
cal examination (satisfactory to the Com-
missioner) of the disability upon which the
member's retirement under such subsection
is based.”

(b) The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia shall (1) promulgate the regula-
tions required by paragraph (2) of suhsec-
tion (m) of the Policemen and Firemen's Re-
tirement and Disability Act not later than
ninety days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, and (2) give timely writien
notice to each member retired under subsec-
tion (f) or (g) of the Policemen and Fire-
men's Retirement and Disability Act of the
promulgation of such regulations.

(¢) This section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE III—REVENUE FOR SALARY IN-
CREASES

Sec. 301. (a) (1) Section 125 of the District
of Columbia Sales Tax Act (D.C. Code, sec.
47-2602) is amended by striking out "4 per
centum” in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof “5 per
centum",

(2) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of such sec-
tion 125 are each amended by striking out
“5 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof
“6 per centum"’.

(3) (A) Paragraph (a) of section 127 of
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 47-2604(a)) Is
amended by striking out “and other than
sales or charges for rooms, lodgings, or ac-
commodations furnished to transients,”.

(B) Paragraph (c) of such section is re-
pealed.

{C) Paragraphs (a) and (b) of such sec-
tion are redesignated as paragraphs (1) and
(2}, respectively.

(b) (1) Section 212 of the District of Co-
lumbia Use Tax Act (D.C. Code, sec. 47-2702)
is amended by striking out “4 per centum"
in the matter preceding paragraph (1) and
inserting in lieu thereof “5 per centum”.

(2) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of such sec-
tion 212 are each amended by striking out
“5 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof
“g per centum".

{c) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on the first day of the first
month which begins on or after the thirtieth
day after the date of enactment of this Act.

And the Senate agree to the same.

TromMAs F. EAGLETON,
Dawien K. INOUYE,
CHARLES McC. MaTHIAS, JR.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JoHn L, McMILLAN,
EARLE CABELL,
W. 8. (BiLn) Struckey, Jr.,
AmncHER NELSEN,
JoeL T. BROYHILL,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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JornT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE CoM-
MITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
15580) to amend the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 to
increase salaries, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report:

RETROACTIVITY

Section 118 of the Senate amendment pro-
vided that salary increases will be effective
beginning with the first pay period beginning
on or after March 1, 1972, Section 117 of the
House bill provided that salary increases will
be effective beginning with the first pay pe-
riod beginning on or after July 1, 1972. The
conference substitute provides that salary in-
creases will be effective beginning with the
first pay period beginning on or after May 1.
1872,

LONGEVITY COMPENSATION IN COMPUTATION OF
RETIREMENT ANNUITIES

Section 110 of the Senate amendment pro-
vided that total service longevity compensa-
tion would be included in the computation
of the amount of the retirement annuity of
an officer or member. Section 110 of the
House bill provided that such compensation
would not be included in computing the re-
tirement annuity of an officer or member.
The conference substitute adopts the House
provision.

DEPUTY CHIEFS

Section 110 of the House bill retained the
provision of existing law which provides
that deputy chiefs with 30 years of continu-
ous service shall be placed in, and receive
basic compensation at, the highest step in
the salary class to which the position of dep-
uty chief is assigned. Section 110 of the Sen-
ate amendment repealed this provision of
law. The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

EDUCATIONAL SUBSIDIES

Section 113 of the Senate amendment au-
thorized the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia in the case of the Metropolitan
Police force and the Fire Department of the
District of Columbia, the Secretary of the
Treasury, in the case of the Executive Pro-
tective Service, and the Secretary of the In-
terior, in the case of the United States Park
Police force, to pay additional compensation
for successful completion by an officer or
member of educational course work leading
to a degree in police or fire science or admin-
istration. The additional annual compensa-
tion would be $200 for each 15 credit hours
completed, except that such compensation
could not exceed $1,600. The House bill con-
tained no such provision. The conference sub-
stitute provides that if an officer or member
is eligible to receive payment or reimburse-
ment under section 4109 of title 5, United
States Code, for his tuition expenses for edu-
cational course work in police or fire science
or administration, such payment or reim-
bursement shall be increased to cover all
such officer’s or member's tuition expenses.
Currently, 90 per centum of such tuition
expenses are covered under section 4109,
SALARY USED IN COMPUTATION OF RETIREMENT

ANNUITY

Section 201 of the House bill provided that
the retirement annuity of officers and mem-
bers who first came on active duty after
July 9, 1972, would be based on the highest
annual rate resulting from averaging his
basic salary for any three years of continu-
ous service. The retirement annuity of offi-
cers and members on active duty on July 9,




August 15, 1972

1972, would be based on the higher of (1) a
three-year average of his salary, or (2) his
pre-July 9, 1972, salary increased by 17 per-
cent, The Senate amendment contained no
such provision thus retaining existing law
which provides that the retirement annuity
of an officer or member is to be based on
the basic salary of the officer or member in
effect on the date of his retirement. The
conference substitute adopts the Benate
position, retaining existing law.

The conferees further agreed that the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia
should conduct a full and complete study
of the feasibility and cost of, and the effect
on morale of the officers and members as &
result of, adopting a system of computing
retirement annuities using a three-year
average salary rate (as provided in the House
bill). The conferees agreed that the results
of the study should include the views and
opinions of the Secretary of the Interior and
the Secretary of the Treasury, and should be
transmitted to the Congress within six
months after the date of the enactment of
the bill.

MEDICAL EXAMINATIONS FOR OFFICERS AND MEM-
BERS RETIRED FOR DISABILITY

Section 202 of the House bill provided that
an officer or member who is retired for a
disability and who on or after July 8, 19732,
is employed shall notify the Commissioner
of his employment and shall undergo such
medical examination of his disability as the
Commissioner may prescribe. The Senate
amendment contained no such provision.
The conference substitute adopts the House
provision.

TREATMENT OF UNUSED SICK LEAVE

Sections 201(a) (2) and (3) of the Sen-
ate amendment authorized unused sick

leave to be used in determining the amount
of and optional retirement annuity of an

officer or member. It was also provided that
the days of unused sick leave shall not be
counted in determining eligibility for an op-
tional retirement annuity. The House bill
contained no such provisions. The conference
substitute adopts the Senate provisions.
SURVIVORS LUMP SUM BENEFIT

Bectlon 201(a)(4) of the Senate amend-
ment expanded eligibility for the $50,000
lump sum benefit payable upon the death
of a member in the performance of duty to
include & deceased member's parents and
eiblings who received more than one-half
of their support from the deceased member.
A parent or sibling would be eligible only
if the deceased member is not survived by a
spouse or child. The House bill contained no
such provision. Existing law provides that
only the spouse and the children who re-
ceived more than one-half of their support
from the deceased member are entitled to
such benefit. The conference substitute
adopts the Senate provision which is to take
effect as of November 1, 1970.

RETIREMENT ANNUITY OF POLICE BAND
DIRECTOR

Section 202 of the Senate amendment per-
mitted the current police band director and
his successors to retire under provisions of
District of Columbia law which previously
were limited to the band director in office in
September of 1959. The House bill contained
no such provision, The conference substitute
adopts the Senate provision.

SALES TAX INCREASE

Section 302 of the Senate amendment in-
creased the rate of the sales and use tax on
laundry and dry cleaning services, sales of
nonprescription drugs, and charges for tex-
tiles rentals from 2 percent to 5 percent.
The House bill contained no such provisions.
The conference substitute contains no such
provisions,
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INCREASE IN CIGARETTE TAX
Section 311 of the Senate amendment In-
creased the tax on cigarettes from 44 per
package to 6¢ per package. The House bill
contained no such provison, The conference
substitute contains no such provision.
TraoMAS F. EAGLETON,
DantenL K. INOUYE,
CHarLES McC. MaTHIAS, JT.,
Muanagers on the Part of the Senate.
Joaw L. McMILLAN,
EARLE CABELL,
W. 8. (Bmr) StUckEey, Jr.,
AwncHER NELSEN,
Joen T, BROYHILL,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the printing of
the conference report as a Senate report
be waived.

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

Mr., EAGLETON. I move the adoption
of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

QUORUM CALL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

WEAPONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241)
authorizing the President to approve an
interim agreement between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I was
just called out of the Chamber by mem-
bers of the press who asked me to com-
ment upon a statement made by the
junior Senator from Washington. I can-
not quote him exactly, but members of
the press told me they have a tape re-
cording of what he did say. But the pur-
port of the Senator’'s statement was that
he has evidence that in the course of the
Administration’s negotiations for the in-
terim agreement which is now under
consideration, the Russians lied to the
President of the United States and, I as-
sume, to the negotiators. I believe the
press said it was to the President, with
regard to the number of missile subma-
rines, particularly the ¥-class subma-
rines, which I understand is the most
modern of their submarines; that the
Russians said they had under construc-
tion or in being 48; whereas, they only
had 42.

It is, of course, a serious charge that a
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country has lied on a matter of this kind.
I am not quite sure how significant it
would have been in the final assessment
as to what the overall mix would have
been. But, in any case, I assume by the
nature of press questions that they think
this is a most serious charge. It raises
very serious questions about the purposes
of the junior Senator from Washington,
whether he really is out to sabotage the
approval of the interim agreement. I, of
course, reserve judgment on that. I think
that his proposal is inconsistent with a
desire to go forward in SALT IT.

But to make charges such as this re-
minds me somewhat of the effect of the
U-2 incident on the Eisenhower confer-
ence with Khrushchey in Paris and the
planned trip of President Eisenhower to
Russia. It is always a source of great re-
gret on my part that President Eisen-
hower did not go to Russia and did not
make progress with Chairman EKhru-
shechey in bringing about a detente with
Russia at that time. I have often thought
that we missed a great opportunity at
that time to improve our relations. But
now, for a second time, we appear to be
on the road to improving our relations
and I do not want to lose that road.

A few minutes ago, I read a press ac-
count of Mr. Peterson’s highly optimistic
report with regard to trade with Russia.
I subscribe wholeheartedly to the need
and his optimism. It would be a great
tragedy if charges of the kind I have
mentioned stir up the latent chauvinism
and distrust of Russia to the point where
the forward movement in the arms lim-
itation agreements is stopped or diverted.

I shall ask the staff of the Committee
on Foreign Relations to get in touch with
the Central Intelligence Agency and ask
them whether they have evidence of the
charge made by the Senator from Wash-
ington.

Of course, I would hope that the Presi-
dent of the United States would take the
occasion to clarify this situation—either
explain it, deny it, or reconcile it. I do
not know what he can do with it. He is in
a position to know. I, obviously, am not in
a position to say whether it is true or
untrue. But the Committee on Foreign
Relations will undertake to check on this
report at the earliest opportunity.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the follow-
ing bills of the Senate:

8. 559. An act for the relief of Albina Lucio
. Manlucu;

8. B889. An act to restore the postal service
seniority of Elmer Erickson; and

S.2704. An act for the relief of Rita Rosella
Valleriani.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 10676) for
the relief of Lester L. Stiteler.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that today, August 15, 1972, he presented




28248

to the President of the United States
the enrolled bill (S. 596) to require that
international agreements other than
treaties, hereafter entered into by the
United States, be transmitted to the
Congress within 60 days after the execu-
tion thereof.

SELECT COMMITTEE TO STUDY SE-
CRET AND CONFIDENTIAL GOV-
ERNMENT DOCUMENTS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar No. 974, S. Res. 299.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TAFT). The resolution will be stated by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 208) to establish a
Select Committee to study questions related
to secret and confidential government docu-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this meas-
ure was passed on the consent calendar
last Friday, and at my request the action
taken on it was vacated because the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. HrRuska) wished
to introduce a statement—I consider it
a very important statement—respecting
this measure, about which he had had
serious doubts—and he still does.

He had not had an opportunity to
prepare it, so- we vacated the passage
on the Consent Calendar.

Subsequently, the Senator from Ne-
braska inserted his statement, which
will be found on page 513439 of the Rec-
orp of August 14, 1972. We have talked
with his office and he is agreed that the
bill may now be passed, with his state-
ment included in the RECORD.

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska (Mr,
Hruska) with reference to Senate Reso-
lution 299 be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSEA

The substance and the desirability of 8.
Res. 209 have been considered in this body
on two previous occasions. One was on May 8,
1972, beginning at page 28005 of the Congres-
sional Record. A second occasion was June
22 at pages 21980 and following.

Those colloquys, chiefly between this Sena-
tor and the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits), resulted in the referral of the reso-
lution to the Government Operations Com-
- mittee for its study and recommendation by
a day certain. It has now been returned to
the Senate for further consideration.

Mr. President, the Government Operations
Committee in its report now before us
amended the original resolution to extend
the time for reporting from this special com=-
mittee to February 15, 1972. Otherwise, the
text of the resolution remains as it was on
June 22,

Reference to the Government Operations
Committee nccompllshed one objact.ive,
namely, it resolved a rather discouraging as-
pect of the matter in the following fashion:
Senate approval of the resolution had been
sought on a virtually summary and expedited
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basls on the floor of the Senate. This unde-
sirable effort was averted by the reference of
the resolution to the Committee, whose re-
port we now consider. This is in keeping with
better, more deliberative, more established
and more wholesome procedure.

Mr. President, my present position is that
I shall defer to the judgment of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee. I will not op-
pose the approval of the resolution, even
though I find myself in respectful disagree-
ment with the Committee’s conclusions.

Objections which I voiced in June are still
applicable. Some of them I shall restate and
incorporate in these remarks.

The purpose of these present remarks is to
make a record for future ventures of this
kind into special or ad hoc committees some
sound and wholesome reasons for preventing
similar incursions into the provinces of
standing committees with definitely assigned
responsibilities.

Mr. President, the interest of this Senator
in the general subject of secrecy, confiden-
tiality and classification of government docu-
ments generally is of long-standing study
and activity, My desires and goals are to
render the development and the availability
of these documents in an open and in a
timely way consistent with the best inter-
ests of sound government. This means that
there must be taken into consideration at
least two fundamental doctrines: (I) Sepa-
ration of Powers, and (II) Executive Privilege.

The history of both doctrines goes back
to the beginnings of the Republic. I believe
that the incorporation at this point of some
of my remarks on June 22 will illustrate the
reasons for my interest in S. Res. 299,

Mr, Hruska. I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. President, this resolution should be re-
ferred to a committee for regular process-
ing, There are a number of reasons and ele-
ments that can be found in support of that
statement,

It unaertakes to establish a select commit-
tee to study and report on laws, rules and
questions relating to secret, confidential,
and classified Government documents. There
was an inquiry into a specific situation as
to the conduct of an individual Member of
this body but the subject generally, basi-
cally, and fundamentally, has never been re-
ferred to or been considered by a committee,

The resolution contains no provision for
funding. I do not know that that will be
necessary but, at any rate, there is no pro-
vision or any consideration as to whether
funding would be needed.

The subject is extensive. It is profound, It
is complex. A cursory and fleeting examins-
tion and report by a short-lived select com-
mittee, as contemplated here, would neces-
sarily be superficial and would serve no use-
ful purpose.

The resolution, Mr. President, is a usurpa-
tion and an encroachment on the province
and the jurisdiction of a standing commit-
tee, which would be fully justified in deeply
resenting such intrusion. It is unseemly for
the Senate to circumvent the functioning of
the committee system in this fashion,

Now, Mr. President, it is suggested that
the resolution arose and was brought about
as a result of the closed-door session we
had ome weeks ago, when a Senator had
received a document and breached, violated,
imposed on, or .xploited his immunity to
the extent of publishing or seeking to pub-
lish that cocument. It presented a situn-
tion which would require, in the judgment
of the Senator from New York and the co-
sponsors of this resolution, the collective
judgment of the Senate as to what should
be done in such a situation, and that a
smaller body than the Senate Iitself would
be requested for that purpose, the purpose
being not to consider legislation, but this
particular situation. As I understand It,
that !s the thrust of the argument made on
behalf of the resolution.
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Well, Mr. President, the leadership can
undertake an informal discussion of this
particular situation on its own, in its role as
a leadership organization on both sides of the
aisle. It can summon to its assistance and
to counsel it any Member of the Senate that
it wishes. It can call upon the chairman or
the ranking members of committees if it
wishes, and formulate some program or some
proposal that it can bring forward before a
future executive session of the Senate. That
is entirely within its power and jurisdiction.
It is its prerogative right now.

It is said now that we have to do some-
thing, that we have to have a crutch, that
we have to have a resolution of substance
here, something substantive.

Well, Mr. President, that is the province
of a standing committee. I suggested that the
leadership on its own can get together and
formulate a proposition of any kind they
wish as to the particular conduct of a par-
ticular Senator under particular situations,
That they can do. Then he would debate that
in the Senate, either in open or in executive
session, and go on from there.

But when it is to formalize an organiza-
tion known as a select committee for the pur-
pose of dealing with matters of substance,
and dealing with rules and classified regu-
lations that in here in this situation, then
we get into the province of a standing com-
mittee with its expertise and authority. I
say again that the standing committee that
would be entitled to it would have reason and
ground to be resentful of that kind of usurpa-
tlon and intrusion. I do not say that they
have, Mr. President. I think they have jus-
tification for it. There was no resentment
in the heart of the chairman of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee when he consid-
ered this, There was no resentment on my
part that we were not given the matter to
discuss and consider in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, nor in the mind of the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee himself. No one
got mad. But the point is we are repudiating
and circumventing the functioning of the
committee system in this fashion.

Why should it be considered by a stand-
ing committee? Because a standing commit-
tee has also had some exposure to the prob-
lem.

I should like to call attention to the fact
that we developed 600 printed pages of testi-
mony in the Subcommittee on Separation of
Powers last year dealing with this entire sub-
Ject. There have been hearings held last
March in the Armed Services Committee in
the House on this, on a bil] that would set up
a commission for the purpose of getting at
this problem, H.R. 9853.

Of course it is a very deep, profound, and
complex problem. But these committees have
already been exposed to it. They have de-
veloped expertise, knowledge and experience
in it. It is they who should be considering
anything that goes into a substantive pro-
posal in the nature of a rule or a law, or
an interpretation of the law, and bring it
back to the Senate for the purpose of han-
dling it.

Mr. President, the question is asked, “What
committee is it, and is there a committee
that can handle the conduct of Senators
under circumstances of this kind?"

My suggestion to that is again that the
leadership can. formulate some proposition
and make it fair and present the issue in a
particular case of a particular Senator. That
is within their power. That is within the
purview of their legislative duties. With re-
gard to conduct beyond that of an individ-
ual, rules for general application, that is
within the jurisdiction of the Government
Operations Committee.

Mr. President, that is the way to handle
a situation of this kind. The leadership needs
to be called in on the guestion concerning
to whom the Senator wishes to assign the
duty of inquiring into the conduct of a par-
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tlcular Senator wunder particular eircum-
stances. But when we leave that point, then
we have any number of committees, as has
been suggested, that would be eligible to
consider the study and any specific measure
or proposal.

It could be the Armed Services Committee
if it 1s a proposition dealing exclusively or
heavily with military secrets or weaponry or
strategy, or documents of that kind.

It could be the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee if treaties are involved or documents re-
lating to treaties.

It could be the Judiclary Commitiee where
internal security is a matter that has been
assigned and delegated to the Subcommittee
on Internal Security.

It could be the Government Operations
Committee whose authority cuts across and
covers all departments and their operation
and performance,

That is why this matter should be referred
to a committee and let the leadership develop
its own devices for the purpose of dealing
with a particular situation.

Senate Resolution 209, now pending before
the Senate for final action, would establish
a select committee to study questions related
to secret and confidential Government docu-
ments. It has never been referred to any
committee and contains no provisions for
funding.

There is pending before the Committee on
Government Operations, of which the distin-
guished senior Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCLELLAN) 1s chalrman, a bill, 5. 2965, to
provide greater access to Government infor-
mation, and for other purposes. Under its
provisions, there would be established an
independent disclosure board charged with
the supervision and review of the entire
Government classification system.

Senator McCLELLAN is unable to be present
today. In view of the close relationship in the
subject matter of these measures, he believes
it would be appropriate to consider them
both at the same time. Accordingly, he has
asked me, on his behalf, to request that the
resolution be referred to the Committee on
Government Operations. We have been in-
formed that the Committee on Rules and
Administration would have no objection to
the reference.

So, pursuant to this request, Mr. President,
I ssk unanimous consent on behalf of the
senlor Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN) that Senate Resoclution 229 be
referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

The substance and logic of the foregoing
remarks remain applicable to this present
situation. At a later time in the discussion

22, the BSenator from California
(Mr. TonweY) stated:

“Mr. President, I wonder if the Senator
from Nebraska opposes the basic principle
outlined in the resolution of the Senator
from New York, that the Senate of the
United States investigate through a delega-
tion of suthority to ten Senators or what-
ever number 1t might be, the various laws
covering classification and the responsibili-
ties of the individual S8enators when matters
that are classified come to them and their
right to disclose such classified material to
the American public.

“Does the Senator oppose the Senate,
through a Committee, studying this matter
and furnishing the Senate with some guide-
lines which individual Senators will be able
to follow in the future?”

To this question by the Senator from Cali-
fornia I made the following response:

“Mr. President, if the Senator will remem-
ber—perhaps he was not here when I made
my remarks—I do not object to that. I think
it would be notable for the majority leader,
the minority leader, their nts or depu-
ties, any any number of Senators who want
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to get together for the purpose of counseling
and deliberating on a matter, to go into that.
That is fine. However, the matter they should
consider would be the particular conduct of
a particular Senator under particular cir-
cumstances, such as we considered in execu-
tive session some time ago.

“However, as soon as we formalize that
kind of body and charge it with the respon-
sibility to come here with their findings and
recommendations not only with respect to
that type of situation, but also recommenda-
tions on laws relating to secrecy, confiden-
tiality, and classification of classified docu-
ments and so forth, when you do that or seek
to do it, then you are intruding #pon the
jurisdiction and the province of the stand-
ing committee. It should not be so, and this
Senate should not do that; they should not
do that. It is a reflection on that committee
that they were not asked. If you want to do
something, ask them and let them do it.

“In my experience here, on at least three
occasions, we have gone into this matter in
depth in the Committee on the Judiciary.
The first time, in 1957 and 1958, under the
leadership of the late and very lamented Sen-
ator Tom Hennings of Missouri, we struggled
with that problem for the greater part of the
summer and into the next year and turned
up doing nothing. Why? It is that type situa-
tion, as pointed out in the testimony of As-
sistant Attorney General Erickson before the
Committee on Armed Services in the House,
that the thrust and burden depends on ex-
ecutive and administrative action, and their
good faith in setting up rules that will be
reasonable and accommodate the Senate and
the House as much as possible without com-
promising those portions by way of secrecy
necessary to conduct this Nation's affairs
properly.

“We got stalemated because we reached
that situation. There may be penalties for
disclosing classified documents. But on these
other matters we reached that conclusion.
Four or 5 years later we went back and we
reached the same conclusion and the same
result. I venture to say we will come to that
same conclusion again.

“I differentiate that from the situation
where a particular Senator, acting in a par-
ticular fashion with particular documents
comes into the Senate and, In the view of
some Senators, either violates his immunity,
abuses or exploits it. Some Members of this
body might not like that and might want to
take action not only to deal with that situa-
tion but also similar situations, following the
precedent set in that case. That is a different
thing. For that purpose I say there should
be an informal meeting of the leadership.
They have certain powers and responsibili-
ties. They should meet and come here with
a position paper or two, and supporting doc-
uments, and then let the Members of the
Senate act upon that case and not try to
raise this entire field which is very complex,
very extensive and very profound, and it has
all kinds of implications and ramifications
which can be dealt with most effectively and
properly by a standing committee that has
acquired through its years of experience and
Uterature some experience in that field.

“This Senator went into great detail on the
ramifications of this type of procedure when
Senate Resolution 299 was called up at an
earlier time. I refer the Senator to my state-
ment on the Senate floor on May 8, 1972,
beginning at page 28005. The reasons why I
oppose this resclution are set out at some
length there. I will not take the Senator's
time fo repeat them now.”

Mr. President, the foregoing remarks should
be sufficient to delineate the area Involved
and some of the considerations which go
into the vast, massive, comprehensive and
eomplex problem involved.

It would be my hope that these remarks
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together with the references made therein
will be a foundation for considering any fu-
ture and additional efforts to displace stand-
ing committees with declared and assigned
powers and responsibilities by the formation
of ad hoc or special committees which seem
to invade that jurisdiction and that subject
matter.

It is my hope that these remarks will serve
that purpose.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, under this
resolution a committee of 10 Senators
would be appointed, five from each
party, under the leadership of the ma-
jority and minority leaders. The pur-
pose of the committee simply would be
to conduct a study and report to the
Senate recommendations on questions
relating to secrecy, confiientiality and
classification of documents committed to
the Senate or any Member and also to
generally look at the laws and rules
relating to secrecy and classification of
Government documents.

We had an example of problems arising
in this area in the case of the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. Graven). We all felt
that there may be similar cases in the
future, and it will be recalled that the
entire issue was the subject of a secret
session. I felt that I was more or less
carrying out the will of the Senate that
had been expressed at the secret session
when I introduced this resolution shortly
thereafter.

I wish to make it clear that the reso-
Iution does not give this Committee of
Ten any legislative authority, nor does it
prevent this committee from suggesting
to the Senate that a measure be intro-
duced or that a particular pending bill
be passed. The jurisdiction of the stand-
ing committees of the Senate such as
Government Operations or Judiciary, or
other committees will not be affected by
this committee. It simply is a way to get
some advice as to what should be done
about this vexing matter. The Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. Hruska), when the
matter was first debated, decided that
he wished to refer the bill tc the Govern-
ment Operations Committee, & commit-
tee on which I am a member. It was
so referred, with my agreement, with
a date for reporting by August 7, 1972.
The committee actually dealt with the
matter on August 8 and found no ob-
jection to the resolution except that
it directed me to amend it so that a
report should be forthcoming to the
Senate from the Committee of Ten on
or before February 15, 1973. To demon-
strate the committee’s backing for that
position, the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. Ervin), the chairman, the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy), the rank-
ing minority member, joined me in that
amendment.

I deeply appreciate the views and the
feelings of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Hruska), and I am sure that they
will receive a most profound considera-
tion from this new ad hoc commitiee. I
am very pleased and appreciative that
the Senator has not interposed further
objections so that the matter may now
go forward and we may see what can be
done along the lines confemplated by
Senate Resolution 299.




28250

Under all those ecircumstances, Mr.
President, I hope that the Senate will
look favorably on the resolution.

AMENDMENT NO. 1428

Mr. President, I call up my amendment
No. 1425 and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeEnTsEN). I[he amendment will be
stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 2, line 2, after the comma, delete
all that follows up to the first comma on
line 3 and insert the following in lieu thereof:
“by February 15, 1973,".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS).

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

S. Res. 299
Resolution to establish a select commitiee
to study questions related to secret and
confidential Government documents

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 chairman
and the minority leader the cochairman.
Of the remaining eight members, four will
be appointed by the majority leader and four
by the minority leader. Any member ap-
pointed under the provision of this resolu-
tion shall be exempt from the provisions of
the Reorganization Act relating to limita-
tions on committee service.

The committee shall conduct a study and
report its findings and recommendations to
the Senate, by February 15, 1973, on all ques-
tions 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, JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the resolution was
agreed to be reconsidered.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR JOHN
L. McCLELLAN ON HIS SERVICE AS
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Mr. ERVIN., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of a resolution which is
cosponsored by the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. FouericaT) and, with the ex-
ception of Senator McCLELLAN, the en-
tire membership of the Senate Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

Mr. ALLEN. I ask that the resolution
be stated at length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coox). The resolution will be read in
full.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

S. Res. 356

Whereas Senator John L. MecClellan has
been a member of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations and its predecessor, the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive
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Departments, since January 14, 1943, longer
than any other member, and has served as
its chairman from January 10, 1949 to Janu-
ary 13, 1953, and from January 11, 18556 to
August 2, 1972—longer than any other chair-
man; and

Whereas Senator McClellan was chairman
of the Committee on Government Operations
during years which saw a sweeping trans-
formation and reorganization of the Govern-
ment of the United States; and

Whereas Senator McClellan served as a
member of the first and second Hoover Com-
missions, during which time he worked dili-
gently to improve the structure and opera-
tion of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, and authored a number of bills to
implement the Commission's recommenda-
tions, and

Whereas Senator McClellan was the author
of the blll creating the General Services Ad-
ministration gathering the Government'’s
multi-billion-dollar business operations into
one agency for greater efficiency and econ-
omy; and

Whereas Senator McClellan was the princl-
pal sponsor of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, which has
provided for the donation of $8 billion worth
of Federal surplus property to the States for
health and educational purposes; and

Whereas Senator McClellan sponsored and
managed the legislation that led to the
enactment of the Budget and Accounting Act
of 1850 which modernized the Government’s
budget and accounting procedures; and

Whereas Senator McClellan guided to
enactment the legislation that created two
major new executive departments—the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, in 1965, and the Department of Trans-
portation in 1966; and

Whereas Senator McClellan, as Chairman
of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investi-
gations of the Committee on Government
Operations, has been acclaimed nationally
as a vigorous, able and effective investigator
and has won a reputation for judicial impar-
tiality and falrness; and

Where as Senator McClellan conducted an
investigation into corruption, gangsterism
and racketeering and gquestionable financial
practices In labor unions and anti-union
practices by management which resulted in
enactment of the landmark Welfare and Pen-
slon Plans Disclosure Act of 1858 and the
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclo~
sure Act of 1959; and

Whereas Senator McClellan Investigated
the operations of organized crime which led
to the enactment of legislation to strengthen
the hand of our law enforcement agencies in
fighting the crime syndicates; and

Whereas Senator McClellan conducted &
six year study of the development and pro-
duction programs for the TFX aircraft which
saved the Government and taxpayers untold
millions of dollars; and

Whereas Senator McClellan resigned on
August 2, 1972 as Chairman of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations to assume the
Chairmanship of the Committee on Appro-
priations: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate expresses its
warm affection for Senator McClellan, and its
deep appreciation for his devotion to duty
and for the outstanding service which he has
rendered to the people of Arkansas, to the
Committee on Government Operations, to
the Senate and to the United States, by his
great ability, initiative and statesmanship.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the res-
olution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider Senate Resolution
3565.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, it has
been my privilege to serve on the Com-
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mittee on Government Operations since T
received my first committee assignment
in the Senate, in January, 1953, and ever
since that time I have served next to
the distinguished senior Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) .

I am very proud of that association.
We have been through some real battles
together. I recall that the first big battle
was the famous Army-MecCarthy hear-
ings in 1954 and the activity preceding
that. I have worked with Senator Mc-
CLELLAN subsequent to that time on the
various investigations of the committee—
and also, of course, in connection with
the many other activities that are within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Government Operations.

This committee, especially the inves-
tigating side, requires a chairman who
has the kind of judicial temperament
possessed by the able and distinguished
Senator from Arkansas. He is a cool,
able, forthright legislator and lawyer. He
is the kind of Senator with whom one
can disagree without his being disagree-
able. He is the kind of Senator who, when
he gives his word, keeps it. He is a man
of great integrity. He is a man who has
commanded the respect of the people of
the Nation in the handling of some of
the most difficult investigative matters
ever to come before Congress.

It has been a rare privilege to have
served with him on that committee
these past 20 years—this is the 20th year.

I want to join my colleagues—as I
have ip this resolution—in honoring him
and commending him for the great serv-
ice he has rendered to the Nation and to
his great State of Arkansas.

‘We have to face many problems in this
body; and life is much easier in this body
when one has the opportunity to work
with, associate with, and, yes on occasion
disagree with—as he would expect it—
a Senator of the character, the integrity,
and the ability of Jorn L. McCLELLAN, of
Arkansas,

I am confident that in his new capacity
as chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations and as ranking member of the
Committee on Government Operations
next to its distinguished chairman, the
senior Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin), Senator McCrerLran will con-
tinue to lend to the Senate, to the com-
mittee, and to the country the kind of
service that makes us all proud to serve
in this body.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, my first as-
signment upon coming to the Senate, 18
years ago, was to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, so I can testify in
full measure to everything that the Sen-
ator from Washington has said.

Mr. CHURCH. I should like to add that
I am very much pleased that this resolu-
tion honoring Senator McCrLeLLAN has
been submitted.

It was my privilege to serve on the
committee that Senator McCLELLAN
headed some years ago which looked into
rackets in industry and labor. I was then
a freshman Senator. I always appre-
ciated the fair treatment that Senator
McCreLLaN extended to me and the edu-
cation that that experience brought to
me, which was largely due to the dis-
tinguished chairman of that select com-
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mittee. I am indebted to him for what I
learned in a comparatively brief time
about proper Senate procedures and the
fair handling of investigations.

So I am pleased to add my compli-
ments to the Senator from Arkansas on
this occasion, and I express my apprecia-
tion to the Senator from North Carolina
for having submitted the resolution.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, all of us
are familiar with the cutstanding record
of service which Senator McCrLELLAN has
achieved and which is outlined in this
resolution of commendation. His service
to the Nation and the Senate is reflected
in the rollcall of his achievements. His
name is historically associated with
sound national leadership during the
dangerous years of World War II,
through the trying postwar confronta-
tions, and throughout many years of
peaceful domestic progress.

His record of accomplishment is indis-
pensable to any discussion of the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments, the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, the Hoover commis-
sions and the permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations. His role in the crea-
tion of the General Services Adminis-
tration and in the passage of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 and the Budget and Accounting
Act of 1950 point out his concern for ef-
ficiency and economy in Government;
the creation of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development and the De-
partment of Transportation emphasize
his concern for social justice and do-
mestic needs; and his investigations into
crime and into Government procure-
ment contracts illustrate his basic con-
cern for governmental honesty and in-
tegrity.

All of this is public record and is
well recognized by Senators and by the
informed citizens of the Nation. I should
like, however, to supplement the reso-
lution now before us by mentioning the
fair and considerate treatment which
Senator McCLELLAN has consistently af-
forded both majority and minority
members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations and the permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations while
serving as chairman of those groups.

As a first-term Senator, sitting with
the minority on those two committees, I
have experienced firsthand many in-
stances of courtesy and fair play which
might not have been expected from a
lesser man.

I believe these little known daily acts
of character performed with no reward-
ing publicity or personal recognition, re-
flect the true nature of this great states-
man and gentleman, ever more than his
public record of achievement.

I am pleased to have this opportunity
to salute Senator JouN McCLELLAN.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues on the Government
Operations Committee in commending
Senator JouN McCLELLAN on his 22 years
of distinguished service as chairman of
the committee.

It has been an honor for me to serve
on the committee under the Senator's
leadership for almost 10 years. This has
been a period of great accomplishment
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under the able direction of Senator Mc-
CrLeLLAN. Two new Government depart-
ments have been approved—Housing and
Urban Development and Transportation.
The Permanent Investigations Subcom-
mittee, which he chairs, has also com-
piled a superb record of accomplishment,
including the TFX investigation and the
inquiry which led to the reform of mili-
tary post exchanges.

Senator McCLELLAN has proven to be
a fair and wise chairman. He is a leader
in the Senate and the Nation. The list of
his achievements for his State and the
country, as recorded in our resolution, is
highly impressive.

Senator McCrELLAN has served as
chairman of the Government Operations
Committee longer than any other Sena-
tor in the history of the committee. The
Senate and the Nation owe a large debt
of gratitude to this quiet man who has
made such an outstanding record.

Though Senator McCLELLAN now leaves
the chairmanship of the committee, he
will remain one of its members. This is
indeed fortunate for I know we all look
forward to his guidance on the many
problems which come before us. I know
he will remain a valued member of the
commitiee for many years to come.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I regret
deeply that business elsewhere in the
Senate prevented my being in the
Chamber in order to hear the remarks
of my valued colleagues regarding Sen-
ator McCLELLAN.

I was proud to serve over the past few
years on the committee with the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), both of us
as members of the Government Opera-
tions Committee, and to draft a resolu-
tion of appreciation and commendation
to our distinguished past chairman for
his services over a period of years to the
Government Operations Committee.

I have served in the last 2 years as
the ranking Republican member on that
committee, and it has been my pleasure
to work intimately with the Senator from
Arkansas on the work of the committee,
as well as serving with him on the Per-
manent Investigations Subcommittee of
the Government Operations Committee,

I have seen his tenacity of purpose, I
have seen his perseverance, I have seen
his perception. He has been totally non-
partisan in the way that he has con-
ducted the Government Operations Com-
mittee. I believe it is this imprint he has
made on the committee’s work that has
been so valuable.

‘We have an oversight responsibility in
connection with the entire Federal Gov-
ernment. We have the largest, the most
effective, and the best trained investiga-
tive staff of any committee in the U.S.
Senate. If there was one iota of partisan-
ship in the conduct of our affairs, it
would detract from the quality of our
work. Whether it was under a Democratic
or a Republican administration, the Sen-
ator from Arkansas carried forward his
work in a nonpartisan way. I have great-
ly enjoyed working with Senator Mc-
CLELLAN and deeply regret his leav-
ing the chairmanship, but I am pleased
that he will still stay as the ranking
Democratic member of the committee.
Also, of course, we will work closely with
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him in his capacity as Chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

The resolution which the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) and I have drawn,
which has been presented and unani-
mously and enthusiastically approved by
the Government Operations Committee,
fully reflects my feelings about my dis-
tinguished friend and colleague Senator
McCLELLAN.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, for some
years I have been a member of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations and of
its Subcommittee on Investigations, and
its acting ranking minority member, un-
til, as the result of a most admirable re-
form of the seniority rule, I yielded that
post to the distinguished Senator from
Tllinois (Mr. Percy), as I now occupy a
similar position on another legislative
committee, the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. -

I pay great tribute to Senator McCrLEL-
LAN. I believe I am in a unique position
to do so, because not only can I testify
that he is a splendid Senator, as shown
by the tremendous record outlined in
this resolution, but, so far as I am con-
cerned, speaking in a very personal
sense, he has been a most interesting col-
league and friend.

It is well known that on many ques-
tions the Senator from Arkansas and I
disagree in terms of policy. His views to-
ward the situation of our country and
the actions that our country ought to
take are very understandable, consider-
ing his background and the views of the
people of his State. The issues which af-
fect the people of his State would nat-
urally be very different from those which
affect the people of mine. But I have
rarely met a colleague who was more
understanding, and not only tolerant of
dissent, but willing to give dissenters
every opportunity to be heard, realizing
how much dissent is a part of the Amer-
ican scheme, and that is the conflict of
ideas which ultimately produces the best
poliecy.

Senator McCLELLAN is personally solic-
itous in the provision of providing staff
and other conveniences which a chair-
man may afford or withhold, giving the
fullest opportunity for the development
of the individual Senator in the work of
the committee.

Notwithstanding his zeal in question-
ing witnesses and driving directly to
what he felt was the best resolution of
the public’s business and the right of the
public to know through the inquiries of
congressional committees, he has been
ever-sensitive to any suggestion respect-
ing the consideration of matters in exec-
utive session before they are heard in
public session. This was done so that we
might be solicitous ofithe personal stand-
ing and reputation of individuals who
might be charged and the individuals
were then given an opportunity to appear
and answer them.

In many other ways, he has shown not
only great consideration but also great
feeling for all the elements of the Amer-
ican system, and for that I pay him a
personal and very warm tribute.

While Senator McCLELLAN remains as
a member of the Government Operations
Committee, he relinquishes his chair-
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manship and moves onto a tremendous
responsibility as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, on which I
also, for a time, had the honor to serve
with him. I know that he will carry to
that assignment the judicious considera-
tion which has been so typical of him, as
well as the evangelistic zeal which has
heretofore distinguished him in commit-
tee and on the floor of the Senate. I think
his elevation to the chairmanship augurs
very well for the future of that fine com-
mittee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was unanimously agreed
to.

The preamble was unanimously agreed
to.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE RALPH
TYLER SMITH

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is my sad
task today to report the passing of our
former colleague and friend, Ralph Tyler
Smith, who served in this body as the
junior Senator from Illinois from Sep-
tember 1969 to November 1970.

I extend my deepest sympathy to his
beloved wife, Mary, and daughter,
Sharon.

Ralph Tyler Smith loved politics and
devoted much of his life to service to the
people of Illinois. He was appointed by
Illinois Gov. Richard Ogilvie to fill the
unexpired term of the incomparable Ev-
erett McKinley Dirksen. All of the Mem-
bers have can appreciate what an ex-
traordinary role that was to fill, but I
know we would all agree that Ralph
Smith undertook it with courage and
ability.

Mr. President, the funeral services will
be in Alton, Iil., tomorrow afternoon at
2 p.m. I will be absent from the Senate
for the purpose of speaking at the funeral
service and will, of course, express deep
regret, on behalf of all my colleagues, at
his passing to his wife and to his imme-
diate family.

Ralph Tyler Smith came to the Sen-
ate well prepared and well skilled in the
art of legislation. First elected as a State
representative in the Illinois General As-
sembly in 1954, Ralph was reelected to
that office for seven consecutive terms.
In 1963, he was elected majority whip of
that body and in 1967, he was elevated to
the position of speaker of the house. Dur-
ing his years in the Illinois Legislature,
he developed into one of the most able
masters of the art of State legislation
that Illinois has ever seen.

In addition to his expertise as a legisla-
tor, Ralph Smith brought to the Senate
a keen knowledge of the people of Illi-
nois, whom he had gerved for so long in
the State. He was active in his home
community of Alton in the Presbyterian
Church, the Greater Alton Association of
Commerce, the American Legion, Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, the Alton-Wood
River, Madison County and Illinois State
Bar Associations, and many other orga-
nizations.

His political work for the Republican
Party in Illinois was vast. He was the
downstate campgign manager in the suc-
cessful guberniatorial campaign of Gov.
Richard B. Ogilvie in 1968 and in my
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own 1966 campaign for the Senate, Ralph
Smith believed in the principles of the
Republican Party and his efforts on be-
half of the Party and its candidates in
Illinois were unceasing. He was a tireless
campaigner for his Republican col-
leagues, and, I might add, an effective
one.

On many occasion Ralph Smith made
known to our Governor and me that his
life long ambition was to serve as a
U.S. Senator.

In his brief term in the Senate Ralph
Smith compiled a remarkable record. He
lent his efforts to such diverse programs
as the Coal Mine Safety Act, a $20,000
limitation crop control payments, the
Water Quality Improvement Act, a 15
percent increase in social security bene-
fits, the Crime Control Act of 1969, and
the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion. The legislative experience he gath-
ered in his many years of service in the
Illinois Legislature served him well here
in the U.S. Senate and enabled him to
serve Illinoisans as effectively in this
forum as he had in the Illinois State
capital and became one of the most ef-
fective legislators of our time. In my
judgment his services in the U.S. Senate
were among the happiest and most re-
warding of his life.

Mr. President, I know that I speak on
behalf of all the people of Illinois when
I say that we feel we have lost a good
friend with the passing of Ralph Smith.
He was a native Illinoisan whose primary
interest in life was serving the best in-
terests of the people of his State. I know
that the Members of the Senate will want
to join Mrs. Percy and our family in ex-
tending their condolences to Mrs. Smith
and their daughter Sharon in this time
of sorrow.

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, 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 ADJOURNMENT TO
10 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes ifs business today, it
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. to-
mMorrow.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MOSS AND SENATOR TUN-
NEY TOMORROW; AND FOR
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that, following
the remarks of the two leaders under
the standing order tomorrow, the dis-
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tinguished Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes; that he then be followed by
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. ToNNeY) for not to exceed 15
minutes; after which there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business for not to exceed 15 minutes,
with statements therein limited to 3
minutes.

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

ORDER TO RESUME THE UNFIN-
ISHED BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, at the
conclusion of routine morning business
tomorrow, the Senate resume the con-
sideration of the unfinished business,
Senate Joint Resolution 241.

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

ORDER FOR REDUCTION OF TIME
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 14896
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent with respect to
the agreement previously entered into
regarding H.R. 14896, the school lunch
bill, that time on the bill be reduced from
3 hours to 1% hours; and that time on
any amendments in the first degree be
reduced from 1 hour, as previously or-
dered, to 40 minutes.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I say,
Mr. President, that I have cleared this
request, amending the time agreement
on H.R. 14896, as previously entered, with
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr, HumpHREY), the distinguished
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the
distinguished Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MrmLer), and with other Senators on
both sides of the aisle.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION O}
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT
AND LAYING ASIDE OF UNFIN-
ISHED BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that at no later
than 2 p.m. tomorrow, it be in order for
the distinguished majority leader or his
designee temporarily to set aside the un-
finished business (S.J. Res. 241) and pro-
ceed to the consideration of the National
School Lunch Act, as amended, H.R.
14896, and that the unfinished business
remain in a temporarily laid aside status
until final disposition of HR. 14896 or
until the close of business tomorrow,
whichever is the earlier.

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

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COM-
MERCE COMMITTEE TO FILE RE-
PORT ON S. 2483

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. My, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce have until midnight
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Wednesday to file its report on S. 2483,
the Metric Conversion Act.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER {(Mr.
BENTSEN). The Senate will be in order.
The Senator from West Virginia may
proceed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the Chair.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow is as
follows:

The Senate will convene at 10 a.m. to-
morrow. After the two leaders have been
recognized under the standing order, the
distinguished Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss) will be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes; after which the distin-
guished junior Senator from California
(Mr. TunNEY) Wwill be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes; after which there
will be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes with statements therein
limited to 3 minutes; at the conclusion of
which the Chair will lay before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business, Senate Joint
Resolution 241, a joint resolution author-
izing the President to approve an in-
terim agreement between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

No agreements have been reached with
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respect to time thereon or with respect
to time on any amendment thereto.

At no later than 2 p.m. under the prior
order, the distinguished majority leader
or his designee will call up H.R. 14896,
the National School Lunch Act, on which
there is a time agreement allowing 1%
hours on the bill, the time to be equally
divided; 40 minutes on amendments in
the first degree, the time to be equally
divided; and 30 minutes on amendments
in the second degree, the time to be
equally divided.

Yea-and-nay votes will occur. We
understand that at least five proposed
amendments to the bill will be called
up, each of which will very likely require
a yea-and-nay vote.

Following the disposition of H.R.
14896, the National School Lunch Act
on tomorrow, the Senate will resume the
consideration of the unfinished business
(S.J. Res. 241), the interim agreement,
or will go to other business. In either
case, yea-and-nay votes may occur.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at
5:14 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
tomorrow, Wednesday, August 16, 1972,
at 10 am.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate August 15, 1972:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Frank T. Bow, of Ohio, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Panama.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named (Naval Reserve Of-
ficer Training Corps) for permanent appoint-
ment to the grade of second lieutenant in the
Marine Corps, subject to the qualifications
therefor as provided by law:

Caldwell, John.

The following-named temporary disability
retired officer for reappointment to the grade
of lieutenant colonel in the Marine Corps,
subject to the qualifications therefor as pro-
vided by law:

Gebsen, Clarence U., XXXX USMC.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate, August 15, 1972:

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY

James R. Schlesinger, of Virginia, to be
the Representative of the United States of
America to the Sixteenth Session of the Gen-
eral Conference of the International Atomic
Energy Agency.

The following-named persons to be Alter-
nate Representatives of the United States of
America to the Sixteenth Session of the Gen-
eral Conference of the International Atomic
Energy Agency:

William O: Doub, of Maryland.

T. Keith Glennan, of Virginia.

Robert H. McBride, of New Hampshire.

Dwight J. Porter, of Nebraska.

James T. Ramey, of Illinois.

Herman Pollack, of Maryland.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, August 15, 1972

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Wallace Chappell, McKendree
United Methodist Church, Nashville,
Tenn., offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our Father, we are in
Thy presence, conscious of the divisions
that separate us: color, background,
creed, party; yet we want to be made
more conscious of those dedications that
unite us: commitment to God, service to
country, peace for humanity.

We want to be so aware of these last-
ing likenesses that the dedications will
surpass the divisions, thus allowing us
to contribute significantly to the brother-
hood of our Nation and the freedom of
our world. And this we pray in the name
of Him who gave Himself for us all.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-

municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on August 10, 1972, the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

H.R. 489. An act to approve an order of
the Secretary of the Interior canceling irriga-
tion charges against non-Indian-owne lands
under the Modoc Point unit of the Klamath
Indian irrigation project, Oregon.

H.R. 1682. An act to provide for deferment
of construction charges payable by West-
lands Water District attributable to lands of
the Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif., in-
cluded in said district, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 5721. An act pertaining to the inher-
itance of enrolled members of the Confed-
erated Tribes of the Warm Spring Reserva-
tion of Oregon;

H.R. 6745. An act to amend section 122 of
title 28 of the United States Code to transfer
certain counties of the central division of the
judicial district of South Dakota;

H.R. 11350. An act to increase the limit on
dues for U.S. membership in the Interna-
tional Criminal Police Organization;

H.R. 12979. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to authorize the recall of retired
commissioners of the U.S. Court of Claims
for temporary assignments;

H.R. 13435. An act to increase the author-
ization for appropriation for continuing
work in the Upper Colorado River Basin by
the Secretary of the Interior;

H.R. 14108. An act to authorize appro-
priations for activities of the National Science
Foundation, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 15418. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-

lated agencies for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1973, and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 3524. An act to extend the provisions of
the Commercial Fisheries Research and De-
velopment Act of 1964, as amended.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
92-352, appointed the following to the
Commission on the Organization of the
Government for the Conduct of Foreign
Policy: Mr. SponG and Mr. PEARSON, as
members on the part of the Senate; and
Mrs. Charles Engelhard and Mr. Frank
C. P. McGlinn, as members from private
life.

TRIBUTE TO REV. WALLACE
CHAPPELL

(Mr. FULTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great pleasure and honor that the House
today opened its business session with a
prayer by one of Nashville’s most distin-
guished clergymen, Rev. Wallace Chap-
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